
HI N U'J'E S OF MEET ING 
SENATE NATURAL RESOURCES 

January 26, 1981 

rphc third ll1l2(.:LiIl'J of the Na [llL-al HC~30urcl's Committee W(J[> 

called to order by S(~nator Harold L. Dover, Chairman, at 
1:00 P.!',L, on the above date in tllfc' dudit.orium at the 
S!~()tt--Hart Building (Old Highway Building). 

I<OLL CALL: Upon roll call, all members were present with 
tlle'--exception of Senator Keating. 

CONSIDEI<ATION OF SB 123: 

AN AC'I' RELA'I'ING TO P1JBLIC RESOURCE LAND; 
PROVIDING FOR STATE OWNERSHIP AND CONTROL 
OF CERTAIN LAND WITHIN STATE BOUNDARIES; 
PROVIDING FOR ADMINISTRATION BY 'l'HE BOARD 
OF LAND COMMISSIONERS, ESTABLISHING A MULTIPLE-­
USE POLICY FOR Z\DMINISTRA'rION OF THE RESOURCE 
LANDi PROVIDING A PENALTY; AND PROVIDING AN 
EFFECTIVE DATE 

Chairman Dover called upon Senator Etchart, District #2, 
to explain SB 123. The bill will claim the BLM lands, the 
Forest Service Lands, and the CMR Wildlife Refuge as a new 
category of Montana lands to be known as "Montana Resource 
Lands". These lands will not be administered as our present 
state school trust lands are. An entirely new management 
plan will be developed by the State Land Board in the next 
two years. This management plan will then be presented to 
the 1983 Legislative AssembJy for final approval, modification 
and adopt,ion. 

Chairman Dover called for proponents to SB 123. 

Several proponents test,j fif'd in favor of this bill and th~ir 
written statements are attached. They are: Bernard Harkness, 
De 11, MT; Barney Dowdle, Professor of Fores t Resources, Un iVc-r-­
sity of Washington; Marlyn Orahood, Phillips County; DarJene 
Hildreth, Beaverhead County Freeman Institute; Tack Van Cleve, 
Big Timber; Ray Beck, Montana Association of State Grazing 
Districts; Walt Collins, Fort Peck Game Range Association; and 
Jess Kilgore, President, Agricultural Preservation Association. 

Harold Brown, Bozeman, 4x4 Association, feels that we would 
have a better chance to get our way in recreational areas if 
we deal with the state as opposed to the federal government. 
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John Baucus, Helena representative of Montana Wool Growers 
Association, supports this bill as it calls for the study 
of the concept of the Sagebrush Rebellion, and if the study 
does determine that the state of Montana is capable of taking 
care of its own natural resources will support this bill. 

Pat Chevallier, Montana Cow Bells, supports SB 123 and urges 
the committee to give it a do pass. 

Paul Ringling, Montana Cattlemen's Association, supports this 
hill. Eight months ago the association started action to have 
public meetings around the state for discussion of this bill. 
The result of the meetings was that the Montana Cattlemen's 
Association adopt a resolution to support the Sagebrush 
Rebellion bill. There is a question whether, based on past 
history of the management of the lands of Montana, Montana 
will be able to manage these lands for the benefit of all the 
people of the state. The study will tell. 

Bill Big Springs, County Commissioner, Glacier County, feels 
the less federal government involvement the better. 

John Eliel, representing farmers and ranchers from Beaverhead 
County, supports this bill. 

Ed Swanson, Glasgow, Montana, supports this bill because he 
feels that Montana can administer Montana lands better than 
officials in Washington, D. C. 

Mons Tiegan, Montana Stockgrowers Association, Montana Public 
Lands Counsel, Montana Chamber of Commerce and Montana Taxpayers 
Association, supports this bill as he believes Montana can do 
better for Montanans than the federal government, who have to 
deal with the needs of several different states and not Montana's 
basic needs. 

Gene Chapel, Lewistown Farro Bureau, spoke on behalf of this bill 
and questioned if the opponents have really read the bill and 
realize that it just refers to a study of whether Montana can 
manage the lands. It does not turn the lands over to Montana. 

Cliff Edwards, Trial Attorney from Billings, is in favor of 
this bill as he has had dealings with the federal government 
where they were not familiar with the area or its problems and 
there solution to a drought problem was not the correct one. 
This bill will give the lands back to Montanans, whose knowledge 
of them is first hand. 
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There was not enough time to hear all proponents. The 
following supporters furnished written testimony to be 
included in the record and their statements are attached: 
Lorraine Gillies, Philipsburg; Gladys Silk, Reporter for 
the Glasgow Courier; Teddy Thompson, Big Timber; S. S. Maclay, 
Lolo; David J. Maclay, Missoula; Alice Fryslie, Montana 
Cattlemen's Association. 

Senator Dover asked for opponents to SB 123. 

Several opponents testified in favor of this bill and their 
written statements are attached. They are as follows: Charles 
A. Banderob, President, Montana Senior Citizens Association; 
Steven E. Slagle, Chairman, Montana 4x4 Association; Donald 
R. Judge, COPE Director, Montana State AFL-CIO; Doris Milner, 
Hamilton; Tom Ryan, Montana Senior Citizens Association; Phil 
Tawney, Montana Democratic Party; Willa Hall, League of Women 
Voters of Montana; and Lance Olsen, President, Great Falls 
Wildlands and Resources Association. 

Rich Day, Montana Wildlife Federation, feels this bill would 
not be in the best interest of Montanans. Transfer to the 
state will cause many problems and with the loss of federal 
revenue the state may be forced to introduce a sales tax. The 
lands would be leased to the highest bidder and the sportsmen 
of the state would not be allowed access. 

J. D. Lynch, Montana State Building and Construction Trades 
Counsel, pointed out to the proponents that the average 
Montanan citizen is not only frustrated by the federal 
government, but is also frustrated with the state government 
and county government. Feels that this type of legislation 
will not accomplish anything but closing off public lands. 

Susan Leaphart opposes SB 123 and urges a do not pass. 

Arnold Rieder, rancher and user of BLM ground for summer 
pasture opposes this bill. In western Montana there are 
thousands of small ranchers that are relying on BLM and 
forest service lands for supplemental pasture. The PCA is 
having trouble putting operational loans together for the 
small rancher. If this bill passes and the federal lands are 
sold into private ownership, the small rancher who relies on 
BLM will be finished. 

Jack Atchesoll, Butte, Montana, does not like the federal 
gove:nuuent any more than the next person and is concerned 
also with the mUltiple use grazing of the Charles Russell 
Game Preserve, but is more worried about the recreational 
industry of Montana, which is Montana's number three industry. 
This bill will hinder this industry greatly. Feels that 
Montana did not handle the gift lands from the Enabling Act 
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of 1889 as they should have been handled and would do the same 
thing with these federal lands. 

Bi.ll Cunningham, Montana Wilderness Society, feels that Montana is 
a recreational state and we have many wilderness resources. 
He is concerned that if this bill would go through the lands 
would eventually be sold to big corporations outside the state. 
He does not feel that SB 123 is the solution to what problems 
there may be with the federal government, but that it can be 
worked out without this measure. 

Since all of the opponents did not have time to speak, attached 
is testimony from the following opposition: George N. Engler, 
Great Falls; Susan G. Smith, Hamilton; Gary Stuker, President, 
Hill County Wildlife Association; Jacqueline Locke, Ravalli County; 
Dorothy Raver, Stevensille; Wallace L. Crawford, Corvallis; Carl 
Peter Nielsen, Missoula; Peggy Munoz, Hamilton; Tonia Bloom, 
Ravalli County; Torn Sewell, Missoula; Noel Rosetta, Audubon 
Society; Donald W. Nelson, Dillon; Montana Environmental Infor­
mation Center; and Stan Walthall, Sierra Club of Montana. 

Chairman Dover asked for questions from the committee. 

Senator Brown asked Senator Etchart if title to the lands in 
question would pass to the state of Montana on the date of this 
act. 

Senator Etchart said that title cannot actually pass until action 
has been taken on the federal level. The first step is that the 
state of Montana will determine if in fact it wants to claim the 
federal lands. 

Senator Van Valkenburg asked Senator Etchart if there has been 
any litigation with the federal government in the six states 
that have enacted similar legislation. 

Senator Etchart said no, they are waiting for the right case. 

Senator Van Valkenburg stated that Section 8 of SB 123 provides 
for imprisonment of up to 10 years of any individual attempting 
to exercise jurisdiction or control over resource land. This 
seems to indicate we are forcing the litigation issue as opposed 
to getting congress to act. 

Senator Etchart said that the penalty clause is to show the 
federal bureaucrats that we mean business. 

Senator Brown referred to Page 3, lines 16-19, which shows a 
cut off date of December 31, 1976. Does this mean that an area 
designated for wildlife refuge and national wilderness system after 
that date would come under this law and if it was a wildlife refuge 
in excess of 400,000 acres it would also come under this law. 
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Senator Etchart said that the cut off date is designed for 
wilderness areas that have not actually been designated by 
that date. The wilderness studies would be transferred to 
the state along with the lands. 

Senator Brown stated that if this is intended to make it 
retroactive through 1976 then it should be so· indicated in 
the title of the bill. 

Senat.or Etchart said an amendment could be made to the bill. 

Senator Van Valkenburg asked Mr. Dowdle if he was in favor 
of turning public lands over to private ownership. 

Barney Dowdle said no, that is our historical rationale, free 
enterprize. I feel that the lands can be managed closer to 
home to encourage leasee to maximize productivity of the soil. 

Senator Van Valkenburg asked Mr. Dowdle if he would advocate 
providing some mechanism whereby turning public lands over to 
private ownership when we are talking about commercial, public 
type land. 

Barney Dowdle said that he would agree to a leasing agreement. 

Senator Etchart gave a brief closing statement. 

ADJOURNMENT: There being no further business, the meeting 
adjourned at 3:00 P.M. 



HOLL CALL 

NATURAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE 
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Steve Brown 
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Dave Manning 
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Prltrick Ryan 
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Fred Van Valkenburg 
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Each day attach to minutes. 
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l.llitf'd SL:ilcs, lhp federal cuvernrnl'nL :FI:~ lt~lt,a~)cd v~;cy littll: of the lands c~' the 

Wfo;t to pf'ivate ownership. A combined efiol't by fedfr'al hureaucrats and ~~p"cjal 

illtel',:!;t grolljl!; hd!:; reSlll ted in the fClic:ral C,cJV<'rrLilLnt dominatin[ trw economic alld 

:'1[1tical hhct(lJ'Y oj the he:l tJ'y cOlltru.,jin{" ttl(' LilJd. 

Hi th fW 1"l'ill control of JOiS of i',otlt(~na come!') buI't'aucratic n:!:,l11;Lt lon, red titTle 

ilnd nee'He~;::) impediments to the legitimate ;uld apJi1'()priate devel<ypment of I'iontana's 

'l'tIC 1,rohlem i,: via:,tJi nfton r;ontrol of t';ontilnii Lend,; ;'dld water--'l'he liroblem is 

lJUrt'i'U(Tatic dcnl(1J of !;tate:3 ri('td,s--'lhe probl"lTI is the inequality of hontana 

'j:Vi,::,t Lht fed!']'al t'OY(;l'rlI'lcnt oi' pulll'lC lands and p:l~tce the cllltrol in trw State. 

'fie bf'li/;ve SFldte Bill Ii1!J, ~lontana Land Heforrr.-'l.tion Act, )::; the first and one 

,,1' the Inajor ~.;tep~) necessary to control ~l()ntalla'!:; dest iny and correct the major 

c~(]urc(> of Lho 1ne(111ality l)ptween the :5tates. 'lhe vesting of the ownership a,nd 

:TliHJai'errll'rd of the pub1 ic lands in f'iontarm means a. rt:tJirth of Lhe prestige and 

l)rHIl":I' of tht" otate Goverllment and a long overdue wi.thdrawal of the massive domin­

c"rIee a,nri. power of the federal bureaucraci es over Hontana o 



COt-1P/\RISON OF BU·i AND STATE LAND nANAGEf~ENI COSTS 
- -< -- -. -~ - - "_.-- -"---- - "---•• ---------.---< .. 

i,ldflY que:;tions have been asked as to whet.her state ~lovernll1ents could economically 
oltm and !'Idndqe the federal lands. The attached information has been developed by 
the Anlcrican Farm Bureau Federation to provide statistical data for use in discus­
sing this question. 

The numbers used in these calculations were taken fTom publ ished aqency ref)orts or' 
lt'Ol1l DC'rsolldl interviews VJith an official of the tHlency. In allinstallces, Ule 
v(H'kpapers' footnotes wi 11 i dent'j fy the report and page number, or, if recei ved by 
interview. the name of the agency official providing the information. 

10 achieve unifonnity and reduce misullderstanding, the following descriptions are 
provicied: 

Jl.crea ~(? i'ldnage(~.,( C_Ql.LJ~~rl.JU - - .- -- -

This nwnber is the acreage owned and administered by the Bureau of Land Management, 
surface and subsurface. 

This includes revenue from all sources. The only exception is those state land 
agencies which have substantial annual interest income produced by long-term capital 
investments. For this comparison, interest income has been deducted from the "total 
revenue" fi gure. 

This is the Illanagement expenditure for the year 1978. In some instances, the state 
agency may be on a calendar year and BU~ on a fiscal year. For this comparison, a 
12-lllonth period that overlaps as much as possible with the BLWs fiscal year was 
used. 

This is the total of year-round permanent employees. The agencies all report the 
use of part-time employees. Where the employee is not retained for a full year, 
he/she is not included in this column. 

Time Period 
--" - .--. -- --

The period of tilile used in this comparison is 1978. The BLM's published reports 
are fot' fiscal yeat' October 1,1977 to September 30,1978. The state land aCJency 
nUlllbe)'s are for a 12-nlonth span that overlaps as lIluch as possible the period of 
October 1, 1977 through September 30, 1978. 
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It is anticipated that some of the comparisons on these workpapers will 
be criticized as improper. Some may suggest that state lands are of a 
better quality than BLM lands. This is not technically correct. The 
states, with the exception of "in lieu" selections, had no choice in 
the quality of land they manage. The states were given by Congress 
land grants of specific sections of land in each township. "In lieu" 
selections provided states the only opportunity to upgrade the quality 
of state lands they received. 

Some may also criticize that state land agencies manage only for 
optimum economic return and BLM must provide multiple use management. 
This, again, is only partially correct. The state land agencies, by 
law, are required to manage for maximum economic return to the insti­
tution awarded the land grant. Under that mandate, it is common for 
a state land management agency to have five or six multiple use 
leases in effect during a given year on the same piece of land. 
The difference in higher BLM management costs and lower economic 
return results from the difference in "how" the lands receive intensive 
management. The state agencies generally have the private sector (or 
leaseholders) make capital improvements and provide management services 
for the land resources. BLM, on the other hand, makes capital invest­
ments from available funds and attempts to provide management, via 
its employees and agency directives. 

The proposed cost comparisons on the attached workpapers have some 
apple-orange comparisons. However, they can be defended as very 
useful in demonstrating that BLM services, when compared to state 
land management age!ncies' services, are not cost-efficient. Most 
importantly, the comparisons should be the means of discussing 
whether all of BLM's ongoing services are needed or desirable and 
whether BLM's management philosophy is counterproductive to Congressional 
directives. 

The following state!ment has appeared in many state BL.M fiscal and 
statistical reports: 

"REVENUES AND EXPENDITURES 

Revenues collected by BLM from resource management programs far 
outweigh the expenditures. The ELM is one of the few agencies 
in the federal government which annually produces a profit from 
their operation. Most 8LM employees are proud of this record and 
feel that we have performed a service that pays our way. 

"The revenues received from public lands are divided with the 
states and counties and a part goes to the U.S. Treasury to pay 
the bills of other agencies." 

(Quote from BU.i Fact Book.) 
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\lOI1~PAPEf{ 

COHPARISON OF BLM & 5T.HE LAND HANAGEHEIiT COST 

O'lr,':\u f)( Land Man:l~ement St:1t1s~cs - n 
St.~~LJ.n_d \!annbcmcnt ·~iicncy Stati:.nic.'l - S 

/1 12 13 

1978 

Prep"re.j by At'BY 

14 IS 16 

Nr.H Div1.tlion 

17 vu V9 
MC:IT. 

TOTAL NO. OF NET CO) T I NCO:~E 
ACREAGE REVEI/UE OPE/IOnURES NO. OF 5 rAfF (PER INCOME !lICO~IE P[fl PUl 

'iT .:;.A.:.:.T..::.E ___ --'M-'-'-"-II.c,.AG;:.:)E;c:o--..L{ ;.:..llcl~(..::.OMc;.;£:J) ___ ~!Y~!:_L. __ S r,~FF ___ C'..I!~ M RES l_f,£- R S TA~_..J!.~ __ L...Q.~ __ ,\fH_L __ !<Sfl r _ 

tiriiond [l 12,596,058' 2,887.775 8.269,825 253 20 11.414 (5,382,050) .66 .n 
S 9,581,976 18.610,873 2,588,500 95 10 195,904 16,022,373 .27 1.94 

CJI1fornia B 15,607,125 38,913,980 

S 4,000,000 106,954,000 

ColoradO 

Montana 

o 7,996,260 
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STATErlf::NT TO THE SENATE cm1t11 nEE 19N NATURAL RESOURCES 
OF THE STAI E OF nONTANA~~ 

;1t'. erlai rJ;lclll and ik:lIlbers of the COlilr:~i t tee, I!ly nallll' isBa rney Dow-

elle. I'!'l a Professor of Forest Resources and Adjunct Professor of Econ-

omics at the University of Washington. was invited to appear here 

today because my special fie'ld of interest is publicly ovmed ,<;:orlmer_~_~!'lJ 

forest lands; the historical rationale for their creation, and the econ-

omic and social implications of their r.lanager:lent. These issues are be,· 

fore this Cornn:ittee. 

I emphasize cO!!lil:l~rci~, forest lands because the econor:;ic and political 

justification for public ownership of cmnmercial forest lands, as opposed 

to public ownership of parks and wilderness areas, is quite different. The 

latter have always been considered legitililate functions of govermlent ill 

our economic system, although reasonable people might differ os to the 

optimal amount. The village "Cor:11;]OnS" which characterized the early settle-

nlents in Nelv England are examples of public land OI-Jnership \'ihich served a 

public or cor~unon 'interest. 

Public ownership of comnercial forest lands, on t~e other hand, is a 

belated developr:1cnt in our history, dating fro/.! the late 19th century v/hen 

t:w belief becal!le widespread that private ownership of forest limd and the 

free enterprise syster:l would not work in tir:lber production. 

In qy opinion, this latter belief is ~.:istaken, and this r.listaken belief 

is a fundamental cause of current dissension over federal ownership lind r:1an-

1/ Presellted by Ganley Dowdle, Professor of Forest Resources and Adjunct 
~rfoessor of Economics, Uiliversity of Washington, Seattle, Washington, Jan­
u a ry 26, 1 9 En . 
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agement of resources in the western states. Thr "Sagebrush Rebell ion" is 

not a rebellion in the usual sense of the term, if we view it in historical 

perspecti ve; rather, it is an attempt to put us back on the track of dev-

eloping a free enterprise system which began with the American Revolution. 

The counter-revolutionaries in this historical effort were the Populists, 

Progress i ves, and early-day conservati oni sts, among others, I'"ho 1 ed the fi gilt 

to retain land in public ownership which had been acquired through purchase 

and treaty. Their victories, in Ely opinion, I'Jere the country's losses. 

Public ownership and management of resources are not noted for their successes 

throughout the world or throughout histor~. 

( The Sagebrush Rebellion is merely another of many examples in the long 
\ 
. history of man's struggle against absentee landlords and the stifling effects 

of central planning and bureaucratic control. 

Kansas and Nebraska, for example, don't have a grazing land problem. 

Or, if they do, we don't hear much about it. The reason is that they don't 

have much publicly owned land. Montana, and other states in the West, do, 

and the focal point of these grazing problems is, of course, the public 

lands. It seems paradoxical that at the same time that the Soviet Union and 

the Peoples Republic of China are moving towards the use of market incentives 

to increase their productive efficiency the U. S., with the adoption of the 

Federal Land Management and Policy Act of 1976, is hc~ded in the dirrction 

of the problems I'/hich they are trying to escape. 

The specific question which I wish to address is: "What are the possib-Ie 

consequences of trans ferri n~l ei ther ownershi p or control of federa1-ly mmed 

COl'll'lcrcial forest lands to the states?" But f-irst, I would like to explain 
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briefly why the belief arose that free enterprise wouldn't work in tim­

ber production, and why I think that this belief is incorrect. 

Reaction to the free enterprise syster!! in timber production arose 

during the 19th century because of the migratory rractices of the lumber 

industry. As all who have had an intl~oduction to Amercian history know, 

the lumber industry depleted timber inventories in New England; then it 

moved to the Lake States, the South, and then the West. Parenthetically, 

I might note, the geographical center of timber production is again moving 

South; not because of market failure, but because the market is correctly 

signalling that the South is where timber can be grown, and wood products 

produced, most economically with respect to final markets. 

The early migratory practices of the lumber industry gave rise to such 

politically inspired slogans as "rape and run" and "clear cut and get out. II 

These slogans have become so institutionalized that they are commonplace 

today. More important, they still arouse considerable emotion and,therefore, 

frustrate efforts to implement economically and socially desirable insti­

tutional reforms. The purusit of profit, it \'.JOuld seem, is not a very noble 

undertaking in the timber industry. Professor Paul Samuelson captured the 

essence of this problem when he observed that, "Everbody loves a tree and 

hat e s a bus i n e s s r:w n . " 

The historical events which gave rise to this situation were not that 

the nBrket system didn't work in timber production; rather, timber was so 

plentiful that a bargain sale on surplus timber inventories was taking place. 

As long as timber inventories were excessive, it was to be expected that 
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pri ces Ivoul d remain low and that there \'iOul d be no i ncent i ve to grow 

trees. In a mrket economy Ivhich operates on the basis of profit in­

centives, one doesn't produce something which is cheaper to buy. 

It was not until the post-World War II years that tinber prices 

rose sufficiently to make timber growing a profitable undertaking. 

Since that time, the viability of the market system in the area of tim­

ber production has been amply demonstrated, especially in the South 

where about 95 percent of all fores t 1 and is in pri vatf~ ownershi p. 

Simply stated, an inventory adjustment was r.1isconstrued as market fail­

ure and an institutional arrangement was then developed which is largely 

responsible for many of the problems that we face today. 

Two further points are worth brief r.1ention. The first pertains to 

the conCf~pt of "multiple use," which ·is to a large extent a red herrinsl. 

It is correct to observe that publicly owned co~mercial forest lands 

produce a variety of benefits, some of which, like timber, is r.larketed, 

and some of which, like recreation, is not. The question here is whether 

or not the non-marketed (public goods) component of public forest land 

output ;s sufficient to justify public ownership and management. I think 

not. 

The reason is that privately owned forest lands also produce non-mar­

keted multiple use benefits such as hunting, fishing, camping, and favorable 

stream flows. Many of these benefits are provided without paym~nts bein~ 

liiade to pr'ivate land OIvner's. In addition, the output r:,ix can be alt9red 

through various fiscal and regulatory measures. Public ownership is neither 

neces sa ry no r s u ffi c i ent to gua ran tee tha t t:le output IJi x of hene fi ts 

from the nation's cornPlercial forest lands \~ill be opthlal. Private m'Jnership 
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does guarantee that the costs of production will be registered in the 

market place, in the incoQe statements of private land owners and in the 

price of forest land. The absence of any meaningful accountability of 

the costs of fedeY'al forest land f:lanagernent--current expenditures plus 

the opportunity costs of alternatives which are foregone--is an im­

portant justification, in IT'\J' opinion, for increased state control of 

federal lands, or at minimum, greater participation in the decision­

making processes. 

Justifications of public ownership on the basis of multiple use 

arguments should account for the fact that the multiple use concept 

followed the decision to create a system of public forest lands for 

the purpose of ensuring a perpetual timber supply. If the initial 

(market failure) rationale for publicly owned forests is untenable, 

that is, contrary to previously held beliefs the market system is a 

viable an,lefficient means of allocating resources to timber production, 

then to what extent should we permit multiple use arguments to be 

substituted as the new rationale for continued federal ownership? 

Vested interest groups will. of course, be expected to do this, but 

the states, which are most dependent upon the federal forest lands 

would still be left to bear the burdens of a system of absentee owner­

ship. 

The second point pertains to vested interest groups, and the ex­

tent to which they cloud issues dnd generally frustrate efforts to 

analyze objectively and to carry out meaningful dialogues about pub-

lic timber management. Institutional arrangements which have been around 

as long as our national forests, for example, give rise to well-entrenched 

vested interests. They are readily identifiable: bureaucratic, industry, 

environLlenta'list, and academic. \ \ ; 
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Bureaucrats obviously aren't interested in exposing agencies in which 

they work to externally mandated reform. Positions of power and influence 

may be lost, and there is danger that one might see his life's work 

criticized as being counterproductive. 

The tir.lber industry views issues from the standpoint of its own interests I 

which are by no means homogenous. Currently, the timber industry is 

lobbying for bigger budgets for the Forest Service such that Resources 

Planning Act (RPA) goals for increased timber production can be met. 

lndustry is, as a result, asking the taxpayers to make low return i.n-

vestments in on institutional anachronism--the non-declining even flow 

timber marketing constraint which effectively precludes rational timber 

management. This present position of the timber industry does not seem 

too favorable to the achievement of the reform objectives of the Sagebrush 

Rebellion. This situation may, of course, change, especially if it is 

made c 1 ea r that funds will not be forthcomi ng to fi nance uneconomi ca 1 

investments. 

The environmental movement as a source of confusion hardly needs 

comment, although I do think that if they were pressed harder by legislative 

committees at both the national and state levels for estimates of the 

costs of some of the policies that they propose, then some of this con­

fusion could be eliminated. The recent election returns suggest that 

some shifts in this direction are in the offing. 

Academicians in the field of forest management are, in my opinion, a 

special prob"lem. It is worth emphasizing that forestry schools in the 

U. S. first became established to produce the professionals who were 

needed to manage the public forests. Since these forests were established, 
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as I have noted, because of the belief that the market didn't work in 

the production of tin~er, most of the early foresters didn't believe 

in the market. This anti-market intellectual tradition still permeates 

most of our forestry schools, and since public agencies are an important 

source of research funding it can be expected to continue. at least 

until ITlajor policy changes are adopted by the public agencies. 

This brings me back to lily original question: "What are the possible 

consiquences of transferring ownership or control of federally owned for­

est lands to the states?" 

My short answer to this question is this \'Jould increase the possibility 

of achieving reforms which would permit us to have a healthier forest pro­

ducts industry, tax burdens could be lightened at both the state and national 

levels, and environmental disruption caused by timber harvesting activities 

could possibly be reduced. The reason that possible gains would be possible 

in al1 these areas is that the elimination of \'Jasteful an inefficient man­

agement would release resources for the production of positive economic and 

environmental benefits. Throughout the world, inefficient industries are 

commonly the worst offenders in terms of environmental pollution. We are 

not likely to have an efficient forest products industry unless existing 

federal timber management policies are significantly changed. States could, 

and I think would, make these changes. 

States would be much more sensitive than the federal government to the 

necessity of integrating publ ic forest management with the management activities 

of other forest land owners. Timber marketing plans for federal agencies 

are typically developed without due consideration being given to transitional 

shifts in the harvesting activities of private forest land owners. Uncertainties 
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and speculative biddin~ have resulted, and this has had a dampening 

effect on investments in processing industries. This is part of the 

reason for the migration of the industry to the South. 

The reason that tax burdens could be lightened, and this is es­

pecially important at the state level, if support is to be forthcoming 

for state acquisition or management of federal forest lands, is that 

current management practices result in considerable cross-subsidization 

of unecono!'1ic:al activities. Timber values are thereby dissipated, and 

in lieu payments to local governments are, therefore, lower than they 

would otherwise be. I should note here that rapidly rising tiGber 

prices have swamped the increasing costs of federal timber ~anagement 

so that in lieu payments have generally continued to rise. County 

corrmissioners have, therefore, been reluctant to evaluate the system. 

This situation is likely to be short-lived, and these rapidly rising 

timber prices had best be viewed as the fever chart of an increasingly 

pathological condition. 

Finally, environmental disruption could be reduced even though 

timber harvests were increased by locating timber harvesting according 

to economic criteria rather than the Gaximum growth criteria which 

are currently used. The latter criteria have a tendency to disperse 

logging activities much more widely throughout the forest than is con­

sistent with miniGum environmental disruption. Tradeoffs between 

environmental disruption and timber sales revenues would, 1 suspect, 

get considerably more attention at the state than at the federal level 

of management planning. 



Senatf' Bill 123 Public Lal1rl Rpsourc tl rill 

To the Sena te Na tur'(i 1 Re~iour'ce COlTlJritte.' 

From Marlyn Orahood, nlpl'('~,l?tltinrJ ~lJp \.:! ldernf'ss Opponrnt< of 

Phillips County 

Montanans need to have control of the puhlic lOAds in ~nntana to help 

eliminate the problems that have been encountpred when thp Federal 

Government purposed t
).,,> thousanrls of acres for wil derness areas. 

There are 94,168.320 dcres in Montana. 93.175.680 acres are land. 

992,640 acres are water. The Federal Government controls 27,nfJ5,5RR acres 

or29.6 % of Montana's land. 

~he food producers and the people of Montana who directly usp thp 

la.nd to produce their products have been immeasurably burdened by the 

Federdl Government going into the land business. The Federal Government 

hi:1s r:Tt~ijted too many agencies and regulations that concern the products 

thqt ,.~7·e produced within the state. The people of Montana need to haw' '" 

say ~" how the land and water within her borders are aoinq to be u~ed. Th~ 

actual users, farmers,. r,3nchers. miner'~l ezplor'ers. timber industry know 

h,')w t[~ use the land and how to protect it whi Ie at the ",arne time r'a~;fl0 

It rraduce for future generations. 

-he keepers of the soil have an excellpnt record 0' rrotection an~ 

saving its potential for posterity. 

The Federal Government and it's agencies rln not have the expprtise to 

rletermine what ;s good for Montana .An excellent example of this is the 

wilderness areas that have been purpo~~d and desiqnated as ~uch. The Federal 

Government wasted millions of dollars studvinq All thp Public Domain th~t 

"i;~S 5,000 acres or more to determinE' if H had the Qualities of thf,ir 

defination of wilderness areas anrl wilderness values. They are still wastinq 



the tas payers money when they plan to tarry thesE' proposals on with 

protests. study groups, and court proceedinqs. The l~nd users nay for 

the Federal Government doing something that they don't want them to do. 

and they pay for themselves to defend themselves aaainst the dictates 

of the Federal Government. 

The pEople of Montana can better determine through land use boards 

and committees made up of the people from Montana the best use of their 

land. 

Montana has tOI[) little repn~sentlltion at the Federal level with only 

four conqressmen. tID 'I et or expect the Ferlera 1 Gover'nment to make 1 and 

use decisions that meet our demands.and concur with our way of thinkinq. 

The Federal Government and their agencies do not have the first hand 

knowledge about the land in Montana, 

Montanans know that it takes a 1 ot of 1 and to support the econc:>my. !~e 

also know we have to use it well or the returns won't ~ there at harvest 

time. In Montana. especially the livestock and farminq industry, the 

mining and mineral f~xploration cOllJl1unity and the timber industry as well 

as the recreationists and those people concerned with huntinn are very 

much interested in environmental protection rather than perfection. 

Here is another example of why Montanans should qa1n control of their 

land to determine its usaqe. The Federal Government throuqh the Fish and 

Wildlife Service plan to maintain a 20.000 to 2~,Onn acre prairp doq town 

on the Charles M. Russell Refuge. While we keepers of the land are tryino 

to maintain a high ~Ievel of productivity the Federal Government is lavina 

waste to these thousands of acres that just twenty yea~s aqo was prime hay 

meadows and grazing land. 



Or (onsirier the purosal put out by thp rws to fence the CMR ~ame ranQ!. What 

kind of fence will it take tn keep the qame on, the range and not in the 

ranchers hay meadows and hay stacks when the old grass is so thick that the 

game will come off to get fresh qreen feed. The Federal Government is a15n 

trying to get through Congress several wilderness areas on CMR. These 

wilderness areas will tie up with the Rureau of land Manaqements wilderness 

areas that have reached the final decision staqe. The BLM's wilderness areas 

are on both the north and south side of the CMR Game Ranoe. There will he 

thousands of acres taken out of production if the Federal Government qets 

the land put into wilderness areas. The Federal Government is cal1inq for 

more and more non-productivity of the Public Domain land. 

Montana has to get the right to determine the use of its lanrls. Montana 

land users have to have the right to set up their own regulations about 

land usage. Montanans have the expertise and know how to maintain high 

productivity while at the same time protectinq its potential productivity. 

The best representation that Montana can get to determine what is good for 

Montana is right here in Montana and that is where it should stay to make 

Montana and its people the outstanding leaders in the mamaqement of their 

1and. 



Article IV: sc'cLion IlL: (,r till' ,:ol]~;l: Itl.t Ion providc'~; for the crcaUon of new 
states. The NOI:LllWl':;L nnlill.iIICl' IdopLC'd 11,/ Olll<jU'SS .July L3, 1787, provldes 
for illl new :;~,L<'~~; tll.tL ('nl"r in tll(' unioll to be on dn c'cfll'-11 fex)tinq wi_th the 
oriqinill staLes in ,111 r":T",'t:; (\"h,llc'v,'r). 'l'ill'l-l'I-()tv, it I!; Ilot 1-iqilt (h,lL 
l~hc~ qOV('nmlc'nt ~;h()llid U\"I-l I mel ill !;(l(llC' !,L1Ll'!> ,1I1d ]lot 11l 01 )1\'t- :;L1L<'!,. 

*********************** 

Article 1: section VIlI: plLlqr.!pll ] 7: ~;t'lle) thClL til(' qovcrnmcnt Cclnnot have 
or own property other t.hem Ul(' ] 0 sqUln' miles in WZl~;hinCJton, D.C. (-)fh;:;-i-~than 
lands for forts, nav,d iJ<:l;;c'!:;, ('tc. I1cccl(,(j to cic,fc'nd our country. 

*********************** 

'I'homa::-, .]cffcn50n said then' were not (~nou<Jh chaLns on our ,Iud icial foml of 
Cfovernmcnt. lIe ,,,arm'd tIC; tn wdh:h il cl()~;('i'l. Tt could Ix 'COT](' the (wrrn of 
dissillusion ,:md qrzlc]u;llly '1"t :111 pow('r VoXHklllq by qravity, moving by day 
and by niqlll, q:Jinintj ;1 Iii 11(' il('n' ,md ,I III Il,· 111(T(', r1()i:;l'l(':;:~ly :-;!,'ppinq 
Like a thi(,r ov('r- jlJri:;di(,t I()II, qfll>i>i ill') II 111' 11111 II ,Ill ION{'r ,;iJould ix' 
usuqxx'l fr-om till' st.-li,";' '!'() ,III lili,; '1'llllTl.r'; ,j"rr,'r-:;t)rJ ;;.ri<i, Tam OfJf>o;;('d 
because when illl qovcnlrnl'lll :;jldll b(' drdwil illin \.vd:;llii1q[oTl ;l~) d cC'tltr'r of all 
l-JOWer, it will render he Iplc'ss Ul(' [XJ\Ncr of check:, prov.idn] and will l:X'eXIne 
oppressive as 1J]("' qov('nllnl'rlt {)r (~c'Orq('T T 1 Ihlt- W(' h'-I\!(' ~;c'p.lrat(·d onr:~c'l V0S 

from. This i:; Wildt ]':.1'.1\., 0:;11<1, cLc. ,In' n()w dUlnq to u::;. 

********************** 
It is apparent the' sizc' of til" qovcrnmcnt is Wily Ollt: of contro1. [n C;eorqc 
h'ashinqton's LiJw', t:.ilC'I--" W('I-C -)')() [X'opJc to 11('Jp him run rill' fedc~ral qavcrnment. 
No.-.r there an: over 3,OOO,O()() 1)('OI)1co to IK'Jp rim thc' tjoV('rnmcnt ilnd c10inq Cl 

qood job of Loqqitl(j down (11(' Q(J\1l'lTllTK'nL. Thl' raLioll i~; nowmon' thln 100 
times grl',:'r'r P(']" (',11>11<1 111.111 ill (~'()nl" Wd~;Ililltjton':l t.lnlC'. 

********************** 

The governmcnt.. '~<-IS dl'Cillll:.('lv Ilot to (!o into bu:;in(-,s:~ for J_tselE. Yet it now 
has ov(,r 11,000 bu~:;in('~;sc~" rilld over }OO coqXJ]"<1tions, most of them rurming at 
a loss I~() the L1XP,-1'y'Cl-:3 whilf' cexnlx'tinq with ~:;ollnd private enterprise. 

********************** 

One cxampl(~ of hC1~ c'xD,'n::;ivc' (mel hurdc'n,30TI(' th,' qovcrnmcntis when it lnterfers 
with the swLc"::; LJ1.lsin(:s:; i:; in I'llCx~nlx, I\ri7onl. The Sellt RLver Genis almost 
every )1c\)r and '.'Jljl(':; ouj :;1;'; IJI~idqC';;f (t~lllkl'I":'-; :Ycolx'rty ilnd ,llwdys snuffs out 
lives. Th(' qovCnlJl1('llt ("l<'li I inl,' rc--L)uild::; tfic'iJr"j(jr](,:;. TIl(' only bric1qc Lhilt 
COl,l inuc':, to (,Ik,' (iv' !fl.rilJ I 1,1111(' ,Il](j l((dtl:; 11[' IIllC]t'! ,Ill til(' r"LVC't- flcx.-d 
water:-, is tile' C,n-l 11'1~!(l('ll In i,i'l(' 1)11i It in t)),· (\Irly l')()O's by private ('ntel-prise. 
Yet Cornqrc>;;;nklll i'vlor:;c' IkLll1 r.d /lli:7.01]'], insl("ltl of 1'11·~inq Cdrc or thi,; ::;hdJll<'fu] 
problO1l 1.n j\rizcJna, cOllies IiI r1()llt,ma 1.0 hl'li) ('nl1qrc::;:;llldtl I',~ll:_ \<'Jil]j';lm;-; to turn 
over morc' lc-Intl in )It:.'dv('ll)t'.l<i ('()ulil~y I." UII' !('(it'rid qOV(Tnrn('nt, sayinq "We 
know WIld! i:; 1.':;1 [(W- '/(111," '1')li:; ;;OIJiI,I:: I il--J' Irll('r-:; I,IW in:-;I('.Ic1 or p,'o!>1('" 
law. No :-;L,dc' ;;i1ould \"';dnl ,', JrIljn':;~;rn('li ,Hid ~i('nJloCj (rorn 4f) other ;;tatcs teLling 
them how to nunl' Il' L he· j 1- L mtl:;. 

********************** 

lf~t's qC'tudck to d 1)'ISit' c'lII:;1 itlltiOll,ll qovc'nlfrJc'nL. If Texas Celn nill their 
qreot aml ]ilrq(' :-;1,11,' \,;itll()lli rl()\i,'nl(il('lli illl('I-f'T"II('t' SO'Ciln HON'I'I\NI\!!! 

***Ak**************k~* 
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MONTANA ASSOCIATION OF STATE GRAZING DISTRICTS 
7 Edwards, Helena, Montana 59601 

443-5711 

SB 123 

Mr. Chairman I membef~')of the ~rnrni ttee I 
i / .. 

f 

record, my name is ".l--,_ L._. " 

for 

the 

representing the Montana tion of State 

Grazing Districts. 

During the business session of the 1980 State 

Grazing District Convention a resolution was intro-

duced and passed by the assembly to support legislation 

providing for state ownership and control of federal 

lands within the State of Montana. 

Mr. Chairman I would like to have it shown in 

the record that the Montana Association of State 

Grazing Districts strongly support Senate Bill 123. 

Thank you. 



MONTANA ASSOCIATION OF STATE GRAZING DISTRICTS 

RESOLUTION NO. 
-~-

SAGEBRUSH REBELLION Adopted: Oct. 15, 1980 

WHEREAS the Montana Association of State Grazing 

Districts wishes to reaffirm its stand at last yearlS 

convention regarding the sagebrush rebellion which reads: 

WHEREAS the encroachment of Federal land policy 

decisions has become burdensome to the economic development 

uf the western states; and 

WHEREAS the Nevada Assembly in 1979 enacted legislation 

claiming for the State of Nevada the public lands in that 

state; and 

WHEREAS this movement has caught the attention of the 

governors of several of the Western States and Legislators 

as well. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Montana Associa­

tion of State Grazing Districts support the "Sagebrush 

Rebellion" effort and provide whatever leadership necessary 

to get our statE~ and political community involved. 
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£[f)£ 
L ___________ . __ ,.ACJRICULTURAL PRE-:SERVATION ASSOCIATI®N 

Route / . Uox 40/ 
Bozeman, ,\It 59715 

;;v name is ,J(;1f3G KilJ:ore, Tlu'ee FOl'lw, ;;ontr.ma. I llIa n rancher and presently 
the l're:ddent of the Ap;ricultul'ul Preservution ASElociation of Gallatin 
CountY9 f'cnerally known as A. p. 1\. 

In o.ddi tion I have been authorized to ::;l'oru{ as 11 proponent of ~). B. 123 
hv the foll()\'linn f~roups: 

Gtillwnter County Af;rictllttu'ul Leglo1,,*ive Association 
Sweet Grass County Pre9(ll~ation lhmociation 
Park County Legislative Association 

\!e believe in the folloHinf', conceptnt 

That Federal m'ffiorship of huge ufaoulltu of the land of l,lantana and 
El.mui'cd b:'t an eastern bureaucl"'ucy diminishes those rightn. 

Tll,at O'I"'l"Jeruhip of those lando b:r the :~tate of r.:ontana 11/111 in creane 
the liIul tiple use concept relatin,'~ to An.ricul tUl~et Enerp'y Production, Forent 
Products IndUJ1try and Hocreation and \'111<1lif'0 habitnt. 

'i'hat tho published statement in the press by the Iiontana Uildlife 
Federation and o"bhero charp,inr~ that the land \,/i11 be Bold or denpoiled are f1Use. 

That tho Lill specifically Bt..'J.tes that tile broad mu1 tip Ie U8e ooncoP1:o 
for all public use will be enhanced rather than dir.1inished and specifically 
authol"'lzes nnd instructs the Ler,iolature to so maintain it. to charge thut 
tho rip;hts of the Public to acceos and full use of the lando will be denied 
it3 to publicly claim "no confidence" in the Montana state Ler,islators. 

~!:'hat the cost of achaininterinr: the lands are \:/c11 \,:i thin the capabilities 
of the State of I,lontana since th(') hU,'~e coot of 11 larr,o Federal nuroaucracy 
will be eliminated. 

/ 
\./ .J()L1S lCilrore 

President - A. P. A. 



jV;r. C hE'. irma n : 

I~m Lorraine Gillies; my hustcnd ana I opercte the f'bmily 

cattle ranch on Upper Rock Creek, W~8t of Phllipsturg, and our children 

will be the fourth ~.n.r&tion on this ranch. 

I speak in strong support of SB 123. As landowner ss well 

as l"eerE:Etiontst, 1 \".'uld like tc p-int cut that l1JUch cC.re has bEen 

taken to see thbt thE public lands in question, som~ 23 million acres 

i.n the Stete of Montena \c~:n bettEr be m&nE~'E-,d by those who hcve the 

interest of our stbte at ht:~brt. The Fed.eral Government has controlled 

these lands &nd those in 10 other Western StEtes with 111$1. or no 

re~Erd for the wishes of thOSE clOSEst to the lands. 

'rhe ITlult,iple···use concept of this bill &SSUrES thE,t &11 interests 

will be conSidered, Lnd only an act of the legislature, follnwing hear­

ings in th~ aff~cted counties, will allow sale of any land. This 

prl&cludes "big money interElsts" or "lend Barons" snatchinf:; up public 

lands. Surely we in Montana can more intelligently mbnB~e our lends 

than can the politici~ns bnd bur6Euerats from the populous Eastern 

stB tes • 

The obvious intent of SE 123 18 th~ protection of &11 that we 

MontdFns hDld d€ar--the conserve ticn and pro tee tion of the \~-£ tESY sheds, 

Yfildl1 f't he bl tc t, I. nd the his tor1e, se E::nic, 1'6:'C ree tiDt!bl and ne, tural 

vblu€s. The m~n&gement of the fore~e l&nds for livestock 8S ~ell as 

gor ~cme is a vlt~l concern for the Agriculture Industry. I urge those 

who fear the paSB8fG of this bill ~ill result in the so-cElled rape of 

the public lE;nds to cGr~fully cOl1:;lclElY the intlnt of the bill, which is 

to C.ive b&ck to Monte a v;hat rle;;htfully belongs to her people. 

'l'h~lnk yo u • 
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Senate Bill 123 is the only avenue open to gain freedom from an oppressive federal government 

that parallels that of the British rule over the colonies. 

Our freedo1l1 was paid for in blood by our forefathers and passed on to "we the people" of the 

United States to hold in sacred trust. 

Thomas Jefferson said, "What country can preserve its liberties, if its rulers are not warned, 

from time to time, that its people preserve the spirit of resistance." 

If we do not resist an all-powerful, bloated and arrogant government, we break faith, we 

abdicate our responsibility to the future and cut the ties to the past. 

Our complaints are carbon copies of the grievances set forth in the declaration of independence. 

I t seems incredible that we could have created our own brand of tyranny in just two centuries. 

The Declaration of independence tells us that "He (speaking of the king of Great Britain) has 

erected a JlJUltitude of new offices and sellt hither swarms of officers to harass our people and eat 

out their substance." 

Today, our federal government has erected a multitude of BLM and F&WS offices and sent 

hither swarms of officials to harass our people and cat out our substance by destroying that ever 

dwindling nU1l1ber of ranchers who create new wealth from renewable resources. 

Each environmental impact statement, and there are several that involves Valley County, calls 

for increased personnel and/or taxpayers' dollars to implement plans based on data that is often 

ridiculous, erroneous or deceptive. For example, the economic impact in the Charles M. Russell 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is so flawed that it has to be done over again. 

Think of the cost of the 212 basic EIS statements plus layers of others that are often done in a 

haphnard manller throughout the west? 

We turn to the constitution for answers. We see hope. It says that new states will be created on 

c(lual footing with the 13 original states and that the federal government must have the consent of 

the stare to acquire property within that state. But, we look further and find that Congress shall 

have the power to dispose of and make all needed rules and regulations respecting territory. 

We use a little magic in our printing! 
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States born of territories are saddled by attitudes and Jaws that have prevented them from ever 

claiming their full heritage. 

Montana was acquired from France as part of the Lousiana purchase in 1803. The territory of 

Montana was created in 1864. The federal government picked our territorial governors, judges and 

other officials. For the most part, we got the btoom of the barrel, cast off bureaucrats and political 

hacks whom Montanans called carpetbaggers. In six years, we had three territorial governors and 

two acting governors. We had wallflower representation in congress; they could be seen, but not 

heard. They had no vote. 

The people of our territory resented the colonial rule forced upon it. They resented incompe­

tent governors bungling our affairs. 

Now, wealthy national and international interest groups with representation both in and out of 

the Interior Department dictate policy and win court decisions that have forged the chains that 

keep not only us, but the U. S. Congress, in bondage. 

In 1866, Montanans put together a consitution, but it never got off the ground. Historians 

say congress wouldn't have passed it anyway. 

It seems that the federal government needed more time to confuse and suppress the people so 

that when statehood came, we would accept it at any price. 

In due time, the Missoulian editorialized: "How long, Oh Lord, how long." 

Montana drafted another constitution in 1884; Congress turned thumbs down for purely 

political reasons. Every bit of eastern power was used to keep us out of the political arena. 

We were to undergo a total of 25 years of territorial rule before we attained statehood in 1 Rb19. 

Almost a century had passed since we became a part of the United States and four generatioJls 

of people had evolved an attitude that we were just a new kind of colony of second class citizens, 

not politically, intellectually or socially sophisticated enough to handle OLIr own affairs. The federal 

government would do it for us. The die was cast. 

This attitude was clearly spelled out in the enabling legislation passed by congress paving the 

way for Montana to become a state. 011 the one hand, the legislation said Montana would enter the 

union on an equal footing with the original states, but imtnediatly that: real hope was snatched from 

us when we were forced to agree and declare that we would forever disclaim all right and title to 

the unappropriated public lands lying within our boundaries which would remain subject to the 

We use a little magic in our printing! 
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We could take it or leave it. Congress could care less. Either way, the federal government could 

control the land and we could become wards of that government. 

So much for equal footing, 

The federal government bas kept a strangle hold on the 11 western states and Alaska because 

of its huge land holdings in these states. We know how they feel. The federal government owns 

2/3 of ValJey County. 

A frer we finally had representation in congress, our congressmen had no delusions about our 

future. 

During the Taylor Grazing Act hassle in the early 1930s, Congressman Ayers of Montana said, 

"The west does not need additional parasites. and particularly not at the rate of $2,000,000 per 

year at the expense of the livestock man and that is the class of parasites that you cannot clear 

out; once they are hooked on, they are there forever." 

He was speaking of the land management forces it would take to hog tie the west. He was right 

OIL 

At the same time, Congressman Carter of Wyoming said, "They want to prevent erosion to save 

the land for posterity. I want to say to you that if Secretary Wallace and Secretary Ickes were 

more interested ill the erosiolls that afC being made on the constitution, they would do more for 

posterity," 

And he was right on. 

The bureaucrats played a major role in putting together and pushing the grazing act, as they 

have in the layer after layer of more recent laws that affect our lives, because it was then and is 

now a great opportunity to expand their scope and power. 

President Franklin D. Roosevelt threw his weight behind the bureaucrats, and while he was at 

it, he set aside the one millioll acres that are now the Charles M. Russell Wildlife Refuge which is 

moving swiftly to becoming a mecca for endangered species. We've been told straight out that its 

primary purpose is wildlife; its top goal is endangered species. Stockmen, hunters, recreationists, 

cattle and private property be dalJ.1ned. 

We use a little magic in our printing! 



the glasgow courier 
and courier printing 

P.O. Box 151 
341-3rd. Ave. S. 
Glasgow, Mt 59230 

- 4 -

Phone: (406) 228-9301 
Home: (406) 228-8056 

The CMR controversies have cost millions of dollars in court proceedures, trips to Washington 

and elsewhere and lost work days. 

Some of our elected officials in '/,hshington, D.C., and within the state <Jre still talking about 

cooperation between the federal govern Illellt and Montanans to solve the problems, but experience 

throughout our state's history clearly indicates that cooperation is mainly lip service and propa­

ganda; participation is non-existant. 

At least 1200 people in Valley County participated in the wilderness designation process point­

ing out many areas that, in their opinion, disqualified the Bitter Creek area as wilderness potl:ntial. 

It was an exercise in futility. As a last ditch stand, many appealed the wilderness designation 

through the only means available, the administrative law process of the interior department. 

The administrative law process in allY agency is designed to ward off any threats to that 

agency's actions, so of course the answer was no surprise. 

"BLM's conclusion was reasonable. Appellants disagree. Such disagreement, however, IS an 

insufficient basis for substituting appellants judgement for that of BLM." 

This is a clear message that BLM's conclusion is the only one that counts. It is a clear indication, 

too, that the days of cooperation and participation have come and gone. Now, we're into the day 

of dictation. 

Mike Aderhold of the Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks Department wrote an article 111 tile 

Jan./Feb. 1981 issue of Montana Outdoors entitled" Bitter Fight Over Bitter Creek." 

He said the people in VAlley County just don't want wilderness, period. 

There could be a grain of truth in this, given our background of playing puppets Oil government 

strings for the past 178 years in an utterl y rid iculous, costly and II nprod IIctive sideshow. 

Aderhold talks about our oppositiull that seems to defy reason. 

He said, "The clues are in the local museum, in the dOIlated journals and scrapbooks, in the 

faces of the people in old photos, standing near dugouts and tarpaper shacks. You get the idea 

looking at handmade tools and buffalo coats, and patent medicine bottles, and pictures of lean 

stock. The answer has something to do with stories about alkali dust, grasshoppers eating tarpapa, 

hunger, snow blindness, abandoned towns, h()1lle~tead documents and country cemeteries where 

certain years dominate. It is a deep feeling. It goes down to the root~ of partiotism, clllotionallove, 

religious faith and feelings for personal frcedolll. 

We use a little magic in our printing! ----------,----
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"There are a lot of heartaches and broken dreams scattered about the prairie, many hopes and 

spent prayers, much living and dying and sweat invested in the soil - too much to let outsiders 

even suggest how the land should be treated, or how it should be managed." 

He hit the nail right on the head on at least two points, and maybe even a third. 

First, freedom from the domination of the federal government is the very heart of the matter. 

Second, a court of law did rule last fall that outsiders without expertise are not qualified to 

dictate how the land should be treated in the case of V Alley County ranchers vs. the Interior 

Department in Billings. Experienced and qualified former BLM men backed the ranchers who won 

that round. 

And third, maybe the roots of our heritage are so strong they automatically trigger a defense 

when that heritage is threatened. 

The people who built our communities deserve nothing less than honesty for their role 1I1 

history. 

The image today seems to be that all cattlemen are kings; all rape the range for personal gain. 

'The real cattle kings backed by huge alnounts of foreign capital and eastern money in territory days 

found out that those who ravage the range for quick, big profits are doomed. The drought and 

hard winter of 1886 - '87 wiped out most of the speculative corporate ranches. Some 362,000 

cattle Llicci. 

But the cowboys who came up the trail with the big cattle drives stayed on to acguire a few 

head of cattle and plant their roots in MOlltana territory. They knew better than anyone else what 

drought, hard winters and lack of feed could mean to their survival. They were the first range con­

servationists, the first range specialists, the first protectors of wildlife. Every generation since has 

built on that know ledge to prevent overgrazing and overstocking, promote better breeding and 

develop water. It IS a matter of record that our grazing districts and stockmen's associations can 

be proud of. 

.. . challts who formed comtllunities prepared the foundation for a future society, a state economy . W
···i The cowbuys, sheepmen, waves of hOlllesteaders who scattered across the prairies and mer-

. ~. > ~'ii' OUf museum does reflect our fierce loyalty to those pioneers because, although they arc dead, . l the land tl~cy nurtu,r. ed into production lives, the communities they built sustain us, the lifestyle 

they estabilshed fulflll us. 

------.- We use a little magic in our printing! 



the glasgow courier 
Phone: (406) 228·9301 
Home: (406) 228-8056 

fflJ 
~~, 
I 

and courier printing 
P.O. Box 151 
341-3rd. Ave. S. 
Glasgow, Mt 59230 

- 6 -

It seems reasonable to defend and preserve that which they established. 

What does defy reason is cutting grazing 33 percent 011 CMR and expanding prairie dogs to 

10,000 acres. 

What defies reason is to consider reserv1l1g 59,112 acres all Bitter Creek for an occasional 

backpacher who seeks solitude on a one-day trip. The BLM itself evaluated the situation and decid· 

ed trips would mostly likely be only for a day because Bitter Creek is either too hot in summer 

or too cold in winter. The chill factor can drop to a minus 55 degrees and snowbanks arc often too 

high to negotiate. There are too many mosquitoes and not enough water. 

Let's not be led to slaughter believing the Wilderness Act will keep grazing intact under its 

grandather clause. 

ELM Manual 6320 is the key to eliminating cattle without direct reference to the critters 

because it provides the basis for placing both reservoirs and multiple pasture grazing systems in the 

moderate visual impact level for wilderness study. Range practices listed under moderate impacts 

will slip away in case by case decisions because the mandate must be fulfilled, the visual pristine 

purity of wilderness must be acievcd. When the case by case decisions have wiped out reservoirs 

and grazing systems, the livestock will be gone and generations yet to come will be saddled with the 

support of large empty playgrounds. 

What defies reason is a federal government evicting ranchers from federal lands that in fact 

aren't all federal since the ranchers evicted bought and paid for part of it, and they hold deeds. 

What defies reason is a young rancher telling about his demise with tears (hopping on the 

podium at the CMR hearing while he holds the EIS that spells doom for several others. 

What defies reason is the Mexican black duck in New Mexico, the desert tortoise in Utah, the 

birds of prey in Idaho, the coyotes in Wyoming, the wild horse ill Nevada, the burros in Arizona, 

the minnow in Texas and the prairie dogs in Montana that can destroy people's lives. 

What borders insanity is that our government, bloated on inflated tax dollars to the point of 

bankruptcy, can wipe out the very people w lin produce new wea lth from renewable resources. We 

know the only new wealth injected into the collapsing veins of this economy comes frolll those 

raw materials of the land. 

We use a little Inagic in Ollr printingi 
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This is sick government. In its incoherent- delirium it has mandated that its tmops ll1UVl' swiftly 

to confuse the people and render them helpless in making decisions that affect the land, both public 

and private. 

But we, the people, have a mandate too. 

It comes straight froll! Benjamin Franklin, Thomas Jefferson, John Adams. Johll Hancock ;111<1 

a host of others who said, "All experience hath shown that mankind arc most disposed to suffer 

while evils are sufferable than to right themselves by abolishing the forms to which they arc 

accustomed. But when a long train of abuses alld usurpations, pursuing invariably the same object, 

evinces a design to reduce them under absolute despotism, it is their right, it is their duty, to throw 

off such government, and to provide new guards for their future security." 

That's what SB 123 is all about ~~ throwing off territorial tyranny and accerting the respOl1-

sibility for full statehood to provide new guards for our future security. 

We would do well to remember what President Ronald Reagan said ill his inaugma\ address: 

"The federal govern ment did not create the states, the states created the federal gOVL' r11lIlC1\t." 

We use (/ little magic in our printingi ----~----... 
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THE SAGEBRUSH REBELLION! WHAT IS IT? WHO CARES7 WHO SHOULD CARE? 

SAGEBRUSH REBELLION IS THE I'~A~IE GIVEN BY THE NEWS r~EDIA TO THE ~10VEMENT BY THE WESTERN 

STATES TO RECLAIM AS THEIR OWN, MUCH OF TilE FEDERALLY CONTROLLED LAND WITHIN THEIR BORDERS. 

ONE THIRU OF THE I~ATIONI S LAND IS OWNED, MANAGED, AND CONTROLLED BY THE FEDERAL GOVERN­

MENT. ASIDE FROM MILITARY RESERVATIONS AND A FEW PARKS, MANY OF THEM EXCEEDINGLY SMALL, 

THE OVERWHEL~nNG 1';lAJORITY OF THAT LAND IS rr~ THE ELEVEN l~ESTERf~ STATES Ai'lD ALASKA. AS 

EXAMPLE: 96% OF ALASKA IS FEDERAL LAND, YOU HAVE ALL READ WHAT HAPPENED IN ALASKA, THEY 

ARE EVEN CONSIDERING CECESSION FRat" THE UNION AS THE ONLY COURSE OF ACTION NOW. NEVADA 

AVERAGES 86.7% FEDERAL LAND WITHIN THEIR BORDERS. IT WAS NEVADA'S DEAN RHOADS WHO INTRO­

DUCED A tlILL TO THE NEVADALEGISLATURE WHICH SET UP A VEHICLE TO CHALLENGE FEDERAL OWNERSHIP 

AND CONTROL OF PUBLIC LANDS WITHIi~ THE STATE. THE BILL IS BASED ON TWO LEGAL ARGUMENTS: 

THE UNITED STATES CONSTITUTION GIVES THE FEDERAL GOVERN~lE[H THE RIGHT TO OWN LAND --"WITH 

THE CONSENT OF THE STATE LEGISLATURE, IT MAY flOLD LAND FOR THE ERECTION OF FORTS, MAGA­

ZII~ES, ARSENALS, /JOCK YARDS, AND OTHER NEEDFUL 13UILDINGS". ASSEMBLYMAN RHOADS STATES 

THAT HE THINKS THE CONSENT SHOULD EXTEND TO COVER PARKS AND REFUGES AND PERHAPS, EVEN 

WILDERNESS AREAS ·"BUT ONLY WITH THE CONSENT OF THE STATE LEGISLATURE'; IS THE KEY THAT 

WE PICKED UP ON IN HIS COMMENTS. THOSE WHO LIVE IN A REGIOI~ TEND TO BE MOST SENSITIVE TO 

IT. WHEN AN AREA IS GOVERNED, MANAGED, AND CONTROLLED BY THOSE IN REMOTE LOCATIONS, THE 

CONSEQUENCES MAY HAVE A NEGATIVE IMPACT ON THE VALUES AND ASPIRATIONS OF LOCAL RESIDENTS. 

MCA PRESIDENT, PAUL RINGLING, MILES CITY, STATED II IT IS BECO~lING APPARENT THAT "COHN'S 

LAW IS HAVING M EFFECT ON THE SAGEBRUSH REBELLIO!'~I~ "FOR THOSE WHO DO NOT KNOW WHAT COHI~'S 

LAW IS; IT IS THE MORE TIME YOU SPEND REPORTING ON WHAT YOU ARE DOING, THE LESS TIME YOU 

HAVE TO DO AI~YTHING. STABILITY IS ACHIEVED WHEN YOU SPEND ALL YOUR TIME DOING NOTHING 

BUT REPORTING ON THE NOTHING YOU ARE DOING.'I SO IT SEEMS WITH MUCH OF THE FEDERAL BURgAU­

CRACY, PARTICULARLY IN MANAGEMENT OF OUR PUBLIC LANDS. THE GROWTH OF THE BUREAU OF LAND 

MANAGEfvlEIH IS STAGGERING, NOT TO r~ENTION THE PARALLEL GROWTH OF THE FOREST SERVICE. RINGLING 

ALSO COMME~TED THAT HE COULD NOT UNDERSTAND WHY THESE BUREAUS AND DEPARTMENTS THAT 11EAD­

QUARTER IN WASHINGTON AND TAKE DIRECTIONS FROM THE SHORES OF THE POTOMAC, THINK THEY ARE 

MORE KNOWLEDGEABLE THAN THE PEOPLE THAT LIVE IN MONTANA ON THE LAND AND KNOW THE LAND. 

FROM THE BEGINNING, WHEN THE FUR TRAPPERS WENT FORTH INTO THE WILDERNESS, UNTIL TODAY, 
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AS RANCHERS FIGHT FOR THE GRASSLAND THEY REGARD AS THEIRS, THE WEST HAS HARBORED AMONG 

ITS PEOPLE A DEEP BITTERNESS TOWARD EASTERNERS. IT WAS ALWAYS THE FINANCIAL KJNGPINS IN 

NEW YORK AND THEIR POLITICAL CRONIES IN WASHmGTON ~mo \~ERE t1ANIPULATING THE IvlARKETS AND ..-
STRIKING THE DEALS THAT KEPT THE TOILING LANDSMAN UNDER THUMB. THE WHEAT, TIMBER, THE COPPE' 

HEADED EAST, THE EMPTY PROMISES AND SHODDY TRADE GOOaS ~EST. SINCE ANDREW JACKSON HEADED 

FOR THE POTOMAC-WESTERN LEADERS HAVE FOUGHT TO LOOSEN THOSE STRANGLING HAN~AND KICK ASIDE 

THOSE FETTERING TRACES. THEY ARE STILL KICKING, THOUGH THE LAST 50 YEARS PEOPLE WEST OF 

II 

.. 

TilE MISSISSIPPI HAVE INCREASINGLY FOUND THEIR OWN WAY. ODDLY ENOUGH; IT WAS THE GREAT 

DEPRESSION THAT BEGAN TO BRING THE EAST AND WEST TOGETHER. CAUGHT IN A UNIVERSAL ECONOMIC 

COLLAPSE BOTH ENDED UP LOOKING TO UNCLE SAM FOR WAYS TO ALLEVIATE THE DISASTER. THE GIANT • 

BUILDING PROJECTS OF THAT TIME, THE MANY FARM PROGRAt~S UNDERWRITTEI~ BY THE GOVERNMENT AND 

HYDROELECTRIC PROJECTS ON THE COLORADO AND COLUMBIA MADE POSSIBLE THE INCREDIBLE URBAN 

EXPANSION THAT HAS CONTINUED EVER SINCE, MOSTLY ON THE WE$T COAST~ HOWEVER DID ;IOT NECES­

SARILY MEAN A LESSENING OF EASTERN DOMINATION. THE CONTROL MERELY SHIFTED FROM NEW YORK 

• 

TO WASHINGTON D.C., FROM THE MARKETPLACE TO THE BUREACRACY. THE DECISION MAKING HAS BEEN I 

STUCK THERE EVER SINCE. 

THE MONTANA CATTLEMEN'S ASSOCIATION HAS HELD, TOGETHER WITH CO-SPONSORS MCCONE GARFIELD 

LEGISLATIVE COMMITEE AND THE MONTANA N. F .0., INFORMATIONAL MEETINGS AROUND THE STATE OF 

MONTANA TO FII~D OUT HOW THE "GRASS ROOTS" FOLKS FEEL ABOUT THE MANAGEMENT OF THE PUBLIC 
III 

LANDS IN THEIR AREAS. CONSIDERING THE SAGEBRUSH REBELLION A NATIONAL~HOT ISSUE~COULD BE • 

CONSIDERED AN UNDERSTATEMENT AFTER HEARING SOME OF THE HEATED ARGUMENTS BOTH PRO AND CON 

ON THE TOPIC. IT WAS POINTED OUT AT THE MILES CITY MEETING BY PARTIES ON BOTH SIDES OF 

THE ISSUE, THAT THE REBELLION IS IN MANY WAYS A BOILING OVER AT THE STUBBORN BLINDNESS 

OF THE MANY FEDERAL AGENCIES AND OFFICIALS IMPLANTED IN THE AREA. IT MAY BE RALLIED 

• 

AROUND A CALL FOR THE RETURN OF FEDERAL LANDS TO THE PEOPLE, OR STATES, BUT AS MUCH AS ANY- • 

THING IT IS ANOTHER CRY IN A SERIES OF [vJANY-HUH THE EAST AND ITS BUREAUCRATIC AR~lS 

MUST REAWAKEN TO THE CONCERNS OF AN EXASPERATED, AND INCREASINGLY IMPORTANT,WEST. THE MEET- ~ 

INGS HAVE BEEN STRUCTURED TO GAIN THE INPUT OF ALL LAND USERS AND FROM ALL SECTORS 
•• 

TO INCLUDE: RANCHERS, LEGISLATORS, ENVIROMENTALISTS, SPORTSMEN, ACADEMICS, FARMERS AND 

BUSINESS/ENERGY USERS. WITHIN ALL THESE SECTORS, THERE ARE STILL THOSE WHO DO NOT THINK , 

iii 
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THEY NOR THEIR INTERESTS IN PUBLIC LANDS ARE AFFECTED. NOTHING COULD BE FURTHER FROM 

THE TRUTH. ALL PEOPLE ARE AFFECTED, THOSE WHO EAT THE PRODUCTS OF THE LAND SUCH AS 

BEEF, LAMB, GRAINS AND VEGETABLES ARE AFFECTED, THOSE WHO FISH THE STREAMS ON THE BOUNTI­

FUL LAND ARE AFFECTED, THOSE WHO HUNT AND THOSE WHO PRODUCE THE FOOD AND FIBER TU FEED TIlL 

HUNGRY PEOPLE OF THE WORLD. EVEN THE URBANITE WHO STANDS TO LOSE ACCESS TO THE LANDS 

BY THE CLASSIFIED CONTROLS BEING PLACED ON THESE LANDS BY THE OVERWHELMING BUREAUCRATIC 

POSTULATIONS. THE MONTANA CATTLEMEN'S ASSOCIATION HAS BEEN COMMENDED FOR INITIATING 

THIS INVOLVE~1ENT IN THE STATE OF MONTANA. IT WAS SAID THAT IT IS ESPECIALLY GRATIFYING 

TO NOTE THE CREATION OF AN UNUSUAL COMMITTEE TO TAKE A GOOD HARD OBJECTIVE LOOK AT THE 

CONCEPT OF THE SAGEBRUSH REBELLION AS IT CONCERNS MONTANA AND IT IS LAUDABLE THAT IT 

IS AN AGRICULUTRAL ORGANIZATION (an industry not exactly expert at speaking with one 

voi ce) THAT FOR~lEIJ THE COALITION TO ADDRESS THIS SUBJECT. THE RESULTANT MEETINGS HELD 

AROUND THE STATE HAVE EXPLORED SUCH AREAS AS THE HISTORY OF FEDERAL LAND OWNERSHIP IN 

THE WEST, THE CONSEQUENCES OF TAKING CONTROL AWAY FROM THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT, THE 

PROBABI:E EFFECT SUCH A CHANGE WOULD HAVE ON MONTANA AND A CAREFUL AIRING OF ALL SIDES 

OF THE DEBATE (hopefully long on information and short on emotion). 

SOME INTERESTING CONCEPTS HAVE BEEN BROUGHT FORTH FROM THESE SESSIONS: SPORTSMEN HAVE 

EXPRESSED CONCERN ABOUT ACCESS IF THE LAND IS MANAGED BY THE STATES: HOWEVER IT CAN BE 

POINTED OUT THAT OUR FISH WILDLIFE AND PARKS DIVISION MANAGES ALL THE STATE LANDS THAT 

THESE SAt/iE SPORTSMEN ENJOY TODAY; OTHERS HAVE EXPRESSED CONCERN THAT THE LANDS WOULD BE 

SOLD TO PRIVATE INDIVIDUALS; THAT CERTAINLY IS NOT THE INTENT OF THE MONTANA CATTLEMEN'S 

ASSOCIATION AND I DOUBT THAT THOSE WHO ARE PLANNING TO INTRODUCE LEGISLATION AT THE 

t~ONTANA LEGISLATIVE SESSION OF 1981 , WOULD BE NAIVE ENOUGH TO ASSUME PASSAGE IF 

THERE WERE ADVOCACY OF SELLING PUBLIC LANDS TO INDIVIDUALS. 

THE MONTARA CATTLEMEN'S ASSOCIATION SUPPORTS THE CONCEPT OF STATE MANAGEMENT OF PUBLIC 

LANDS BECAUSE THEY FEEL THE STATE CAN OPERATE ON A MORE COST EFFICIENT LEVEL AND DO A 

BETTER JOB BY BEING CLOSER TO THE LAND BEING MANAGED. THIS ORGANIZATION ALSO ENDORSES 

THE CONCEPT OF A GOVERNOR APPOINTED COUNCIL MADE UP BY USERS FROM ALL INTEREST AREAS 

TO REVEIW PROPOSALS AND BUDGETS, GUIDELINES AND OPERATIONS AND ACTIVELY BE ENGAGED IN 
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MANAGEMENT POLICY DECISIONS. TO GIVE YOU AN IDEA OF COST EFFECTIVENESS AS HAS BEEN 

GI~N AT SOME OF THE MCA MEETINGS; THE GALLATIN FOREST SUPERVISOR, RETIRED, HAD A PRE­

PARED ANALYSIS FOR JUST THE FOREST SERVICE LANDS IN MONTANA: 

Cost to the N.F. to administer lands in Montana $89,200,000 

If the State took over management, he ADDS the loss of; 

+ 25% fund $8,300,000 
+ payments in lieu 

of taxes $7,300,000 
+ 50% mineral 

revenue $6,500,000 
+ Forest highway 

funds $5,100,000 
$27,200,000 

My Question is that·if he adds these ~11ossesli back to the 89,200,000 then the cost to 

the Forest Seriice is $116,400,00 instead of 89,200,000? 

EVEN IF IT COST THE STATE THE SAt-iE AS THE FOREST SERVICE TO MANAGE THE LANDS AT THE FIGURE 

STATED, ONE WOULD HAVE TO ASSUME THAT THE LOSS OF THE ABOVE REVENUES WOULD BE t~ADE UP II~ 

FEDERAL REFUND OR THE STATE WOULD GAIN THE ASSESSMENT RATHER THAN THE FEDERAL GOVERNMEtilT 

SO IT WOULD BE A STANDOFF, HOWEVER, ADDITIONALLY IT WOULD APPEAR THAT THE STATE WOULD 

ALSO RETAIN THE USER FEES THEY GET TODAY IN THE APPROXIMATE Ar~OUNT OF $31,200,000, AND 

THEREFORE, THE COST EFFECTIVENESS OF STATE MANAGEr~ENT WOULD BE $58,000,000 

THE MONTANA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION DID AN ANALYSIS ON Cor~PARISON OF BLM AND STATE L.AND 

MANAGEMENT THAT IS JUST AS INTERESTING AS THAT OF THE FOREST SERVICE JUST OUTLINED. IN 

THE INTEREST OF TIME, I HON I T GO INTO IT NOW, HOWEVER, I I tvl SURE THAT IF YOU WRITE OR CALL 

THE FARM BUREAU OFFICE IN BOZEMAN, YOU WILL BE ABLE TO GET A copy OF THEIR HORK PAPERS. 

THEIR ANALYSIS COVERS MANY OF THE WESTERN STATES AND IT IS INTERESTING TO NOTE THAT THE 

BLM MANAGES 5 ~ times larger acreage, 14 times larger budget and 10 1/3 times larger staff 

than the State Lands Depa.rtment, yet BLM only produces 1.6 times larger dollar income 

when compared to the State Lands Department. It costs BLM 60¢ per acre managed compared 

to 23¢ for State management. BLM collects 70¢ of income per acre compared to $2.24 per 

acre managed by the State. I HAVE A FEW SHEETS OF THESE COMPARISONS WITH ME AND you 
ARE WELCOME TO LOOK THEM OVER OR MAKE COPIES IF YOU WISH. 
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WHERE ARE WE TODAY? THE MONTANA CATTLEMEN I S ASSOCIATION, THE GARFIELD t~CCONE LEGISLATIVE 

~COMMITTEE, THE PUBLIC LANDS COUNCIL AND OTHER GROUPS HAVE COME TOGETHER AND HELD A MEETING 

AND DECIDED TO ALLOW THE PUBLIC LANDS COUNCIL TO COORDINATE FORMULIZATION OF A COALITION 
~ 

FOR SUPPORT OF A CONCEPT OF STATES RIGHTS-IISAGEBRUSH REBELLIOW - IN THE INTEHESTS OF ALL 

• THE LANDOWNERS AND LAND USERS IN THE STATE OF MONTANA. A CHALLENGE IS BEING EXPRESSED TO 

ALL OF YOU HERE TO BECOME INFORMED ON THE PUBLIC LANDS IN YOUR AREA, HOW THEY ARE BEING 

MANAGED AND HOW YOU WOULD LIKE TO SEE THEM MANAGED: MAKE YOUROWN DECISION AND LET US KNOW 

HOW YOU SEE THIS ISSUE OF THE IGREAT LAND CONTROL I. -
Thank you for the opportunity to tal k to you here and ONCE AGAIN - IT I S YOUR LAND AND 

- MY LAND··LET' S TAKE CARE OF IT! 
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CEi\h'T #8 GROSS INCOME TO U.S. FOREST SER'v~LE BY ::>'I'ATE ,;NT) BY 2OtJH:ES IN 1978. 
CDLUMN #5 IS FST.ll1ATED I:NCOr-'lE TO ST.n.TES FOR 1979 FRaIl FOREST LANDS 

IF AIL U. S. l:lJREST SERVI CE LA1<n::s HAD BEEN IN STA.'IE <YINEPSHIP 

STATE 

Alabarra. 
Alaska 
Arizcna 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Ccanecticu1: 
Florida 
Ceorgia 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Kansas 
Ken t uc.h-y 
Louisiana 
\!aine 
r.lichigan 
:,linneS01:a 
~:Iississippi 

~.lissouri 
_ana 
Nebraska 
:;evada 
~'l'ew Hanpshire 
~~;¢.co 
~"YOrk 
i'iorth Caroli...'1a 
;Iorth Dakota 
Olio 
ili1:1hclT.a 
Oregro 
Pennsy 1 ,,<lD.i a 
Pu;rto Rico 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tenuessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Ver:n:nt 
Virginia 
Virgin Islands 
\\'ashinb1:ca 
',\'est Virbinia 
l'iisCalsin 
iiyorning 

FOREST SERVICE 
'ICTAL ACRES TL."1BER 

642,820 
20 ,594,141 
11,270,325 
2,469,314 

20 ,359 ,362 
14,338,911 

10 
1,083,479 

858,646 
20,410,637 

257,815 
182,858 
107,700 
662,387 
597,032 

51,442 
2,713,675 
2,794,467 
1,139 ,689 
1,457,224 

15,7'I5'S,5Z4' 
351,499 

5,143,270 
683,193 

9,244,709 
13,232 

1,155,568 
1,105,585 

170,421 
291,326 

15,605,290 
508,5SG 

27,846 
607,568 

l,9S5,077 
621,110 
781,601 

8,045 ,&:39 
266,012 

1,609,784 
147 

9,096,709 
963,345 

1,495,120 
9 ,:252,329 

#2 

1,165,619. 
1,209,089. 

11,351,077. 
5,069,318. 

1.56 ,131,792. 
58<1,9:J4. 

2,528,48l. 
2,028,00L 

27,425,063. 

118,:xl5. 

8,532. 
7,740,892. 

17,926. 
974,059. 
303,738. 

13,384 , 122. 
290 ,162. 

16 , 75'8, 4!f1. 

226 ,033. 
259,025. 

5,146,180. 

4&3,668. 

129,726. 
826,130. 

330 ,040,189. 
1,404,689. 

1,624. 
5,560,179. 
1,524,387. 

252,814. 
3,165,763. 

894,686. 
62,022. 

208,714. 

98,860,416. 
148,053. 
915,854. 

1,547,:320. 

TOTAL 187,845,657 

INCOME 
GRn.zING ALL 0l'HER 

#3 

1,014. 
10. 

1,798,765. 
ll,326. 

590,763. 
1,121,393. 

10,429. 
2,338. 

939,872. 
1,016. 

2. 
9,071. 

5,44B. 
9,672. 

818,05l. 
160,385. 
388,463. 

1,108,510. 

086. 
6:23,371. 

141,033. 

6,34l. 
769,745. 

93. 
1,510. 

148,007. 
5,769. 

713,722. 

#4 

155,987. 
11:7 ,886. 
742 ,423. 

1 ,203 ,031. 
5,439 ,125. 
2,121,066. 

641,068. 
S2 ,984. 

528,473. 
62,726. 
29,7:?B. 

172,194. 
348,407. 

19,:?B0. 
454,181. 
276,706. 

1,702,714. 
6,527,823. 

4aS,129. 
18,487. 

293,945. 
279,744. 
464,254. 

160 ,931. 

28,949. 
37,940. 

1,221,410. 
165,OOL 

14,144. 
33,680. 

134,012. 
89,015. 

2H,397. 
797,721:3. 

74,968. 
224,026. 

633,717. 
310,619 . 
190,032. 
534,395. 

1978 TCtrAL 
#5 

1,322,620. 
1,328,9&5. 

14 , 392 ,265 . 
6,283,675. 

162,161,680 • 
3,827,393. 

3,179,978. 
2,113,323. 

28,893,408. 
63,742. 

H8,04l. 

100,728. 
8,098,370. 

37,226. 
1,428,240. 

580 ,444. 
15,092,282. 
6,827,657. 

18,074,600" . 
178,872. 
918,441. 
538,769. 

6,718,944. 

G47,599. 

158,685. 
865,056. 

331,884,870. 
1,570,490. 

15,768. 
5,593,859. 
1,799,432. 

342,729. 
3,38G.506. 
2,462,167. 

137,082. 
534,250. 

99,642,940. 
472 ,441. 

1,105,826. 
2,795,637. 

:'jOI"""w: 1. Tirrber receiiJts are ijene ral 1::,' allocated to tile st::l.l:es and cOlIDties m a 
25-75 sp lit. TIlere are excepticns, i. e., 0 & C lands, Coos Day lands. 
2. ~linera1 receipts are allocated to states by SDI. 
3. Grazing receipts are ::tllocated 00 S3Ire authori t:y as 3D; er:ployees. 

SOLTX:I:: Cnpublished Peport of the Forest Service - 1978. 



W
OR

KP
AP

ER
 

. C
OM

PA
RI

SO
N 

OF
 B

LM
 &

 ST
AT

E 
LA

ND
 M

AN
AG

EM
EN

T 
CO

ST
 

19
78

 

S
ta

te
 L

an
d 

M
an

ag
em

en
t 
A
g
e
n
c
~
 
S

ta
ti

st
ic

s 
P

r
e
p

a
r
e
d

 
b

y
 

A
F

B
F

 
-

N
E

R
 

D
iv

is
io

n
 

#1
 

#2
 

#3
 

#4
 

#5
 

#6
 

#7
 

#8
 

#9
 

M
GM

T. 
TO

TA
L 

NO
. 

OF
 

NE
T 

CO
ST

 
IN

CO
M

E 
,';C

RE
AG

E 
RE

VE
NU

E 
EX

PE
ND

IT
UR

ES
 

NO
. 

OF
 

ST
AF

F 
(P

ER
 

IN
CO

M
E 

IN
CO

M
E 

PE
R 

PE
R 

ST
AT

E 
I/iA

NA
GE

D 
{I

 N
CO

ME
) 

{A
CT

UA
L}

 
ST

AF
F 

t~
IL

. 
AC

RE
S}

 
PE

R 
ST

AF
F 

OR
 

LO
SS

 
AC

RE
 

AC
RE

 

A
ri

zo
na

 
9

,5
8

',
9

7
6

 
18

,6
10

,8
73

 
2,

58
8,

50
0 

95
 

10
 

19
5,

90
4 

16
,0

22
,3

73
 

.2
7 

1
. 9

4 

C
al

if
or

ni
a 

4
,0

0
0

,0
0

0
 

10
6,

95
4,

00
0 

8
,0

9
4

,0
0

0
 

24
3 

61
 

44
0,

13
4 

98
,8

60
,0

00
 

2.
02

 
26

.7
4 

C
ol

or
ad

o 
2,

51
7,

97
8 

11
 ,

45
8,

55
2 

52
4,

67
4 

27
 

10
 

42
4,

39
1 

1
0

,9
3

3
,8

7
8

 
.2

0
 

4
.3

9
 

Id
ah

o 
2

,:
2

0
,0

6
5

 
16

,7
60

,4
66

 
10

,2
33

,4
00

 
23

3 
92

 
71

9,
33

3 
6,

52
7,

06
6 

4.
06

 
6.

65
 

.
~
f
l
a
 

5,
22

4,
24

7 
11

,7
03

,9
42

 
1

,1
6

1
,7

9
4

 
55

 
11

 
21

2,
79

9 
10

,5
42

,1
48

 
.2

3 
2.

24
 

'N
ev

ad
a 

-0
-

-o
-

r'
 

-u
-

-0
-

-0
-

-0
-

-0
-

-0
-

-0
-

N
ei

·J
 

I,
le

x 
i c

o 
9

,2
2

2
,6

9
8

 
10

4,
68

1,
25

3 
1

,5
4

1
,9

9
3

 
11

9 
13

 
87

9,
67

4 
10

3,
13

9,
26

0 
.1

7
 

11
 .

35
 

O
re

go
n 

7
6

5
,4

9
3

 
15

,0
60

,0
00

 
3

,3
4

8
,5

0
0

 
34

 
44

 
44

2,
94

1 
11

 ,
71

1 
,5

0
0

 
4

.3
8

 
-1

9.
67

 

U
ta

h 
3

,6
2

9
,1

2
2

 
8,

47
3,

81
6 

61
2,

45
1 

19
 

5 
44

5,
99

0 
7,

86
1,

36
5 

.1
7 

2.
34

 

~!
as

 h
i 

n
g

to
n

 
2,

26
7,

96
3 

97
,3

03
,3

36
 

11
,9

37
,0

00
 

4
3

8
 

19
3 

22
1,

95
0 

85
,3

66
,3

36
 

5.
26

 
42

.9
0 

t'!
yo

m
i n

g 
3,

65
4,

80
7 

24
,9

59
,5

67
 

1
, 1

2
5

,0
0

0
 

50
 

14
 

49
9,

19
1 

23
,8

34
,5

67
 

.3
1 

6.
83

 

T
o

ta
l 

42
)4

2.
4,

34
9 

40
5,

43
2,

80
5 

41
,1

67
,3

12
 

! 
,1

1
3

 
45

3 
4,

48
2,

30
7 

37
4,

79
5,

49
3 

1
7

.0
7

 
12

5.
05

 

,i
\v

er
ag

e 
/
,
3
~
8
,
4
3
5
 

(~
O,

 5
4

3
,2

8
1

 
4,

11
6,

73
1 

11
1 

t:5
 

44
8.

23
1 

'37
 ,

47
9 

) 5
L~

 9
 

1
. 7

1 
1

2
. 

S
i 

"'
il

ev
ad

a 
dc

,e
s 

no
t 

c'
,;n

 
s
ta

te
 

g
ra

n
t 

la
nd

s 
an

d
 

'v
la

s 
no

t 
in

c
lu

d
e
d

 
in

 
to

ta
ls

. 



, 

NAME: ~) '., , 

/ 
/ 

/IL I 

ADDRESS:~,~~·"~r~,,~"~'~"~.'_·.~;~r~:~ __ . ____________ __ 

PHONE: _____ . ___ -a:.-_.-'. ____ 

REPRESENT ING WHOH"? -f._.:--:.-... _ . .:.._ . ....:;.\: . .;..., ~:' ...... _-'--

APPEARING ON ~'mICH PROPOSAL: 

DO YOU: SUPPORT? AMEND? 

COMMENTS: 

c .. . ' 

OPPOSE? ____ _ 

------------,-_._------------

-----------

PLEASE LEAVE ANY PREPARED STATEMENTSWITH THE COMMITTEE SEC!RF.'rARV ''\ 



THE SAGEBRUSH REBELLION! WHAT IS IT? WHO CARES7 WHO SHOULD CARE? 

SAGEBRUSH REBELLION IS THE NAME GIVEN BY THE NEWS MEDIA TO THE MOVEMENT BY THE WESTERN 

STATES TO RECLAIM AS THEIR OWN, MUCH OF TliE FEDERALLY CONTROLLED LAND WITHIN THEIR BORDERS. 

ONE THIRU OF THE I~ATION'S LAND IS OWNED, MANAGED, AND CONTROLLED BY THE FEDERAL GOVERN­

MENT. ASIDE FROM MILITARY RESERVATIONS AND A FEW PARKS, MANY OF THEM EXCEEDINGLY SMALL, 

THE OVERltJHELJIING 1';lAJORITY OF THAT LAND IS rr~ THE ELEVEN WESTERN STATES AND ALASKA. AS 

EXAMPLE: 96% OF ALASKA IS FEDERAL LAND, YOU HAVE ALL READ WHAT HAPPENED IN ALASKA, fHEY 

ARE EVEN CONSIDERING CECESSION FROf'l THE UNION AS THE ONLY COURSE OF ACTION NOW. NEVADA 

AVERAGES 86.7% FEDERAL LAND WITHIN THEIR BORDERS. IT WAS NEVADA'S DEAN RHOADS WHO INTRO­

DUCED A HILL TO THE NEVADALEGISLATURE WHICH SET UP A VEHICLE TO CHALLENGE FEDERAL OWNERSHIP 

AND CONTROL OF PUBLIC LANDS WITHli~ THE STATE. THE BILL IS BASED ON TWO LEGAL ARGUMENTS: 

THE UNITED STATES CONSTITUTION GIVES THE FE.DERAL GOVERN~lEiH THE RIGHT TO OWN LAND --"WITH 

THE COI~SEiH OF THE STATE LEGISLATURE, n ~1AY HOLD LAND FOR THE ERECTION OF FORTS, MAGA­

ZIl~ES, ARSENALS, DOCK YARDS, AND OTHER NEEDFUL BUILDINGS". ASSEMBLYMAN RHOADS STATES 

THAT HE THINKS THE CONSENT SHOULD EXTEND TO COVER PARKS AND REFUGES AND PERHAPS, EVEN 

WILDERNESS AREAS.III3UT ONLY WITH THE CONSENT OF THE STATE LEGISLATURE~ IS THE KEY THAT 

WE PICKED UP ON IN HIS COMMENTS. THOSE WHO LIVE IN A REGIOI~ TEND TO BE MOST SENSITIVE TO 

IT. WHEN AI~ AREA IS GOVERNED, ~1ANAGED, AND CONTROLLED BY THOSE IN REMOTE LOCATIONS, THE 

CONSEQUENCES MAY HAVE A NEGATIVE IMPACT ON THE VALUES AND ASPIRATIONS OF LOCAL RESIDENTS. 

~lCA PRESIDENT, PAUL RINGLING, MILES CITY, STATED II IT IS BECmlING APPARENT THAT "COHN I S 

LAW IS HAVING M EFFECT ON THE SAGEBRUSH REBELLIOI'~'; "FOR THOSE WHO DO NOT KNOW WHAT COHI~'S 

LAW IS; IT IS THE ~'iORE TIME YOU SPENO REPORTlr~G ON WHAT YOU ARE DOING, THE LESS TIME YOU 

HAVE TO DO AI~YTHING. STABILITY IS ACHIEVED WHEr~ YOU SPEND ALL YOUR TIME DOING NOTHING 

I:3UT REPORTING OU THE NOTHII~G YOU ARE DOING. II SO IT SEEMS WITH MUCH OF THE FEDERAL BURSAU­

CRACY, PARTICULARLY IN MANAGEMENT OF OUR PUBLIC LANDS. THE GROWTH OF THE BUREAU OF LAND 

MANAGEr'lEIH IS STAGGERING, NOT TO MENTION THE PARALLEL GROWTH OF THE FOREST SERVICE. RINGLING 

ALSO COMMENTED THAT HE COULD NOT UNDERSTAND WHY THESE BUREAUS AND DEPARTMENTS THAT HEAD­

QUARTER IN WASHINGTON AND TAKE DIRECTIONS FROM THE SHORES OF THE POTOMAC, THINK THEY ARE 

MORE KNOWLEDGEABLE THAN THE PEOPLE THAT LIVE IN MONTANA ON THE LAi~D AND KNOW THE LAND! 

FROM THE BEGINNING, WHEN THE FUR TRAPPERS WENT FORTH INTO THE WILDERNESS, UNTIL TODAY, 



u: . 

AS RANCHERS FIGHT FOR THE GRASSLAND THEY REGARD AS THEIRS, THE WEST HAS HARBORED AMONG 

ITS PEOPLE A UEEP BITTERNESS TOWARD EASTERNERS. IT WAS ALWAYS THE FINANCIAL KINGPINS IN 

NEW YORK AND THEIR POLITICAL CRONIES IN WASHINGTON ~mo WERE r1ANIPULATING THE I~ARKETS AND 

• 
. ..., 

STRIKING tHE DEALS THAT KEPT THE TOILING LANDSMAN UNDER THUMB. THE WHEAT, TIMBER, THE COPP[~ 

HEADED EAST, THE EMPTY PROMISES AND SHODDY TRADE GOOaS ~EST. SINCE ANDREW JACKSON HEADED 

FOR THE POTOMAC-WESTERN LEADERS HAVE FOUGHT TO LOOSEN THOSE STRANGLING HAN~AND KICK ASIDE 

THOSE FETTERING TRACES. THEY ARE STILL KICKING, THOUGH THE LAST 50 YEARS PEOPLE WEST OF 

.. 
• 

THE MISSISSIPPI HAVE INCREASINGLY FOUND THEIR OWN WAY. ODDLY ENOUGH, IT WAS THE GREAT III 

DEPRESSION THAT BEGAN TO BRING THE EAST AND WEST TOGETHER. CAUGHT IN A UNIVERSAL ECONOMIC 

COLLAPSE BOTH ENDED UP LOOKING TO UNCLE S{\M FOR WAYS TO ALLEVIATE THE DISASTER. THE GIANT .. 

BUILDING PROJECTS OF THAT TIME, THE MANY FAR~1 PROGRAf~S UI~DERWRITTm BY THE GOVERNMENT AND 

HYDROELECTRIC PROJECTS ON THE COLORADO AND COLUMBIA MADE POSSIBLE THE INCREDIBLE URBAN 

EXPANSION THAT HAS CONTINUED EVER SINCE, MOSTLY ON THE WEiT COAST~ HOWEVER DID ilOT NECES­

SARILY MEAN A LESSENING OF EASTERN DOMINATION. THE CONTROL MERELY SHIFTED FROM NEW YORK 

TO WASHINGTON D.C .• FROM THE MARKETPLACE TO THE BUREACRACY. THE DECISION r~AKING HAS BEEN .. 

STUCK THERE EVER SINCE. 

THE MONTANA CATTLEMEN'S ASSOCIATION HAS HELD, TOGETHER WITH CO-SPONSORS MCCONE GARFIELD 

LEGISLATIVE COMMITEE AND THE MONTANA N.F.O., INFORMATIONAL MEETINGS AROUND THE STATE OF 

MONTANA TO FIIW OUT HOW THE "GRASS ROOTS" FOLKS FEEL ABOUT THE r"lANAGE~1ENT OF THE PUBLIC 

LANDS IN THEIR AREAS. CONSIDERING THE SAGEBRUSH REBELLION J\ NATIONAL"HOT ISSUE" COULD BE .. 

CONSIDERED AN UNDERSTATEMENT AFTER HEARING SOME OF THE HEATED ARGUMENTS BOTH PRO AND CON 

ON THE TOPIC. IT WAS POINTED OUT AT THE MILES CITY MEETING BY PARTIES ON BOTH SIDES OF 

THE ISSUE, THAT THE REBELLION IS IN MANY WAYS A BOILING OVER AT THE STUBBORN BLINDNESS 

OF THE MANY FEDERAL AGENCIES AND OFFICIALS IMPLANTED IN THE AREA. IT l"lAY BE RALLIEU 
• 

AROUND A CALL FOR THE RETURN OF FEDERAL LANDS TO THE PEOPLE, OR STATES, BUT AS MUCH AS ANY- ~ 

THING IT IS ANOTHER CRY IN A SERIES OF MANY-THAT THE EAST AND ITS BUREAUCRATIC ARMS 

~lUST REAWAKEN TO THE CONCERNS OF AN EXASPERATED, AND INCREASINGL Y I~lPORTANT ,WEST, THE MEET - .. 

INGS HAVE BEEN STRUCTURED TO GAIN THE INPUT OF ALL LAND USERS AND FROM ALL SECTORS 

TO INCLUDE: RANCHERS, LEGISLATORS, ENVIROMENTALISTS, SPORTSMEN, ACADEMICS, FARMERS AND 

BUSINESS/ENERGY USERS. WITHIN ALL THESE SECTORS, THERE ARE STILL THOSE WHO DO NOT THINK 

• 
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THEY NOR THEIR INTERESTS IN PUBLIC LANDS ARE AFFECTED. NOTHING COULD BE FURTHER FROM 

THE TRUTH. ALL PEOPLE ARE AFFECTED, THOSE WHO EAT THE PRODUCTS OF THE LAND SUCH AS 

BEEF, LAMB, GRAINS AND VEGETABLES ARE AFFECTED, THOSE WHO FISH THE STREAMS ON THE BOUNTI­

FUL LAND ARE AFFECTED, THOSE WHO HUNT AND THOSE WHO PRODUCE THE FOOD AND FIBER TU FEED THL 

HUNGRY PEOPLE OF THE WORLD. EVEN THE URBANITE WHO STANDS TO LOSE ACCESS TO THE LANDS 

BY THE CLASSIFIED CONTROLS BEING PLACED ON THESE LANDS BY THE OVERWHELMING BUREAUCRATIC 

POSTULATIONS. THE MONTANA CATTLEMEN'S ASSOCIATION HAS BEEN COMMENDED FOR INITIATING 

THIS INVOLVEMENT IN THE STATE OF MONTANA. IT WAS SAID THAT IT IS ESPECIALLY GRATIFYING 

TO NOTE THE CREATION OF AN UNUSUAL COMMITTEE TO TAKE A GOOD HARD OBJECTIVE LOOK AT THE 

CONCEPT OF THE SAGEBRUSH REBELLION AS IT CONCERNS MONTANA AND IT IS LAUDABLE THAT IT 

IS AN AGRICULUTRAL ORGANIZATION (an industry not exactly expert at speaking with one 

voice) THAT FORMED THE COALITION TO ADDRESS THIS SUBJECT. THE RESULTANT MEETINGS HELD 

AROUND THE STATE HAVE EXPLORED SUCH AREAS AS THE HISTORY OF FEDERAL LAND OWNERSHIP IN 

THE WEST, THE CONSEQUENCES OF TAKING CONTROL AWAY FROM THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT, THE 

PROBABtE EFFECT SUCH A CHANGE WOULD HAVE ON MONTANA AND A CAREFUL AIRING Of ALL SIDES 

OF THE DEBATE (hopefully long on information and short on emotion). 

SOME INTERESTING CONCEPTS HAVE BEEN BROUGHT FORTH FROM THESE SESSIONS: SPORTSMEN HAVE 

EXPRESSED CONCERN ABOUT ACCESS IF THE LAND IS MANAGED BY THE STATES: HOWEVER IT CAN BE 

POINTED OUT THAT OUR FISH WILDLIFE AND PARKS DIVISION MANAGES ALL THE STATE LANDS THAT 

THESE SAI~E SPORTSMEN ENJOY TODAY; OTHERS HAVE EXPRESSED CONCERN THAT THE LANDS WOULD BE 

SOLD TO PRIVATE INDIVIDUALS; THAT CERTAINLY IS NOT THE INTENT OF THE MONTANA CATTLEMEN'S 

ASSOCIATION AND I DOUBT THAT THOSE WHO ARE PLANNING TO INTRODUCE LEGISLATION AT THE 

MONTANA LEGISLATIVE SESSION OF 1981 , WOULD BE NAIVE ENOUGH TO ASSUME PASSAGE IF 

THERE WERE ADVOCACY OF SELLING PUBLIC LANDS TO INDIVIDUALS. 

THE MONT MA CATTLEMEN I S ASSOCIATION SUPPORTS THE CONCEPT OF STATE r~ANAGEMENT OF PUBLIC 

LANDS BECAUSE THEY FEEL THE STATE CAN OPERATE ON A MORE COST EFFICIENT LEVEL AND DO A 

BETTER JOB BY BEING CLOSER TO THE LAND BEING MANAGED. THIS ORGANIZATION ALSO ENDORSES 

THE CONCEPT OF A GOVERNOR APPOINTED COUNCIL MADE UP BY USERS FROM ALL INTEREST AREAS 

TO REVEIW PROPOSALS AND BUDGETS, GUIDELINES AND OPERATIONS AND ACTIVELY BE ENGAGED IN 
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MANAGEMENT POLICY DECISIONS. TO GIVE YOU AN IDEA OF COST EFFECTIVENESS AS HAS BEEN 

GI'AEN AT SOME OF THE MCA MEETINGS; THE GALLATIN FOREST SUPERVISOR, RETIRED, HAD A PRE­

PARED ANALYSIS FOR JUST THE FOREST SERVICE LANDS IN MONTANA: 

Cost to the N.F. to administer lands in Montana $89,200,000 

If the State took over management, he ADDS the loss of; 

+ 25% fund $8,300,000 
+ payments in lieu 

of taxes $7,300,000 
+ 50% mi nera 1 

revenue $6,500,000 
+ Forest highway 

funds $5,100,000 
$27,200,000 

My Question is that·if he adds these Mlosses" back to the 89,200,000 then the cost to 

the Forest Seriice is $116,400,00 instead of 89,200,000? 

EVEN IF IT COST THE STATE THE SAJ'>1E AS THE FOREST SERVICE TO MANAGE THE LANDS AT THE FIGURE 

STATED, ONE WOULD HAVE TO ASSUME THAT THE LOSS OF THE ABOVE REVENUES WOULD BE MADE UP IN 

FEDERAL REFUND OR THE STATE WOULD GAIN THE ASSESSMENT RATHER THAN THE FEDERAL GOVERNME~T 

SO IT WOULD BE A STANDOFF, HOWEVER, ADDITIONALLY IT WOULD APPEAR THAT THE STATE WOULD 

ALSO RETAIN THE USER FEES THEY GET TODAY IN THE APPROXIMATE Ar~OUNT OF $31 ,200,000, AND 

THEREFORE, THE COST EFFECTIVENESS OF STATE MANAGEMENT WOULD BE $58,000,UOO 

THE MONTANA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION DID AN ANALYSIS ON Cor~PARISON OF BLM AND STATE LAND 

MANAGEMENT THAT IS JUST AS INTERESTING AS THAT OF THE FOREST SERVICE JUST OUTLINED. IN 

THE INTEREST OF TIME, I WOW T GO INTO IT NOW, HOWEVER, I I [vI SURE THAT IF you WRITE OR CALL 

THE FARM BUREAU OFFICE IN BOZEMAN, YOU WILL BE ABLE TO GET A COpy OF THEIR WORK PAPERS. 

THEIR ANALYSIS COVERS MANY OF THE WESTERN STATES AND IT IS INTERESTING TO NOTE THAT THE 

BLM MANAGES 5 ~ times larger acreage, 14 times larger budget and 10 1/3 times larger staff 

than the State Lands Department, yet BLM only produces 1.6 times larger dollar income 

when compared to the State Lands Department. It costs BLM 60¢ per acre managed compared 

to 23¢ for State management. BLM collects 70¢ of income per acre compared to $2.24 per 

acre managed by the State. I HAVE A FEW SHEETS OF THESE COMPARISONS WITH ME AND YOU 

ARE WELCOME TO LOOK THEM OVER OR MAKE COPIES IF YOU WISH. 
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WHERE ARE WE TODAY? THE MONTANA CATTLEMEN'S ASSOCIATION, THE GARFIELD MCCONE LEGISLATIVE 

·COMMITTEE, THE PUBLIC LANDS COUNCIL AND OTHER GROUPS HAVE COME TOGETHER AND HELD A MEETING 

AND DECIDED TO ALLOW THE PUBLIC LANDS COUNCIL TO COORDINATE FORMULIZATION OF A COALITION ... 
FOR SUPPORT OF A CONCEPT OF STATES RIGHTS- II SAGEBRUSH REBELLIOW - IN THE INTERESTS OF ALL 

.. THE LANDOWNERS Arm LAND USERS IN THE STATE OF MONTANA. A CHALLENGE IS BEING EXPRESSED TO 

ALL OF YOU HERE TO BECOME INFORMED ON THE PUBLIC LANDS IN YOUR AREA, HOW THEY ARE BEING 

MANAGED AND HOW YOU WOULD LIKE TO SEE THEM MANAGED: MAKE YOUROWN DECISION AND LET US KNOW 

HOW YOU SEE THIS ISSUE OF THE 'GREiI,T LAND CONTROL I • .. 
Thank you for the opportunity to talk to you here and ONCE AGAIN - IT'S YOUR LAND AND 

.. MY LAND-LET I S TAKE CARE OF IT! 

.. 
IIIIII 

.. 

.. 

.. 

.. 

.. 

.. 

.. 
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... 

.. 
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GROSS llJCOHE TO U.S. FDRES'l' SERV -~ BY ::i'I'ATE AND BY 20UFcrS IN 1978. 
CD.Lu.r-lN #5 IS ESTll1A.TED INCOME TO ST.l\TES FOR 1979 FRQ.! FOREST LANDS 

IF AIL U. S. FOREST SERVICE LANLS HAD BEEN ill STATE G<lNEPSHIP 

STATE 

Alabarna 
Alaska 
Arizcna 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Came cti cut 
Florida 
Georgia 
ldailo 
Illinois 
Indiana 
j{ansas 
I~ntuchl 
Louisiana 
~Iai.ne 
r.Iichigan 
:dinnesota 
~.lississippi 

~.lissouri 

.-ana 
Nebraska 
;;evada. 
!'lew Harrpshire 
~~.i;ico 
~"YOrk 
i'Iorth caroU.Ila 
:lorch Dal.wta 
Q1io 
Cklahcrr.a 
Oregrn 
Pennsy 1 vania 
Pu=rto Rico 
South Carolina 
S~UID Dakot a 
Tenuessee 
Texas 
Utah 
VeI"COlt 
Vi r!;ini a 
Virgin Islands 
W ashin f,"1:00 
',I'est VirGinia 
IYisCalsin 
i'rycrning 

FOREST SERVICE 
'ICTAL ACRES TL'vlBER 

#2 #l 

642 ,820 
20 ,594,141 
11,270,325 
2,469,314 

20 ,359 ,362 
14,338,911 

10 
1,083,479 

858,646 
20,410,637 

257,815 
182,858 
107,700 
662,387 
597,032 

51,442 
2,713,675 
2,794,467 
1,139 ,6S9 
1,457,224 

15, 7'\j'S", 5'2'4 
351,499 

5,143,270 
683,193 

9,244,709 
13:,232. 

1,155,568 
1,105,585 

170,421 
291, ::26 

15,605,290 
508,586 

27,8:16 
607,568 

1,9S5,077 
621,110 
781,601 

8,045 ,869 
266,012 

1,609,784 
147 

9,096,709 
963,345 

1,495,120 
9,252,329 

1,165,619. 
1,209,089. 

11,851,077. 
5,069,318. 

156,131,792. 
584,934. 

2,528,48l. 
2,028,00L 

27,425,063. 

8,532. 
7,740 ,892. 

17,926. 
974,059. 
303,738. 

13 , 334 , 122 . 
290 ,162. 

16,75'8,42&. 

226 ,033. 
259,025. 

5,146,180. 

486 ,668. 

129,726. 
826,130. 

321) ,040 , 189 . 
1,404,689. 

1,624. 
5,560,179. 
1,524,387. 

252,814. 
3,165,763. 

894,686. 
62,022. 

208,714. 

98,860,416. 
148,053. 
915,854. 

1,547,520. 

TOTAL 187,845,657 

INmME 
GRl>.zrnG A.IL OI'HER 

#3 #4 

1,014. 
10. 

1,798,765. 
11,326. 

590,763. 
1,121,393. 

10,429. 
2,338. 

939 ,872. 
1,016. 

2. 
9,071. 

5,446. 
9,672. 

818,051. 
160,385. 
388 ,463. 

1,108,510. 

086. 
623,271. 

141,033. 

6,341. 
769,745. 

92. 
1,510. 

148,807. 
5,769. 

713,722. 

155,987. 
1l!:J ,886. 
742 ,423. 

1,203,031. 
5,439 ,125. 
2,121,066. 

641,068. 
82 ,984. 

528,473. 
62,726. 
29,72E. 

172 ,194. 
348,407. 
19,360. 

454,181. 
276,706. 

1,702,714. 
6,527,823. 

49£,129. 
18,487. 

293,945. 
279,744. 
464,254. 

160 ,931. 

28,949. 
37,940. 

1,221,410. 
165,801. 
14,144. 
33,680. 

134,012. 
89,015. 

21£1,397. 
797, 72J:3. 

74,968. 
224,026. 

633,717. 
318 ,6l9. 
190,032. 
534,395. 

1978 'ICTAL 
#5 

1,322,620. 
1,328,985. 

14,392,265. 
6,283,675. 

162,161,680. 
3,827,393. 

3,179,978. 
2,113,323. 

28,893,408. 
63,742. 

148,04l. 

180,728. 
8,098,370. 

37,226. 
1,428,240. 

580 ,444. 
15,082,282. 
6,827,657. 
18,074,~. 

178,872. 
918,441. 
538,769. 

6,718,944. 

647,599. 

158,685. 
&35,056. 

331,884,870. 
1,570,490. 

15,768. 
5,593,859. 
1,799 ,432. 

342,729. 
3,38G.506. 
2,402,167. 

137,082. 
534,250. 

99,642,940. 
472 ,441. 

1,105,826. 
2,795,637. 

;'WFuS: 1. Tin-ber recei~ts are generally allocated to tile st.:ltes and cOlIDties em a 
25-75 split. 'lllere are excepticns, Le., 0 & C lanes, Coos Day lanes. 
2. ~linera1 receipts are allocated to states by BL\I. 
3. Grazing receipts are allocated 00 sane authority as 3D; er.ployees. 

SOLT:.C::E:: lnpublished Peport of the Forest Service - 1978. 
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WITH AFFILIATED CHAPTERS THnOU(;/-IOlJT THE STATE 

P.O. BOX 423 - HELENA. MONTANA 59601 

r 406) 443-~j341 January 25, 1981 INFORMATION 

HfL ClfMHHAN ~ ,mel t~U1BEHS OF THE CCJi.H·H TTEE~ Ii f:t(/(Mf..?j Iff" N 
. ea T7J..l) )( od..tl- UlI 

For th~ record, I alll Chas. A. ~ande~o~ of Oallan~ln~, t10ntana. TA~ La..') T l1'j 
I am PresIdent 0 f the t~ontana Seruor CI tlzens AssocIatlon. If (1 Cl--N~i lv!t oJ e!¢ 7:7J.....e. 

AL{CJ jI'/,<t5, l{itNTL.e.y P"ld;./.t=,U, L"c..-a.L -I-- \A(/!.O'~~IY AC/Ti"JV, oN I"lTe(.. JrCVtl,,~. 

I f we arc going to HEBEL, let r s Rebel on behal f 0 f people - no t 
SAGEBRUSH. All of \"Ie Senior Citizens find that Ive cannot take our land 
\t/Hh liS when \'ie go beyond the rninbm'l. Vie also tind that in Clll t.oo 
n,any cases we cannot sell it to small operators nr to young people) as 
they do not have the buying pO\'ler. It is virtually only the big operators 
or money lenders \"Iho can buy it. \Ie are fast becorning a Nation of land-
less p~ople! Peop_~e without ~8nc:l C1T~ a I'lalld~ring people. A Nati~n .~f,." ,,,"?W,.4iL 
wanderIng people IS a falterlng nat_lon. \iJ4 [,,,.-\lS""/"' jJl,- ht.N(!.y'v··''''/),' <- / 

{- ,V {)-li' > it /' \~/ II V I/V Ji;~y, eS <-voe It q.l.. 
The Pen tagon td be say the West is expendable. They had proposed man r S :L-,;£> M,).-<. 
greatest blunder, a vast series of Hobile ~{lsse13 - the r·1X - for a very Race 71)ct.c.,j-{J' 

large area of Nevada and Utah. That would fix the Sagebrush. The pro-
jected ten year cost of it is $80 to $100 Billion of the taxpayers money 
for an obsolete concept. The people there are objecting strongly. So 
nOvl they are planni ng to place them elsel'lhere. 

I have a Map here that shows them allover Montana, in such places as 
Billings, 80zern~n and Helena, as \'Iell as others. I also have an article 
from the Montana Filrmer.::.Slockman that says the I·IX should go to Sea. To 
gather a Billion dollars together, you t18ve to gather $278,300 together 
every hour, day and night, for a year - to get One Billion. That will 
buy a lot of Sagebrush! And several of the rnajor Oil Companies, Energy 
Conglomerates, and t·1ilitary H;1rdware HanufCJctur8r~3 are making 2-3 unci more 
Bi.llion dollars net each year. They are the one~, \-Ibo l'Ii11 buy the SClCJe­
brush, along \'lith most of t.he industry and natural resources. f10st States 
have plundered their St.<.Ite lands. Hontarw is one of a fm'! (3 I believe) 
who hnve kept their state School lands intact. 

I can recall a period 0 F years following ,mother Hilitary operation 
when the Counties had to take over so much land for back taxes that the 
FEDERAL Covernment had to corne in and buy tile land from the Counties to 
bail them out, Not the STATE, but t.he Federal Governrnent. I recall another 
period not so long ago when the Indians lands on the reservations was being 
sold under supervi~~ed sale for as little as $1.00 to $5.00 per acre, cmd 
we had to callan Congress - not the States - to place <.I ten year morator­
ium on the Sale of Ir:di,c1n lGnd. ThiB ~~arne lund today I~as thousandn of 
dollars \'/orth of COd}, oil 2mJ 9,..18 unJer :i::tVVl4l il 1.'3 I T Pc', /fe)1 ~ . 



o 

YES, t.he Public Domain should be kepL intact for all of the people 
under the supervision of the Federal Guvernment. If the large catUe 
operators do not like the terms of i:hei.r leases they shou.ld step aside 
and let the smaller cattlemen, ~Jith les~; than 100 head, have it. 

Some day you, too, will not be able to take your land, minerals or 
money with you. So let us Hebel on behal f of the peuple .- NUT f:1ACmnUSH ~ 

.', 

Thank you, 

~ '] )") 1 ) 
(3)2--4-/- 1 Ii ,J t;:'( "(A-c:LF!-tV {/ ~ 

Chas. A. Banderob, President 
Montana Senior Citizens Ass'n. 

, ; 

Agricurtural product.~~ai8 the only creation of new wealth. Field,Forest and Sea. 

In 1978 the total net-Qrofits extracted o~t of the American economy, was just 
exactuly equal to the t~ worth of agricuture's production. $108. Bil~ion. 

Net profits do not employ one single person during the tirllc they are gathered. 

Then they go out and buy up our industries and natural resources, Bnd people. 

'1 



: I 
:·1 
" : I 

! I 
1'1 
i I 
:'r 

.. · •.. ;~tI 



-.--
vAN ~ J :> , /'L-) /90(' 

The West "Expendable"? 
BELIEVE IT OR NOT, the US Air Force has taken an official posi­
tion that local impact resulting from the MX Linear Grid (MX) may 
"appear severe" only to people living in areas of the proposed sites, 
"but when viewed from a national perspective, the impacts are not 
that great." 

In other words, it appears to be saying, the rest of the country need 
not concern itself with the personal dangers and econmnic hardships 
'.vhich may be inflicted OIl people in "3 Iitlle developed area" - it is 
all for a good cause. 

Well, some of those "isolated" folk (in Nevada and Utah) question 
that bureaucratic decision which would not only place a great deal of 
strain on already limited water reserves and local taxing districts, 
but would actually render them expendable bull's-eyes for enemy 
missiles as well. And for once, farmers, urbanites, politicians and 
environmentalists are working together, doggedly det{'rmincd to hellt 
"the largest public works project ever," which many believe to be 
t£'chnologically outdated already. 

Even some military strategists are concerned about land-based de­
fense systems such as the MX, contending that they only invite de­
struction of the very land and people that they are designed to pro-

. teet. Paradoxically, the U.S. Navy was testing what many belie\'e to 
be a better defense system about 20 years ago. Called HYDRA, it is a 
system for launching missiles from any body of water deep enough to 
float one. The missiles are waterproofed, buoyant versions of those 
currently in use, and can be carried by either surf<tce ships or sub­
merged submarines. Launched by simply dropping them into the wa, 
tel', the missiles attain a vertical floating position prior to firing. 
Reportedly, pf'rformance is enhanced by the water's buoyancy assist. 

Because any number of missiles could he launched simultaneously 
from both concealed and cruising ships, they could IH'ovide a nuclear 
deterrent that would be truly mobile. And because they could be 
theoretically deployed on some 55 million square miles of ocean. an 
enemy would have a frustratingly more difficult job in attempting to 
keep tabs Oil them than would be the case with MX. More important. 
the potential for sparing US. cities - and lives - would be greatly 
increased with a system that would force an aggressor to aim more of 
his missiles at oceanic targets. 

President Reagan already has told the Air Force to seek alterna­
tives to MX; but unfortunately, what is being considered is merely an 
MX adaptation, with nearly all of the same problems. 

Perhaps for security and fiscal reasons (one estimate pegs its cost 
at $15 billion less than MX), HYDRA deserves another look. After all. 
it has an indisputable record of slIccessful launchings, including 
placement of scientific payloads into orbit: 

Those who live in the Southwest and points downwind just might 
sleep a little easier, 100.'- E. H'. H() Hisey 

1!W:ii"'-~""'''i __ ''W ........... ___ , ... , .. '''IIII!''''''.,,,,.'':'j~·iIJIiiIII'Y7 W 
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MONTANA 4X4 ASSOCIATION, INC. 

Januat'y 26, 1981 

Senator Harold Dover, Chairman 
Senate Natura 1 Resources Committee 

Mr. Chairman, r~embers of the Committee, my name is Steven E. Slagle, and 11m 
appearing before you today as chairman of the Land and Legislation Committee 
of the Montana 4X4 Association. I am appearing today in opposition to Senate 
Bill 123. 

The Montana 4X4 Association promotes the responsible use of four-wheel drive 
vehicles emphasizing respect for the land and family-oriented recreation. Our 
membership consists of persons from virtually all walks of life who enjoy 
hunting. fishing and numerous other outdoor activities with a special love 
for backcountry exploration by four-wheel drive vehicles. 

I would like to summarize the opinions expressed by our membership through 
their executive officers and delegates at our quarterly meeting held January 
17, 1981, regarding any proposed "Sagebrush Rebellion" legislation. The members 
of the Montana 4X4 Association are extremely displeased with certain aspects 
of the Federal Governmentls management of public lands. Specifically, we are 
concerned about the restriction of access to a limited group of public land users, 
interference in legally permissable oil, gas, and mineral exploration and leasing 
on certain lands, and classification as wilderness with closure to motorized 
recreational use of lands that do not meet the required minimum criteria for 
wilderness designation as stated in Section 2(c) of the Wilderness Act of 1964. 

The members of the Montana 4X4 Association feel that an extremely strong protest 
to these land management policies needs to be made. However, our members do not 
feel that state acquisition of Federal lands is in the best interests of Montana 
and Montanans, nor is it the proper solution to the problem. 

Three basic fears to state ownership of these lands have been expressed by the 
membership. First, we do not feel that our problems of access to these lands 
would be improved, but quite possibly intensified. Second, the state bureaucracy 
is ill equipped to manage the lands and the costs of establishing such a 
bureaucracy combined with the subsequent costs of managing these lands will result 
in increased taxation. Thirdly, if the state proved to be unable to adequately 
manage these lands, they would most probably become subject to public auction. 
Private lands will result in even less access than we now have to these lands. 
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The consensus of the membership of the Montana 4X4 Association is that the 
problems of Federal management of public lands should be an ongoing dialogue, 
with hope that we can modify some of their policies. Howevl=r, we sincerely hope 
that Montana will not adopt legislation such as Senate Bill 123, or Resolutions 
attempting to encourage similar state acquisition of Federal public lands. 

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, We appreciate the opportun"ity to appear 
before you today and to voice our opinions of the management of public lands. 
We respectfully request that you give Senate Bill 123 a DO NOT PASS Recommendation 
and leave our public lands in the hands of the public. 

Thank You, 

Respectfully Submitted 

~~~~ 
Steven E. Slagle, Chairman 
Land and Legislation COITU'nittee 
Montana 4X4 Association, Inc. 
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TESTIMONY OF DONALD R. JUDGE, COPE DIRECTOR, MONTANA STATE AFL-CIO, ON 
SENATE BILL 123, HEARINGS OF THE SENATE NATURAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE, 
JANUARY 26, 1981 

I am representing the Montana State AFL-CIO. Our organization opposes the 

sagebrush rebellion and this bill. 

Last summer, the convention of the Montana State Building and Construction 

Trades Council passed a resolution condemning the attempt to take away public lands 

from federal government control. The Building Trades submitted that resolution to 

the convention of the Montana State AFL-CIO, which passed it overwhelmingly. 

I am submitting a copy of that resolution to each member of this committee. 

However, I would like to summarize it for your consideration. 

Workers in Montana believe in the basic rights for themselves and their 

children to enjoy the recreational opportunities available to them in this state. 

They recognize the fact that public management of the public's lands is costly, 

however, workers also realize that these lands belong to them, as members of the 

public, and they do not wish to relinquish their rights of ownership. 

Workers in f~ontana question the state's ability to take over management of 

federal lands on a cost-effective basis. They are concerned about the probability 

that these lands will become subject to public sale and, therefore, no longer be 

pub 1 i c 1 ands. The; r concern is for the accessabil Hy of themselves and thei r 

families, both now and in the future, to Montana's outstanding recreational 

facilities for hunting, fishing, and other outdoor activities. 

The Montana State Building and Construction Trades Council, through this 

resolution, joined by all other affiliates of the Montana State AFL-CIO, oppose 

'RINTED ON UNION MADE PAPER 
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any form of the so-called "sagebrush rebellion" and urge you to give Senate 

Bill 123 a "do not pass" recommendation. 

RESOLUTI ON # 72 

WHEREAS, land in Montana is currently divided among private ownership, state ownership, 
and federal ownership; and 

WHEREAS, publicly owned lands are to be managed for the benefit of the pUblic; and 

WHEREAS, publicly owned lands are a priceless heritage for us to enjoy in this and 
future generations; and 

WHEREAS, the use of publicly owned lands by working people is important to 
maintain; and 

WHEREAS, the hunting and fishing and recreational uses of public lands in appropriate 
areas brings about many beneficial economic results; and 

.. 
WHEREAS, there is currently a move to take lands out of public ownership, whether it j 

be federal or state; and 

WHEREAS, any such moves threaten the ability of the public to enjoy the use of such 
lands; and 

WHEREAS, the eventual owners of lands will be those most likely to be able to 
afford them; and 

WHEREAS, the eventual owners of lands would be those who would like to profit most 
for themselves and not the public; and 

WHEREAS, the eventual owners of lands would be the large, wealthy corporations; and 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that we are opposed to any move to transfer the 
ownership of lands from their present owners; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that we work to expose the so caned "sagebrush rebellion" 
as a land grab scheme for the wealthy; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that we forward a copy of this resolution to the AFL-CIO 
for their adoption and concurrence. 

SUBMITTED BY THE MONTANA STATE BUILDING AND CONSTRUCTION TRADES COUNCIL ANNUAL 
CONVENTION 
24TH ANNUAL MONTANA STATE AFL-CIO CONVENTION VOTED CONCURRENCE 

I 

• 
I 



I urn Doris Milner fro11i HL.:.milton, lIlt. i~nd I ~.m tustifying on behlf of 

mysefli c..nd the thousund membc1':J I.JL the; Mont ... ,na .,i1derness jls ... ;uciiti,,)n 

he<.,dqU<.,rtered in Helenu. 

The j.sf.:lOcL tion' B position on tho 1):co,I.)f3ed oh, n:;o 'J1' ownership i .• nd m n(~c:e­

ment of Gome of the lJublic 1L.nu,; in Liuntuna ::c;tCIJl~J from beloio 0 b j cct:L ves 

of the orgt,mize.t i on (HllJng which i, 1'0: 

(1 )To enLLst l,ublio support in i.~ Lantana l'l'o,.;r, III for c1-s;;1fic, ti'Jn 

and preservl~tion of <-"n i.~dequi,Lc syscomJ vl.ild8rnes3 ,,,1'0'. s to serve 

the eduo,tionu.l, rec.co, tlon0.1, uocnio , sciG!:ltific, conDerv,. tion"l, 

and historical nGeds ,jf tIk l".;o-,/le, no;, ,~nll in th8 futuro. 

_ S123 reoommends inroads intJ this sy,-,teru 1.11 JootLm 2. 'd) . 11h,) \l1"e,_.t 

Bear I, ildcrncss, the nCLttIUi:.Hli.ke 1,.LLL8J'neS;j, '" 01coIDe Cl'oek, ,nd 

the Gh<.,rlie Hussel1 N,ltiun, 1 :,ildlifo He1'u,;e \vuuld be wiV<;?d out. 

(2 )To encouru[!,'e Lt. ll:;nd ethic th.t cills for L-Y'C<,,,S vvhero furrns of life 

other thbn melon C8.n work out their c1ostiniu~j with I:i JlliniJuum uf human 

interference. 

::) 123 Ag,;.in ~)ec. 2 (d} tllruutollS tho lu,ncl l), ~~o for rktur:~l CO~illJun­

itios. J)evelOljffient h~ [3 ;.., v'I,y of interi'ci'in; 'iiith n:...turLl comm­

unities. Second, stetc I,nds ,~re to b8 !Hi n,.,ged, undc:c L'w, for the 

highest monetary return. 'i.'11:;'8 would underline tho bcwic direction 

from the stL,to for dovolol,lllont, nDt p'0001'V. tiJn. 

(3)'ro ost;..,blish u. be.lanced outduor rccro ti, n progrum on l)ublic lund 

including both vdldornoss (,.nei nonw ildcrlkDs. 

It p Cl'GLtiun is ,..;.n ~CknowJcll;i3d (,end LCCCO[.,tCIU lowe vi' our fedeY', 1 

public lunds. It iu one vJ:' tho "multl;,lo uues 'l dil'cd'ed fur J.'c~ttoYJql 
~10rests.11he econ'.Jl11.LCS of 1'0<':1'0, tL:m on our fedGr~l l •. nds indicl:ites 

th<..ct reore:.tion is C.tn ex1_,::;r1:..) ° , [i.. LrC;8 ,)no, thut the jl'1edort,l 
r. • , OIl Sf o-f,fL. (a. >'lei, , , 
I.rovernment ,t-Jlcks Ul,). To contlnue such p:.c'v;:.:r:. IllS/) th:..;.1; the j,UnllC 

enjoys tvd~YI would luy ~n j.ntolcr;,blo bw-uen on tho 1;)001)1(:) l)l 

ivl<'5ntunu. A c: se in point: Ravcl~Li GUL:nty lLfJ SOIllS8" 112,026 ucres 

of feder,_.l lund-p0TIto 73,:, ,)f tI1G tot<hl l;,nd ,;,rob.. POI' 'che i'i:.,c~ 1 

yedr 1980, tJ~:~~;~ues tot:"t1ed qH, ()og, 30u whi10 the oiJcratinc; qU,jget 

'Nas $4,474,200. In c:.se 01' tr~ .. nsi'or 01' ol.nersilly, who will pick 

UiJ the tab'? If Sic to ffivncy i:.; not i..vcci1able v'Iould the ne.~t utep 

not be l~uttin,~' it on tho lJJ.ock? 



- (:--

l1uny of us remombor b: cle ill 1964 \illC:!l tlw Cun. l'(;.:;J ol'd(Jred the fourth 

ihublic LJ.nd study. The fourth ~3:inc,) Jd'19. 1,fte1' 1l(:;,r1y 6 yCL'l'S the: .L l,Lu11(' 

Lund LL.w Heview Comrn.is!Jion delivuY',~U ;,. I'CIIlJl't tu thu J rC:Jident. uh.Uc 

the Cumrnis8ion w:....s workin::!; on it:J :coL;,J!'t i L.:J vlOr}[ vv'nf~"~~JefUllY i'ollohod 

by several user groujJsTGrazint~:' llini.ng, timbor-. nd conuorv, t iuni:; C;i. '1'110 

..."". 

Nutural Hesuurces Council o{ "ItlOl'icL1.uot u£-' in 1jG7 its m,n cO]llll1iu ... dun to 

keep tLtl)ls on conserv, tiun is:,)1.H~~; .inv:Jlvou ill tll~; l'CVL;w.nt u. lllu,Jtin,,; .. 

in 1968 tho Council;)resonted Ok ut . Lou,:rrt to tlk.),)1l1l11iDsion .• J0m,) vi' itl) 

1-Join LS '-ere most pertinent to tul:; ,1'G,3 ent mOVt]" .1 ~: 

Our public 1, nus ; ,1'(; U. contnlBt of continent, 1 (;.;dl'CHlOS Ulll rL t..~rr{l 
we"lth. J:hoy ~~ro Lt C ros~;, succi ,iYl ,d .:H(;rica .JJis J':-'it (:) Q lffcl',jllCt);j in 

• 

their loc<;.tion L~nd .eri1d: rS l.L; ,>, ~tlC Ll.iLL10Ll.J u~' ,eres u.i.' IJu:JIic III 

lundD h:~ ve L. .c QlUHOn bomL, [_ l~l1J,t1d-..,-Jj t.y". __ y.f- ~11JI'1.,--!~3 Q ..rhoy <_1'0 m. Jlc;d by , 
udLlini:..;torod fo:c, c._nd <_ve,il,_ul,,; to ~ll .)1' tile 1)00i,10. ~'heil' ,:::..(1::1),11-:­
iDtr~~tivFJ rLot:h':!n;cl iG _th91.'llbl,L9,~QQd, wllOtllo;l' til() h,.mb :.U'\; uevu ~od • 
ill<.~inlY :f6- scon:Lc il1spil\j,tlun ,-"nel. I'OC1\:), tivnii1 r'ul'l'oshuwnt, m t;iun;~l 
defen30 ~nd security, UI' tho l,roduction <,nd \;~'. __ tl'i.ctLm 'Ji' rU;3ourc\;~;. 
Directly (~nd :indirecely, tiwir b,::;nefi tD ccDU Lhuir v~.lu\)s fIm. to u11 . 
01.' the 1)eo L.,le. .. 

l'ublic h~nds are of ine~;til!i'-11Jlo w luo. l'hey coml,rise n,._ti'Jn:.l for­
est:..; u.nd l);.,rk:s, Gr~zin,~ <li:..;tr_Lct.~, \/ilcllife r(;fu.:;e~.3 (,.TIll "';~IiIO r~'.dl:C~J. ~ 
1'hey .P'otcct v;utcl'sh8d,,,, ;nd ~.Jl'oduce \/L,tcr. IJ:l1cy su1,ply f0ra/:,;c for Iivl' 
stock und oil ~.ncl llLin0I': 18. j'lLey lTOV j,uo rOi~(::('V ~.J for J'I'O~- CI'VU ~ iun 
of ni .. tur~.l Lnd scenic wonders, fl18Y i'urni:..;h sitotJ fur e. liljJin:~ c.nd "'. 
hunt inn; <...nd other recrc.tLm. 'l'heir continu(~~; i.111d iU"rvvod l,rl)duct- . 
ion of hUlIlu,n benoii ts iD thc;L he, ry GO, 1 OJ' ,;11 corworv. tlu11- l'lind­
ed citj.zens. 

III 

This is an ur;ont i.~nd til:lely :~oi~l b,:;c"u;..;c he) 110 lon~;or h:,vo Ih!VI lL,nds 
to lJioneer. There ,.:.1'0 no ne;" foro~.i L,,;, no lkl, .~ ~Y'e Li:J ,n(l n. l;UL'i.ll 
li..kes, no now ljlLeae:..; to tu.rn tu I,hon lllisu:";i_:d 1. wi bOCOlrJ(]s uIlJjl'oci.u.ct-1IIIi 
iva. \18 rnwJt Ilh.lw do \/:Lth \il], t we 11 v,~, to u~,' . .; 1t more i\ll iy ~ llCl w:i [;h 
les3 wustc. A rUl/id1y eX,tJe,nu.Ln,; }Jol,ul t-L ,11 "wi ,;11 inrlOV. t.L v(; ill11U:.;t­
ri,,,,l tochnology Ler .. fili kin~ v;:;t U(;IllL.cDd:J 'L(l:8inst i)ublic : .. nd [oriv to iii 
lLtnd L,like. Only the 1?uiJlic Lnd:c.:, .for the llL);;[; J",1't, , .. 1'0 811:;Cc c tLble 
to uniform resources nk.Jl'"""; IlL. ilL : nd ~,rotG(;tj.un .:ro;ri liW the., t c; n IJC 

relied on to lJroduco continuin.< rc)< 1 "nd ilh:_il,,'ibl(; bcm()fit~; l'~ll' :.;0 
iIIII ill; ,ny of our peo 1-,10. 

rrhe Montana 1'ii1dernes[3 J!. soci. tiun hc,l.rtily endo,·s(;.) the clbovu \/,)('d:; ;.nd";' 
eliual1y he: rtily reject:..; GCny oi'l'il't~; to :L'oaov() fC,)iIl fedcr 1 jut.h~):, j (: L j un 
our public Ihnus. 

. "Go 
3123 seems almost fri vilous. No ~jub~;t:,nce"f no 1.1 net ,te froJl1 U br0: ... d J;ubl i_ 
Rather, 1 t scorns t,) bo un CJ,t tem; t to int imilL. ~ 0 ou:c l:JulJlic L nel I1L:IL ~U.J.[: 

lolItA recurnmen ... S th ... ,t in;Jtc;u 01 "l'l.lLmci }31uLcln: Lhc ,l)1~!.:11o'~) ,;i::ctil1'.l .. llt, 
the LeD'~'isl,;tul'<> ~J·pt l'l'l l['l()"j~ i . '11,Q1'-1'" 'v J'. , .. ;\.1 . ' 1 ~ '" - ~ vJ..V , • [l'l)CCS.] Ul o/,J.;:t:Ul: l'c,':u tLun: 

'.nd cooperu,tiun vvitllUw ',(ilic .. i nLl lil III ,,-;.L·~). 

III 



To Senator Dover and members of the Committee on Natural Resources 

I am Tom Ryan of the Montana Senior Citizens Association. I 

am a retired Montana educator. I have taught many hundreds of 

Montana's people at the secondary level and consider myself very 

fortunate to have covered much of Montana as a graduate assistant 

to Walter Prescott Webb. Webb 1S sl.iJ] held in high regard as 

America I s first and foremost authority on t.he vast empire we call 

"the Great Plains." 

I wish to speak to you about two states where state government 

could not withstand the pressures of private and often selfish 

interests. 

Both Texas and New Mexico at one time were noted for their 

widespread artesian wells. As the agricultural and the industrial 

demands for water and timber increased, almost simultaneously the 

watersheds were stripped of growing trees. As a result, deep wells 

were drilled. In many cases, these wells could no longer supply 

usable water and could not meet the demands of those who raise 

crops and livestock. The cattlemen and sheepmen are finding it 

difficult to find ways to maintain sufficient streamflow and storage 

to satisfy their needs. 

Federal maintenance and restoration of watersheds is, in my 

opinion, sufficient reason to retain federal o\lmership. 'Through 

soil conservation, reclamation, selective harvesting and reforestation, 

we can continue to provide lumber, paper, pasture~;, hydropower, 

irrigation and recreation for the good of all ~nericans. 
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THE SAGEBRUSH REBELLION: HIE vlRONG APPROACH 

Simply stated. the so-called sagebrush rebellion claims to be a move to turn 
vast acres of the public domain over to state and private ownership. The focus of 
this effort is ailned prirnarily at the 174 million acres of public land administered 
by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and secondarily at the Forest Service (USFS) 
and smaller land managi ng a~.F.~nci PS of t!1('+0d(~r{-;: ijflVerniilcnt. 

The rebell ion emerged from the passage of statute #633(1979) in the 1979 Nevada 
Legislature. This law appropriated all of the 48 million acres of BLM-administered 
public domain in Nevada for the state of Nevada. The purpose of this statute was 
to force the federal government into court so it caul d be sued for control of the 
lands. 

Sen. Orrin Hatch (R-Utah) has introduced S. 1680 in the U.S. Senate, which, if 
passed, would tUrn over all of the nation's public domain and National Forests to 
the states in which they are located. A similar bill, H.R. 7837, has been introduced 
in the U.S. House by Rep. Jim Santini (D-Nevada). The rebellion has also taken 
the form of legal challenges by the Denver-based Mountain States Legal Foundation, 
a law firm specializing in natural resource issues and representing pro-development 
and speculative interests. The director, James Watt, is President Reagan's nominee 
for Secretary of Interior. The main focus, however, remains the relinquishing of 
pllblic control of the public's land. In Montana the rebellion has taken the form 
of S. 123, introduced by Sen. Mark Etchart (R-Glasgow). 

In a recent article, Dr. Bernard Shanks of Utah State University described 
the move by saying that "behind the principled rhetoric of the sagebrush rebellion 
lies a simple goal--the liquidation of the west's mineral and energy resources .•• 
the intent is to plunder the west." 

Along I'tith the intent of "plundering the I,/CSt" there is a less dramatic but 
far more disastrous long-term goal. Behind the rhetoric of states' rights, backers 
of the sagebrush rebellion are seeking to weaken federal land management polices 
and enforcement of federal land management laws. Federal land management policies 
and laws were developed to protect the long-term productivity of the public domain 
for the mUltiple of uses of the public. They were necessarily passed to protect 
public lands from future misuse and exploitation that had already occurred for 
centuries. 

The sagebrush rebellion is an attempt to remove public control of our public 
lands with the expressed interest of removing federal land laws and management. 
The intent behind this attempt may be sincere or motivated by greed, but the effort 
is to make public land more accessible to private control. 

What Is The Public Domain, Where Did It Come From? 

The public domain is all land mined by the people of the United States and 
acir'linistered by the federal government. After the I\rTlerican Revolution, the lands 
fro:'1 the Appalachian Mountains west to the Mississippi River were claimed by seven 



Sagebrush Rebellion 
page 2 

of the 13 original states. HO\,/2ver, becausr this land \'I(1S " vires tled fr'oln the 
common enemy by the blood and treasury of all of the thil~teen states," it was 
considered the common property of all the states (Journal of Congress, VI, Octobf:r 
10, 1780: 146). After much controversy and debate, the seven states ceded their 
claims for the western lands to the new government with the understanding that 
they would be settled, formed into states and admitted into the Un·ion. 

The remaining land within the present day borders of the United States was 
acquired either by blood or purchase. In 1803, Thomas Jefferson helped the United 
States acquire the Louisiana Purchase that added 827,987 square miles to tile public 
do:nain. Flor'icla ~'idS ceded to the United State~) froll! Spa"irl ill 1819 dftcr sev,:ral 
negot'j at ions and an anned i ntervent i on in '.'Iestern Flori da by Amer'i can troops. 

Table I: Origins of the Public Domain 

.------.'----~-~-.~-% of r01:aT-
Date of Millions U.S. Land 

_ Acgu is i (L~~ ________ . ____________ .____ ____________________ Ac C~_s __________ .... _~!_e_a_. ___ _ 

1781-1802 Cession by Original States 237 10.2 
1803 Louisiana Purchase 560 24.2 
1819 Florida Purchase 46 2.0 
1846 Oregon Comrromise 183 7.9 
1848 Mexican Treaty 339 14.6 
1850 Purchase from Texas 79 3.4 
1853 Gadsden Purchase 19 0.8 
1867 Purchase of Alaska 375 16.2 

TOTAL 1,838 79.3 

.-----source: Bureau of Land r~anagement, r980. 

The United States attempted to purchase the Texas territory several times 
without success. Texas was finally annexed in 1845 after their war of independence 
with Mexico. Five years later the public bought an additional 123,270 square 
miles of land around the present day border of the state of Texas. In 1846, the 
Oregon Territory was ceded to the United States in a treaty with Great Britan. 
The United States also went to war with Mexico in 1846. At the close of the war 
the present day southwestern boundary of the United States was established with 
the exception of the area known as the Gadsden Purchase. This 29,000 square mile 
area was later purchased from Mexico for $10,000,000. Alaska was purchased from 
Russia in 1867 for the sum of $7,200,000. The Hawaiian Islands were annexed through 
a treaty. 

Th2 total amount of land added to the public domain amounted to 2,503,330 
square miles or at its peak, 2.1 billion acres, nearly 80 perc~nt of the land 
area in the United States. From this total 34.6 million acres \'iere subtracted 
for private claims. The western states of Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado, 
Idaho, ~lontana, Nevada) New ~lexi co, Oregon, t·Jashi ngton and Hyorni ng \'1ere formed 
out of these lands. 

Today the federal government administers about 765 million acres of public 
land. Over 312 million acres are managed by the National Park Service, tile Forest 
Service, the Bureau of Indian Affairs, the Fish and Wildlife Service, the Bureau 
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of Reclamation, Department of Defense, Depal~tment of State, Department of Energy, 
the Tennessee Vdlley Authority drill tIll: Natiofld: rondldic oil(' ~;iiC\' /\dillinistra­
tion. The remaining 453 million acres of national resource lands dre administered 
by the Bureau of I .]nd r~anagernent and cOlllpl'ise the public dO;lloin. j1,pptoxil:ldt(~l.Y 
300 million acn~s of public -land are in !\laska. 

Al!ilost h/o-th-irds of thr:, land in Nevada, hal f of Utah dnd nearly hal f of New 
r~exico ane! ~Jyoming are under public ovmership. Significant portions of California, 
Idaho, Arizona, Oregon, Coloradu and Montana are also federally controlled. Of the 
original 1.8 billion acres of j)ublic domain, 1.1 billion has been appropriated. The 
sagebrush rebellion is a-imed at these unap[,r-orwiatf'd puhlic lands. 

HOi'/_Has . .-!.~_e Pl!bl-icls Land been r~anaged? 

The histOl~y of federal land policies was based on the view that, at least 
until the 1900 1 s, land was vie'ded as wilderness that ought to be free to the person 
who subdued it. The amount of land allowed to each person was hotly debated, but 
it was agreed that 1 and vias a just lei'lard fur the ;lcrson vlho rcdee;ric:di t from its 
wild state. Land had been essentially free because it was abundant--no one could 
imagine limits on the amount of land. If it became depleted of timber, minerals 
or soil, it was easy to mo0e on to a new area. During this time there were no 
real policies directing the r:lanagement of the public domain, only a series of 
expedient actions that, when gathered together. could be called puhlic land policy. 
This \'ias based on the premise that settlement WdS desirable above all other consid­
erations. 

In 1879 the Public Lands Co~mission was established to assess the condition 
of the public domain and impro'/e land dispositions. Twelve years later the Forest 
Reserve Act of 1891 withdrew lands from settlement and exploitation. These with­
dravlals forll1ed the basis of the Forest Reserves It/hich were established in 1897. 
In 1901 the reserves were transferred to the Department of Agriculture and designated 
as National Forests. In 1910, the Pickett Act authorized withdrawals for irrigation, 
reclamation and power sites. Minerals not Inanaged under the Mining Law of 1372 
were managed under a leasing system established in the Mineral LeaSing Act of 1920. 
These included oil and gas, coal and other minerals. In 1934 the Taylor Grazing Act 
was passed with the intent of ending the indiscriminate settlement and use of the 
remaining unappropriated lands, except fot' Alaska, with the intent of classifying, 
devc-'loping, improving and conserving public lands. 

t.Jith the onset of Uli~ 1980's p20ple began to realize thilt there wer2in fact 
limits to th(~ (l1Jl()llnt of lane! available as well as on the carrying capacity of 
specific lands. Men such as Theodore Roosevelt, GifFord Pinchott, John Wesley 
PO/Jell, !,i.,l. HcGee, F.H. l1e lie 11 , and B.f~. Ban-oli advanced the concept that public 
land should be used for the greatest benefit for the greatest number over the longest 
time. The purpose of this effort was to impress ~pon the people the importance of 
tht~ conservation of natural resources vlhich, without exception, had been used ~'iithol1t 
regard to the limits of their supply. It was from this basis that 234 million acres 
of land vias withdrawn from the public domain. The 1900's signaled the end of the era 
of "laissez faire" philosophy that dominated the approach of the governmc~nt and the 
public to the public domain. i~\:~w policies based on the concept of "scientific man­
agclIlent" and multiple use and sustained yield of public lands became thc foundat-ion 
for present day land rnana~)i:~rnent. National roliey, until the turn of the century, 
had been centered un the disposal of the pub-lie do:nain. As understanding of the 



Sagebrush Rebellion 
page 4 

limits of land, resources and, in many cases, their nonrenewablity grew, disposition 
was replaced by scientific management and conservation. Table II, belolt/, shO\'1s hO\'/ 
much of the public domain was given away or sold. 

Table II: Disposition of the Original Public Domain-1781 to 1977 

to Pri vate Interests .. --~.- r1illi on Acres '""'--_______ .~ _______ .b_ __ • _____ ._. ____________ ~ __ 

Confirmed as Private Land Claims 
Granted to Veterans as Mil itar'y Bounties 
Granted or Sold to Homesteaders 
Sold under the Timber and Stone Act 
Sold under the Timber Culture Act 
Sold under the Desert Land Act 
Granted to Railroad Corporations 
Disposed of in other ways * 

to States for: .------------

34 
61 

287 
14 
11 
10 
94 

302 
fCffAI---ir:rr 

78 
65 
37 

Support of Common Schools 
Reclamation of Swamp Lands 
Construction of Railroads 
Support of Other Institutions 
Canals and Rivers 
Construction of Wagon Roads 
Alaska Statehood Act ** 

and Schools 21 

other purposes 

. TOl&iITSPos I TI ON ---.----"---

6 
3 

104 
14 

-nrff'\c--Jts 

-----_._-- 1,041 

1,837 

796 

ORIGINAL PUBLIC DOMAIN 

AREA RH1AINING IN PUBLIC OVJNLRSIlIP 

*chiefly by public, pC'ivate and pre-emptive sales, and thr'ou~Jh 
mineral entries, scrip locations and sales of lots and sites. 

**of thi statal, 36 mi 11 i on acres Vlo\'e conveyed by 9/30/77. 

source: Bureau of Lancrr:ranageiiierrt, pubffcTand--)tatistTCS:-191i. 

The Grazing Service and General Land Office were combirled in 1946 to form the 
Bureau of Land Management (BLM). The passage of the Federal Land Policy and Manage­
ment Act (FLpr~f\) in 1976 gave the BU/! a 1 ega 1 r.Bncla te as a 1 and manaiJ"j ng agency 
instead of a land disposal agency. The fonllc1lization of RLWs multiple use dnd 
sustained yield mandate is another source of contE~lltion of the profJoncnts of the 
sag~hrush rebellion. 
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Table IV: Changes in ~lanagelllent of Public Land Acquisitions 

'--'-~----.-- ----']'-'-'---r---'l'-:-r---'--l I~ Major period I I 
1111111111 M,nor period ' 111111_ mnn~g~;nrt i 

Custodial ffiat1,'gemem I 
1111111111111111111111 •• TIl • _FI It 1111111 III 

RLrVdlion I I I 
11111111111111 __ • ___ 11111111111111 

~!;l;TIlt;~·:'1. ~r.('i\"'ii,Y;::;j!>'i~'.;:r,J,,~,(,V ",.t ;-''';'';::7' ,t"~i I! II:: 011'11!"': iii ililli: III 

ACQUi5iLon I I J 1 I ! 1J: -:C:-ll . .. _ II II II IIICI \ 
1775 1800 1825 1850 1875 1900 1925 1950 1975 2000 

source: Bureau of Land Management, Publ ir Land Statistics, 1977. 

A~guments For and. ~5Jfl ins~. the _Sagebru.sh Rebe 11 ion 

Dean Rhodes, proponent and author of the original Nevada sagebrush rebellion 
bill, claims that "the people resent Washington, D.C. comin' out here with a packet 
of reyuhtions tellin l us It/hat I'le can do." Rhodes called the federal government 
that "perfidious absentee landlord on the Potomac." He claims "all we are askin:J 
is for eqllal justice." He contends that because the majority of remaining public 
land is in the Hest that "the \'1cst is a colony of the Hashington bUretlllCracy." 
According to Sen. Orrin Hatch (l~-Utah), those bureaucrats "are minions of the cult 
of toadstool worShippers," referrin] to those people concerned v/ith conserving and 
managing public lands under the principles of multiple use and sustained yield. 
Sen. Paul Laxalt (R-Nevada), a key member of the Reagan campaign in 1980, claims 
that "all we are asking is control over our own destiny." Rhodes claims the \~est 
"is being run by little old ladies from Connecticut, for the most part, \'Iho want 
to ri de herd on the Vl2st from thei r trusty rocki ng cha i rs." 

In [:~ssence, proponents arc c"aiming that the states and private industry could 
do a h:::tter job managi nj the pub 1 i c dorrni n than the federal government. They contend 
t hat 0 u r pub 1 ie-I t1 n d s h 0'.1 1 d be r eli n qui s Il(~ d b 2 C a IJ S e : 

-}, the states \'Jould indn'lge in th,= best int.crest of the land users, 
* \'icstern states do not have "equ31 fouti ng" with other states, 
* easterners are telling westerners how to manage their land, 
* there is too much federal regulation, and 
* the policy of disposing of the publ'ic domain has been changed 

to multiple use management. 

The point of vlhethcr or not i~ontana could do a better job in managing the public 
rio:nain is restl~icted by both institutional and political barriers. ~'ost \'/2stern 
states' constHut~ions rf~(]uire thdt state lands be :nanaged for the grE~atest economic 
return. Most public lands turned over to the stJte would either have to be sold or 
leased for single uses that would return the greatest dollar arnOltnt to state govern­
rilent. SLnildl'ly, the st-3tc of j,1ontana does not ClltTently have large sums of money 
availuble to uppropriate for the management of public lands. Even if funds I'lere 
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available, the current mood of the citizens and "legislature to cut back government 
spending vlOuld limit appropriations needed for such a massive program. The effect 
would be that the lands would flot be managed, manJ9cd poorly or sold to private 
interests. It is doubtful that agri cultural interests cOlil d bi d aga ins t energy 
and mineral interests for much of the public dornainin Montana. Political bilt~rieY's 
~Ioul d come in the form of pressure groups. Heavy pressure ~lOul d be pl aced on 
public officials to sell off parcels of the most valuable and productive lands. 
As Montanans scl\'Iin the 1979 Legi::;lature, pressure groups will cont"inue to try to 
weaken or dismantle the state's land management laws. The exploitation of Montana's 
resources on a scal e simi 1 ar to that of the 1 ast century vlOul d )'esul t from the 
absence or \'Icakeni ng of such 1 a\y:;. It coul d be hard to defend aga i nst at tacks from 
out-of-state multinational interests. 

Given the personnel and adequate funding of state land managing agencies, the 
states probably could manage the public domain. They would eventually go through 
a process of trying to babnce com;)et"ing uses and end up I'lith a system the same as 
the present management policies of the federal government. The economic, political 
and institutional barriers mentioned above would limit the ability of the states to 
manage public lands. In Idaho, for example, the state constitution mandates that 
state lands must be managed for their hi~Jhcst ecuno;nic return to the state school 
fund--sound familiar? In reality lands could be sold or leased for timber, !ninerals 
or grazi ng \'/h('!n in fact the best use may be \~atershed or \'Ii"1 dl i fe management. 
Similarly, it may be in the immediate interest of the private owner to abuse an area 
through overgrazi ng, for eXJ.mp"1t::, \llhich vlOul d dimi ni sh that 1 and's long-term pro­
ductivity. Such management practices would mean that the local user is the de facto 
o~'J(1er of the land, and not the /\:;lerican p.?ople. It must be remeillbered that all the 
people of this country, living and yet to be born, are the O\mers of the publ ic 
domain, not anyone interest group or person or agency. Not only could single-use 
replace multiple-use, but the p'JJlic ',v'OLlld, as on state lands in Montana, be excluded 
from use of the land for recreational activities such as hunting, fishing, hiking and 
snovtrnobi 1 i ng. 

Sagebrush rebels claim that because the public Oi-InS large tracts of land in 
~yestern states, that thos2 states do not have "equal footing" with other states in 
the Union. The doctrine of "equlll footing" VIas crellted by the Supreme Court and 
not established in the U. S. Constitution nor the Articles of Confederation. 
"Equal footing" was a concept intended to assure that when ne~'1 states entered the 
Union, they die! so ~'Iith the sarle rights and vlcre equal in po"litical pO'.'Ier. Political 
issues, and flot economic or lane! use issues, ItJere the intent of this doctY'ine. If 
this argument is explored more fully and, for excunple, Connecticut. is cOlllfJeH'eci to 
Hontana (even excl1le!ing thc~ public; dOlil;:lin), Connecticut is at a much gn;aU~r dis--
advantage in both the land an~a and ndtutJl resource base. On the other hand, 
Connecticut has a much larger population and a greater industrial and manllfacturin~l 
bas"~. \Jho has the "unequal footi ng"? 

Proponents are trying to use the claim of inequality to negate the land-holding 
func:t i on of the feder'.] 1 government after an area becomes a state. ~~hen a terri tory 
becomes a state, the people of til,:, statr arc llllm'Jeri to claim land:; froll1 thr~ public 
d()ll<1in ill addilion to lands thilL ,1re given to thf~ slates fat' special purpo';r's such as 
public schools. FurthermoY'e, if the state needs additional lund, there are specific 
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mechanisms through \,Ihich more public land could be transferred to the state. Re­
member, thl::' stale never l!\/fl LIl(, pui)lh. Ucr:lJH1, Lhorc:-orc public Idllll::; (rln rlehr 
be returned to the state; they can only be given or sold by the all the people of 
the Union. When a state enters the Union, as Montana did in 1889, it agrees to 
drop any further claim to the public domain. For example, the Enabling J\ct of 
1889, which established the state of Montana and was ratified by both the state 
legislature and the Congress, stated: 

That the people inhabiting said proposed states 
do agree and declare that they forever disclaim 
an right and title to the unappropriat(:ct :~Ifhlic 
lands -Iyinq v[itil-in the h)ll!I(' !)'ie' UP'll~of, 

The public do~ain was acquired through the resources of all the people, either 
through their blood or their taxes. It therefore belongs to all the people, not 
to anyone state or group of people who reside in that state and use the public 
domain. Laying claim to the public domain at this time clearly violates the con­
tract betWeen the state and the American people that admitted the state to the 
Union. 

The sagebrush rebelilon is not an East versus ~'Iest conflict but rather a 
regional version of a continuing confrontation bet~veen conflicting values and uses 
of a limited amount of public land. Sirnilarly, it is only a states' rights issue 
because of an apparent conflict with the federal government. These same conflicts 
\'lOuld exist regardless of ~'/heth2r it 'tidS state Ot' federally administer'ed land. If 
it becomes private land it would become a totally different issue. The federal 
government is clearlY not violating the rights of states in its management of 
public lands. 

The contention of too mucll federal regulation is a co~mon complaint when people 
feel forced to change patterns of beh3 liior. Federal -Ia\'/s Cjoverning land management 
are the result of 200 years of misuse and abuse of public lands. The sagebrush re­
bellion is an expression of frustration by local users with the role of the federal 
government in the day-ta-day lives of public land users. Included in this is frus­
tration with national energy policies, ~Jllution control laws, defense policy and 
the ~1X missile, and government regulations. Fr'dnk Gregg, director of the Butte 
District of the BLM. quite succinctly su:~n~d up the argument of too much government 
regulation: 

.•• iLl s accu('ate arK! -important to emphas-i Z'2 that 
that at its root the rebellion is an understand­
able reaction by certain public land users, most 
pervasively the public land grazing industry, to 
the BLM's steady progress in implementing the 
balanced multiple-use management program called for 
by the Federal Land Pol icy and i'1anagel:Jent Act of 1979. 

The Federal Land Pol icy and ~1anagement Act (FLPMA) incorporates in its pol icy 
provisions that: 1) the public domain be retained in federal ownership, 2) SOfllP 

ldnd~ should and c(:n be 1~lanage~J to protect environmental or' cuI tural values, 3) the 
publlC should reCClve falr ~arket value for use of those lands, 4) procedures must 
be established to dispose of or acquire land when it would be in the national -in­
terest (]nd 5) local and state goverr.im~nts be compcnsdted for burdens incurred 
from the federal governments i :ilmuni ty to taxat i on of pub 1 i c 1 and. 
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How Waul d the Sagebrush Rebe 11 i on ,l\..ff££U~.2!@l 

There are roughly 27 million acres of public land in i~ontana manllged primarily 
by the Forest Service, Bureau of Land Management, Fish and Wildlife Service and the 
National Park Service. From a land base of 93.2 million acres, 66 percent is in 
private ownership, 6 percent is administered by the State of Montana and 28 percent 
is public domain. It must be reiterated that the public do~ain was never part of 
the state lands. 

The cost of managing public lands in Montana and other states is shared jointly 
by all ~mericans. If Montana appropriates the public domain and other public lands, 
it will have: to assume those costs. ~'lil1 ~1onLlna also gi'/e the Arn2rican public fair' 
return for its land? In addition to Montana not having to bear the full costs of 
managing the public lands located within our boundaries, the state and counties re­
ceive a significant portion of the income from those lands. In addition to direct 
payments, the state and counties receive indirect benefits from the payment of 
salaries and management programs that bring economic activity to local areas. 

The BurcJu of Land r·l(lniJgelnent. generated $737 mi 11 ion in rece-i pts on the na­
tional level in fiscal year 1980. Forty percent of that, or $324 million, was 
returned to the states through direct payment programs. ArlOther 34 percent or 
$253 million was returned through the Reclamation Fund and other nationwide pro­
grams. The states \'iere gi ven anotfler $83 mi 11 i on in 1 i eu of tax payments (federal 
government cannot be taxed). Only 22 percent of the $737 million was deposited in 
the U. S. Treasury. It is important to point out that while the BLM made $737 
million in 1980, it expended $917 million in management programs, resulting in a 
net loss. The programs \'Iere for the public benefit in contrast to progrJllls that 
would primarily exploit public resources for private economic gain. In any bill 
to give public land to state or private interests, the future management policies 
of those lands must be carefully scrutinized. 

The Bureau of Land Management manages slightly more than 8 million acres of 
surface and 27 million acres of subsurface mineral estates on the public lands in 
Montana. In fiscal year 1979 the BLM earned $22.8 million in receipts in Montana. 
Eighty five percent or $19.3 mill ion vias given to the state thl'ough direct paym~nts. 
AdditionJlly, the Bureau paid r.lOl'e than $10.8 million in salaries in 15 Montana 
communities. 

The Forest Service manages 16.7 million acres of public land within Montanals 
borders in ten National Forests located throughout the statf~. Tfh:: total rnana9(~lileJ1t 
expenditures for the Forest Service in fiscal year 1979 'ylere $89.2 million, of Itlhich 
$53.5 million were for salaries. The total receipts from resource use w~re $31.2 
million. The Forest Service returned $22.1 million to the counties in vlh'ich thl~ 
National Forests are located in direct payments through four progrdlls. 

Mike Anderhold observed in the Nov./Dec. issue of r~o"-t_a_~_~_~~!_t5!oE_r:.~ that: 

!tIS one thing to take [public land] and another to control 
the very real problems of overgrazing, motor vehicle abuse, 
water pollution, and archaeological vandalism. Where would 
the state get the millions of dollars necessary to enforc(~ 
mUltiple use programs? Do th~ grazers really want state 
grazing fees [BU~ fees are $2.40/AniFlal Unit ;.lonth, Forest 
Service $2.31/AUM and private fees range from $8.00 to 
$18.00/AUrl in contrast to state f,-~r~s which are $3.:35/AW'1. 
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Table V: How ~luch the ilontana Taxpayer Hou"ld Hi.1vE: to Spend to Manage the Public 
Do~ain if Appropriated by the State. 

fiATIUNAL FORES IS 

Costs to Administer National Forest Lands 
Pa.yments to State and Counties 
Fares t Hi gh~'1ay Funds 

Less Rec.t.::i pL:) frOfll Rl'SOUtCC lhe 

Tolal fc)deral Funds 

NET COST (deficit) 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Adrni ni strat i ve (program) Costs 
Payments to State 
Payments to Counties 

Less Receipts from Resource Uses 

Total Federal Funds 

NET cosr (def-jeit) 

$89,200,000. 
22,100.000. 

_5..~lQ.9~OO ._ 

$116,200,000. 

31,200,000. 

$ 85,200,000. 

$14,276,000. 
8,555,000. 

10,795,000. 

f33 ,-6IG, -0-00-:-

22,814,000. 

$10,812.000. 

r,10ntan.1 administers roughly 5.1 million acres of land through the Department 
of Stat2 Lands (DSL). Half of the staff of 70 e~ployees are involved directly 
in 1 and ,flllna~F~1l12n t progl't3 cns. In F-i sea 1 year- 1980, the DSL recei pts W2re $ 44 
million. The primary S()llrCe of r2ce"ipts .;-'35: direct payments from the federal 
govern'1Il'nt, oil dnd gas ]c:dsing, interest on investrllents, penalties on drilling 
l,:~ases, forfei ture of rec 1 Jinat.i on bonJs and pri vate and fedt:ral project grants. 

If i·lontana took oVer COiltrol of the public domain, it ~'lOuld have to t.:d~(~ ov('r 
the r;lani19'?ill?nL costs as \'i21 1. To ma-intain th·;: current level of resource planning 
and management would cost the state approximdtely $96 Inillion annually. In con­
trast, the proposed 1931 budget of the Montana Department of State Lands is only 
$ 1.1 million. This represents 41 percent of the> 1980 genera-l fund of the Stelte 
of r'lont:drFf. If the state opted not to mainta-in Ul'~ pres2nt levels of man(j9(~rrlent, 
si-'vr~ral cOillrlluniti2s \'Iould lose their economic base and primary employers. But, 
nore importantly, the public would lose its resources. 

Hho Is Behind The Saqebrush Rebellion? .. -.,--~ ..... ----------,--.-.~--~-------
The Sagebnlsh Rebellion began \'lith t!12 passdue of the Nevada bill which appro­

priated 49 nrilliorl acres of the public dOllr'lin located within the borders of that 
slate:. Five staU~s--,L\riL:ona, Ne,l ~1exico, Utah, \'Jashington and ~.JyominQ--have since 
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passed similar bills. California and Colorado have authorized fonnal studies to 
assess v/hether or not it would be beneficial for thE:m to pass similar bills. Up 
unt i1 nOl'I the strategy has been on the state and court 1 evel, but wi th the November 
1980 election results, the focus has changed to the national level and focused on 
the Congress. 

But who are the "sagebrush rebels" ancl ~"here do they get support? LASER, 
the League of States Equal Rights, is the apparent "national" organization behind 
the move. Finding out who LASER's constituency and funders are is another matter. 
John Hanner, the group's leader, flatly refuses to tell \'Iho are his group's financial 
backers. John Nice of "High Country NeVIS" wrote in a December ?, 1980 article: 

Despite Hanner's tight lips, hints about lASER's constituency 
lie on the name tags at the $145 admission conference (held 
last summer in Salt Lake City): Conoco, Citizens for r1ining, 
Club 20, National Inholders Association, \~yoming Farm Bureau, 
U.S. Borax, Stewart Capital Corporation, International Snow­
mobilers Association, Louisiana Pacific and others. 

Mining, timber, grazing and other single use groups as well as individuals 
hoping for personal gain off the public domain are the ma"in movers behind the 
sagebrush rebell ion. It depends on what the major resouY'ces are that ar~~ found on 
the public domain in a particular state. In Oregon it is timber interests, in 
\~yomingit is mining and grazing, in r,lontana it is grazing because FLPi"lA and actions 
by the BU~ threaten the long standing control of grJzing interests. The following 
list of supporters of a Nevada-style bill in r~ontdna \'1dS provide by the i"lontana 
Cattlemen's Association: 

WETA, MT Stockgrowers Associaton, MT Wool growers 
Assoc., MT Cattlemen's Assoc., MT Stockmen's Assoc., 
Women Involved in Farm Economics, t~T Farm Bureau, 
National Farmers Organization and the McCone­
Garfield County Legislative Group. 

The Western Environinental Trade Association (WETA) is dominated by multinational 
resource corporations and prode'!21op:!1::nt labor groups t'lhich could have a lot to gain 
if private interests acquired control of the resources on the public domain. Some of 
the ~ore w~ll-known m2mh2rs of WETA include: 

Amax, Amer. Timber, AF;CO, BrOl'1tl Cattle Co., Colonial Inn, 
ConAgra, Aul)yn Curt"iss, Decker Coal, ~Jestern Energy, Diehl 
,I\ssoc., Garfield-~'lcCone County Leg. Assoc., Robinson L.umber 
Co., Johns r~anvi 11 e, lJohn rbnl ey, rn Cattl eman' s Assoc., ~1T 
Chamber of Conmerce, Sieben Ranch, Swandal Properties, 
Townsend Lumber, Wcstern Forest Industries Assoc., Lazy 69 
Cattle Co., Anaconda Co., George Roskie, ASARCO and more. 

It is interesting to note that these are the same groups that have continuously 
resisted efforts to manage public resource use on a multiple use~sllstaincd yield 
approach based on the carrying capacity of the resource. They are generally th2 
Sdr:1E! groups that 1 cad another unsuccessful attemrt to cl aim control of the publ ic 
land in the 1940's. Prior to the passage of the Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act in 1975, these same groups had an almost carte blanche control over the public 
dOflE1in. Since FLP;"li\ the federal agcnci0s have been trying to n~as:;(lrt Uli~ir control 
as rnanda ted in the Act. The sagebrush n~be 11 i oni s an a tterllpt by these groups to 
gain control of the land for their m'm interests. 
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The effort to appropriate the public domain in ~Iontana is being lead by Sens. 
t~i:1rk Etchart (R-Gl dSgO~") dnd John ~~anl ey (R-Drulfllnond). r~tlnl ey 1 eft the Oernou'(Jt ic 
Party after the election to join with the Republican majoriLy in the legislat1lre. 
Sen. Etchart has already had the Legislative Coullcil draft il bill to seize tht' RLJI, 
Forest Service and Fish and Hildlife Servic(; "lands. 
It is i nteresti ng to note that the Etchart fal1l i Iy has 156, 684 acr(~s 
of BLM. state and pr4vate grazing leases in addition to 36,127 acres of grazing 
leases on the Charles M. Russell (Ct,m) Game Refuge. vlhat is the intent of the 
sdgebrush rebels? 

Another strong supporter of the Sagebrush Rrbellion in Montana is John BJden, 
formerly fro:'] UtLlh Stdtc Univc:rsity i\fjd no,1 rJi)",prLur of the Center 'Of' Politi'ill 
Economy and r~atlJra-1 ResolJru' Pol ai': te-Iy rllll~II"':1 SJ(Ollp'"uted ,L ;·lonLunu 
State University. The center's purpose is to analyze public policy and resource 
problems in a market context where decisions are reached based on the highest 
economic value. Market economics are used as the basis for resource decisions. 
Controversy exists as to whether the market works in such a way that would also 
protect long-term ecological values as well as maximize short-term profits for 
users. Funding to the tlJne of half a million dollars has lw('n ri-li<;(>n for the 
center from such ri gilt I'li n~~ conservdtl ve foundati ons as: 

The Heritage Foundation (supported by contributions from 
business and resource multinationals). the Liberty Fund, 
Scaife Family Trust, Samuel Nobel Foundation, the Earhart 
Foundation, the Murdock Trust of Vancouver, Washington and 
Amax Corp. 

Support also is coming from the f!1ontana Republican Party, whose 1930 Patty 
Platform contains the follOlving resolution: 

Be it resolved that th2 Republican Party supports the 
concept of the "Sagebrush Ecbe 11i on. " The 1 egi s"1 a Lure 
is therefore charged with the responsibility to prepare 
legislation to request the federal government to relin­
quish certain lands to the state government. 

Although the Republican National COlll!nittcein convention during the surnrner of 
19UO refused to adopt a resolut-ion supporting or opposi'lg the concept, ne\olly-elected 
President Ronald Reagan told a group of Utah supporters during the campaign to 
"count fiF) in as a sagebrush rebel." He al so added "I hdppen to be one who cheers 
and supports the sa~Jebrush rebel-lion." 

Similarly, James Hatt, Reagan's Y1eI'/ Secretary of Interior, said (12/24/80) 
"I am part of the sagebrush t'ebellion." "S0m2 of the lands do need to be trans­
ferE~d." Mr. I'iatt 'lIas the d-irecl:or and ch"ief council of the r'lountain States L:.~gal 
Foundation, a group bankrolled by conservdt"jvc beel~ brcv/2r Adolf Coors, Amax Corp., 
Asarco, Boise Cascade, Consolidated Coal, Stauffer Chemical, Scaife Trust and other' 
big corporate names (High Country Ne\~s, Dec. 26, 1980). vlill there be a conflict 
of interest bel.vleen rk. Hatts' formel' corporate clients, his support for tile 
sagebrush rebellion and Lh'2 oath he vli11 sweat' to uphold and enforce the lav/s of 
the land such as FLP~'1A? r~ost of Ronald Reagi.ln's advice on vlhom to appoint and the 
po-I icy directions of his tt'ansit-ion team and dc\ministt'ation are coming from a 
specia1 series of papers COiil'1Jissionrd from the Heritage Foundation and the Hoover 
Institutr:, both institutions I'lith stron~J ties to Garlens' Ceni:er for Political 
Economy and Natural Rf~solH'ce Pol icy. 
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What is thegublic's Oeinion? 

The so-called sagebrush rebellion. according to a recent poll by the Behavior 
Research Center of Arizona, is opposed by over two-thirds of the people living in 
the western states. Although other areas were not polled, it is suspected that the 
opposition is greater. The poll found that those westerners who favored the rebel 1 ion 
also favored the seizure of National Parks and Monuments, Wilderness Areas. Wildli Fe 
Refuges and Military and Indian Reservations as well as the BLM and Forest Service 
1 ands. 

The poll showed that 60 percent opposed the idea of seizing public lands. 
Interestingly, 67 percent of the Republicans opposed the rebellion which co,npared 
to 63 percent of those who called themselves political moderates or conservatives. 

Nevada was the only state that had a majority supporting the rebellion, where 
only 56 percent favored and 44 perceot opposed. The majority of residents in other 
states were overwhelming opposed to the transfer of public land to state or private 
ml/nership. 

Montanans al so have strong conc(~rns over the sagebrush rebelo, ion. A poll corn-­
missioned by Gov. Ted Schwinden last su~ner found 54 percent did not believe federal 
lands should go to the state. Forty percent favored the concept and 6 percent were 
undecided. 

Montanans ' opposition to turning federal lands over to private interests was 
even stranger. Seventy two percent were opposed to this proposal while only 25 
perent supported pri vate ml/nershi p of federal 1 ands. 

What is the Democratic Party's Posi_tion on the Sagebrush Rebellion? 

The Montana Democratic Party, in convention at Kalispell in August 1980. passed 
a plank to oppose the sagebrush rebellion. The platform statement reads: 

While we recognize the legitimacy of complaints of the users 
of public lands toward the arrogance and insensitivity of the 
federal bureaucracy, we believe that the remov,:J°, of lands from 
public oVlIlership ~'iould harm legitimate fatllily fanners and 
ranchers and other users while benefiting only large, wealthy 
corporations. 

The Democratic Party has always tried to represent and be repr-esentative of the 
people of our state rather than looking out for private or vested interests. The 
party's platform 'rias formulated through a long process of public involvem,=nt that 
reflects the conmitment of the party to the people. While the people of Montana 
feel that there are some problems with the way our public lands are managed in 
Montana, we do not feel that the heritage and treasure of the public domain Sllould 
be handed over to the state or private owner. The party feels that the 
public domain is just that, land that belongs to all the people of Montana and the 
nation. It belongs to this generation and our children's generations for all to use 
and enjoy. It is not the state's to claim and cannot be returned to state OImersllip 
because it never belonged to th~ state. 
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Conclusion 

Th(: sagebrush rebellion boils dOlm to a gi~JCJrlL"ic land grab and play on the 
1 egi t ilnate concerns of Inany 'd2sterners. It is the intent of the sagebrush rebell'j on 
to eitll2r guill ovmer'ship of the resources and the publ ic do;nain or render unenforce-' 
able federal land management laws to give a carte blanche to exploitive interests 
to grab the nation1s public resources. 

The sagebrush rebels have made no mention of reimbursing the public for all the 
the: money the:y have paid into the acquisition and management of their lands. ~1ore 
importantly, the rublic lands are not the states l to claim--they have never belonged 
to statps or to private interests. Th~t minority of land that was once in private 
o'tmershi p was n)PlJrcllas[~d by the feder-'rJ.l 9~Jv()rn,i1C'nt. 

The sagebrush rebel 1 ion is another step 'j n the history of several attempts of 
exploitiv'2 interests to take over the public domain. To quote an editorial in the 
Great Falls Tribune (7/10/80): 

Turning ol'inership of federal lands to the states -
and ultimately to private hands .. is an idea whose 
time should never come. 

TO ~ .. 
Montana's Domoccatic Party is working hard to represent your 

int~;c'sts in uovecl1rn'~nt. If you agl.-f;:c ,{i th the pa rty' spas it ion 

on th,' f::iagebcl.1:::;h Eehr:ll ion, you ought to join the party and help 

make its voice stronger. 

Yes, I want to hdp 11,1ontana's Delnocratic Party 
o As a sustajllilH~ lllemhel' ($12 a yea,r, ~~1 preferrod) 
Cl As a Century Club lllf.'utllCr (SIOI) a ye:tl') 

o Other __ -----------.----~------ - -----.----.--------
o Checl;: here i r ;\ ou woulll li!,f\ to malie your ("ontritmtion antoltlatic 

tlu'cJll"1l Demo-matic, a banI; draft. of S-.. -.----~ dra\','T! monthly, 
(jUlL.rt~r)y or annnally. (l'lf'a~e 1lIl<lerlirw ~'(jur choic;") 

r,IAME_. _____ . __ ... ---- .. -- - .... ---- .. -.-. ..--.---.------ - . - .-.-- -.... ------ .. -.--- ._-
(Please Prlr.tJ 

ADDRESS __________ · ____ · _____ ·_·· ___ ·_·_· ___ · ___ · - --. --.. ---.. ---.-.... -.----------

CITY_. ____ . ____ . ___ . _____ .. _ . ___ ._ .. ___ . _________ .STATE .. __ ._._ ZI? ______ .... __ .. _. __ 

PHONE NUMBER ______ .. ________ ._. ___ ._ STATE HOUSE DISTRICT .. _ .. - --.-.-.--_.-.- ... _-.-.---.-

SPONSOR_ ...... _ ...... __ --- .... - .. oecu f'A j IO~,_ .. __ ._. __ .. _______ .... _. __ _ 

n\(f,'n1\~/,:Ull p.:(~:,lirl'd l~y t1~t~ i"t'(!l'rz11 LI"etion C"!llm·l,,:;sir..Zl) 
Iv~ONTANA O:::J\.'OC?t:..TIf: C~Ni~t~f ('n'_~t--""j rTo;.~: p n Pt!V ('"'' lJ··'t r-I.'" .... ., ... ~ ... ~ ..... 



League of Women Voters of Montana 

Testimony for SB 123 

(' (J,.~ ~. I.' 7 rY!.· , 1.-, "JJ/ 

I am Willa HaIl, representing t.he League of Women Voters of Montana. With a 
long h1story of concern for the wise management of our public land resources 
in the public interest, the Lea.gue cannot remain silent on this 'Sagebrush 
Rebellion f issue. We must oppose SB 123 Why? 

1st, we do not agree that these Federal lands legally belong to Montana. 

2nd, How W'ill Mon tana I s small population provide for adequate funding to 
properly manage these 23 million acreas? In 1979, user fees on Forest Service 
land brought in only $40 million, while the expense for these lands was $1.30 
million, leaving a loss of $90 million. In addition, the Forest Service paid 
about $30 million to the State and counties within the state, in lieLi of taxes 
etc. The rest of the nation has traditionally helped to support these lands 
tllat M.ghtfnlly belong to all U.S. citizens. 

Jrd, haw will we keep these public lands from being sold? The bill contains no 
protection from the sale of 'this land and most certainly each legislative 
session you will be pressured +.to sell some, and by whom? Large corporate or 
special interests? '!'he small farmer surely will not be able to compete with 
these groups. The League does not want to see the loss of public use on public 
land. Q1e of the greatest benefits of living in Montana iB recreational access 
to pub:ic lands. Montanans will agree that hunt:1ng, fishing and hiking access 
to fedoral lands here is better than access, say to state school lands. We 
are not only concerned about the possible loss of these public lanas, but also 
about the management of the land. Will the State or private interests protect 
the air and watershed, as well as the land quality? While we agree the Federal 
Government has been remiss in some cases in their management reaponsibili ties, 
the mechanism is there and :Unprovement,s can be made. 

Finally, the League does not agree with this bill' B statement that federal control 
of public federal lands in Montana ''works a severe, continuous and debilitating 
hardship on the people of Montana." en the contrary, the facts are that those 
who have grazing leases on federal land in Montana are currently being sub­
sudized by t..~e federal government, subsidized by the support of taxpayers of 
other states as well as Montanans. According to the BLM'S August, 1980 draft 
EIS on management of the Charles M. Russell National Wildlife Refuge, grazing 
permittees pay $1.89 per ADM on t..l-J.e refuge. Private rates are at least $8.40 
per ADM and around Lewistown, Montana rates range from $10 to $12 per AUM. 

In closing, The League I s land use position states that we recognize that land 
:ts a finite resource, not just a caromodi ty, and we believe that land ownership, 
public or private implies reapoD sibili ties of stewardship. We do not believe 
SB 12 J will promote that stewardship_ There are no provisions :in the bill that 
would guarantee better or more eff:.cient management of Feceral :'..ands in Montana. 

We urge a 'do not pass' for this bill. 



/ 

Forest Servke Facts 

Jarl. 1981 - Wi.lla Ha11 

Figures taken from. Forest Serv:tce f~J_es in Helena, 
Montana from John 511e1'):'od, U.S. F'orest Service. 

These figures cover the year of 1979 

Forest Serv:tee land in Montana.: 16,7.50,534 (excluding ~Jderness) 
Wilderness acquired after Dec. 31, 1976: 1, 1352, 1.30 
leaves a total acreage of: 14, 898, 100 

add to that t.he about 8,)00,000 EIM land (t..hia ia estimate .from forest aer...-it.;e) 

Total possible Federal Land that is being considered by SB 123 : about 23 ndllion 

Total. user fees collected by Forest Service in '79 was: $40,29),000 
Total expenditures: $131,054,985 
Total loss: ~??O, 761, 935 

In addition the Forest Service paid the state directly or +-.0 cOUJlt1.es 
within the state, nearly $.30 million. 

25% payment to COunties: (of the $40 million) 
Highways 
M:i.nera"l Lea se s 
PayI'1lents in lieu of taxes 

Of that $40 + collected $38,829,666 was from Timber 
the expenditure of timber 67,909,703 
Firefighting cost $11,057,~76 

$9, '~60, 390 
2 ,L~OO,oOO 
7,689,5B5 

10,794,869 

If you have additional questions you may want t..o check direc tly with t.he 
Forest Service in the Federal Bulld:i.ng in Helena or. call the Director, 
John Ledgewoo~ 



,Jena tor Dovel". ChId M1l1'lll 

NaturFll nesource8 Corr:m1tte8 
i/ont'ne '1tate Le~18lAture 

Denr :3enetor i:over aud Commt ttee Nembers; 

~lrEl8t Falla, ; ontena 
2£ January, 1981 

This statemont is Oil t:ehelf of t:be '.;reet ralls IVildlAnd. end Resouroes Asa'n.· 
It is in oppoai tiCin to ;;Bl23, ell Act entitled" An Act RelAting To public 
POSOJI'ce 1,8nd; i't'ov1 ding Farstete Ownerah1pend Control eto .--" 

o-ur orgtHli zation is strongly oTPosed to 8 change or ownership or control 
of i·h.) lends ai teJd in t.he HUl. These lands have be 0 om';' well estebl1shad 
in our west(~rn culture 14 s public lands. Indeed, fill land in f ontane weI) 
acqu1red \ y the Uni hd ;.,t(:tOI 88 a part of the Louisiana 1 uroMsa. ,t that 
tl~ there was not 8 taxpayer west of t~~ ~1S81esipp1 River. To 8.Y thAt 
onl, i',ontonans should determine the !'!snagelMnt ot thet land 1 B an extJtBlD81y 
narrow view. The Coa~re .. has rGett'lrJ:'led in reoent yeers that 1 t if, Dat1onP.l 
policy to retoin iO f.dar~l ownership the lands 8~1ni8tered by the ELM 
8110 ttH) V. :-;. b"orea t ,Jarvie., through I'Bssegt of the Federel Land rOlic, allcl 
L I.maftement Act I And the NetionBl for.at ; anngcm:ent Aot. 

Thera Rre other specific ref!80na we oppose trunafer to the s&te. 
A 

1 ... The state C8.nnot 8f1'oro. to administer them for multiple use. 'rhe hx 
burden would be tar too great. 

2.. ';-here would be gref\t pressure to manage tor maximum income. The patt-
ern 18 ellready establ1shed on 3tete lends administered by the Land BOard. 
Th1 s could. leed to pre.flure to • .e11 t~H) lan4 •• 

3 .s ;!ur.HIIg, fishing, and recreetional 8CC"88 tUI n know it ~bd61 would" 
severely threetoned by pressure to IMximize inoome ond developm.ent. 

4 ... It. is ol:,vlous the Hill is de8i~ned to beneri t n very nerro., 81'eo11'l1 
interest .ep:",en t. or our~t8te. This oen ~rlly drunavR the cred1b1l1 ty 
of the StAte wi th the rest of 'he nation 08 1 t seeks sup'port for the 
CoAl Tnx And ,theT' st.'e'tiI Rights Tmttere. 

"['here ere other objections too num'lT'QUS to mention hut the members of t.he 
Greet 'alls llilldlftnds sud l!aaources lIS. 'n reel 1 t 18 fer better to retain 
the JJubl1c lends in tederal ownwr8hlp th8Il to buy 8 "Fig ina Poke". It is 
urp~ed that the comml ttee p:1ve the Bill an early burial. 

c :~;?:&'GfL 
l.anoe Olaen, f reo1dellt 
Great fells 'iildlond. Bnd Ii.sources Ase'n 
2t'Ol 12th AVfh ',outh 
Oreflt Fella, MT. 59406 

'" 'l'h' !n1}mboX'anlp 18 coml'!'! 88d 01' l'\ dde reDle Ot' proteB~llonr;l and resourCe 
Interaeta. 1 t 18 concerned w1 th how the pUblic t 8 lAnd and resources ere 
m&nfwed. 



senator Dover. Chairman 
Natural Resources Committee 
Nontene s~te Legi dature 

(Jear Senator Dover and Committee Members, 

Great Falls, Jilt. 
26 Jaauary, 1981 

I am George )~ngler of Greet JI~81ls. I em retired from the D. S. Forest SerTi~e 
nfter over thirty Y80:1.'"8 of M turfl resouroe adm1nl!tretion and management. 
I continue 8ethe in Foreet and R!Ulge !'eaouree conul Ung. I speak on behalf 

. ~ of myself 1n oPpok'3i tion to :~enete Bill 123. 

T}v:~ reasO!ls nra several: 

1. It is obviously 811eciel interest legif>btlon designed to strengthen 
the voice of industry and faciHtate the economic exploitation of 
ttw public land. Thin is eontrp.ry to public policy reaffirmed by the 
Congre •• in p08sing the National Fore.t Management Aot and the Federal 
LFlnd PoHcy and 1-:ane.gement ]I,ct. 

2. Although S8 123 express •• the intent to oontinue multiple use manage­
mont this would apparently be left ttl' to the l'Il8negemen1: pun dev­
eloped by the state L'.nd Board. Th1s does not inspire oonfidenoe aa 
the objeotiv~ ot the LHnd ~rd 1s to maximize 1nco ... It is my v1 •• 
that multiple uBe, ."lldlite end recreational valu •• would be l'IAOrUJ­
iced 11'1. order to inorease economio return. 

3. If in fact tho state did adopt the polioy of continuing publio owner­
ship and multiple usa menegement, then! ask how would 1 t be finenced? 
I submIt the 3tete simply could not attord to shoulder the t1nflucial 
b\l~den. The increase in coat to the taxpayer would be d~"88tatlD«. 
'IbIs 11'1. turn would militate against continuing e multiple use poliey. 
The Board would be pre.aured to maximize income and perhaps aelll4g 
the land to relieve the financ1al burden • All of my epprehenslou8 
then would be veUj. Ferheps it 1s sign1fIc811t that a financial impaot 
study haB not been mede, or at least is not publio. 

4. J em Also coneerned that adverse 80c181 or oultural ohange WOUld, re-
aul t. The agri cu! tur •• ector of ~,~ont ana hll eHmg been, and still is J 

comprised of family ranches. Those small famIly ranches pr'.~ntly 
dtlpenden,t on national forest end B~ adminiatered land simply could 
not oompete in an open market fm" grazing lease8 or land purchase. 
Instead of strengthening t.he family operstion we would he sten 1 t. demise. 

5. :::enetor Manl",y, ono of the Bill's sponaors, hes said publioly the state 
could do 8. better job of timber s31e administration than the U.S. 
Forest Service. That is n(,t my observation. -iual1 t,. ot timber 8s1e 
adm1nistl'atlon 1s directly related to the funds avallnble to do the 
work. The state legislature has not demonstrated the Will to acoomp­
lish good timberland manag,'ment. It hes not provided adequate ftndo 
or the legal tools. I would remind the comm.1 ttee that ttle legislature 
refused to paBS 11 very basie Forest F'rr.10tioae .Aot in 1975 ettar an 
interim committee headed by Rep_ Burt Hurwitz had worked long and hard 
to develop an acoeptable Bill with industry and landownere. 

In summary I urge the defeat of sa 123. 1,lonta. simply cannot affard to 
shoulder the burden 01' financIng the complex mftn8gament or publ10 resource lend •• 

HeaWrfottu1l1, l!Iub~ed~ J 
/::7M ·11!'/ 7J, ~'nt te.,~-
George N. Engler, dreat Fall •• Mr. 



~1JS'an r. • Smith 
708 Adirondac 
Hamilton, Mt. 59840 

January 26, 1981 

r am against Senate bill l?~. Like others, T find the bill's 

Dlan for managing and payin~ for the upkeen of National Forest.s. 

FIT.M lands, and Vlldl ife !\efuges too vague. Rut mt"lre importantly, 

these lands belnng to every U. S. citi~en, not just the peonle of 

Hontana. 

'l'hough it's true that ~.fontana has a greater percentage of its 

land in public ownership than, say, New Jersev, the majority of the 

people in the Rast wish thpv were as fnrtlmate as Montcl!1anR. 'Phe 

fact is that most nf the land in the }i~ast was used up, cut over, an~ 

sold before anyone thought of setti ng some aside. Peo'~le in the 

East have to travel hundreds of miles to enjo.V the publ ic lands we 

in Montana have out our back door. 'T'hoy have paid vIi th their tax 

dollar~ for a greater part of the upkeep of these lands. 'Phey 

should continue to have equal say in the uses of these lands. 

Like the supporters of the bill, I, too;. have been unhaPDY with the 

way the federal ~overrL1!lent manages' public lands, but I don't helleve 

the state 11'1i11 do a better ,job. T am afraid th8.t nart of the mot.i-

vation of the supporters of this bill is to be able to increase 

lo~ging, grazing, mining, and t"lther development of these lands. I 

too believe that we need timber, cattle~ and mineral~, but we 81so 

need wildlifR, be~lty, and solitude. All these needs must be kept 

i.n balance. T fear that state management will mean more appli­

cation of the idea that unless an animal, or a tree, or land is 

bringing 5.n dollars and cents, it is of no value. 



Many su:onorters of this bill fc:el there 1s too much wilderness 
II J and want the state to create mor,,: "balance .... In the lower 48 states. 

99~ of all land is non-wilderness and only l~ wildepness. If every 

roadless A,rea left in the U. S. were made a wilderness, ""e still 

would have only ~% wilderness. Seen in scale to develoned lands, 

w1lderness areas are a few small fragments of lRnd left of what wild 

America was like. 

Susan G .. Smith 
708 Adirondac 
~amllton, Mte 5qB40 
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II/ I L' fA f fh' 1'/1' .1' II I f :_1. .1 p .L! iI1 i ,1 e. Uf' . .cellf'. . a.. .{..-II lJl... _ ~A. no1.. -I.n . 1e ()eA.. u/;UVteA;t. 0t :c!e li/Onana 

t'u.6Uc Olt {',e rudion-1 puMi£.. Yn :fIle lonff .IlU.n .9 DeLi.elle fhiA 6dl 

H"cry f\1ember 

A Sl'ul'lsmltn 

w~lL al,'Jo /)e deIA-tmenh1.L 1.0 {lie. /wunin,r;. a.'1d ,tanchmC)- commu.ni.f.lf. wlfO Ila.H>. 

AponllO/tp..d. /t. _9 6el-l~e~e that !fOIL ha.,e .1POflAOlted a pi.ece of le9-UJ.lni..i.oll , ", .. /. 

(IOU 6el.i .. e .. ve will It.eli.eve fhe. plteA~lllteA i.mpo!J.e.d upon ,1/011. blj- the lO~.1) 0/ 

j,4e 7at;l0.1t qJw.p.:nff lid wlu:ch aLLowe.d. (IOU plt.i.mwty ~e.!l. a.nd J1.eWJ..vel!1-

I.IH'Ae l.£lfl.dlJ. aliog.ei.heIt • .lAe. COil/:1 of opVlcJ.i.ing the. Jlt.llLl..ciUJtI? whir)! 

//) ne.ceAAWU./ i..o ef/'-ecf.ille(1f 171J:aI1Lge 1.4i.11 land i.A not wa hi.n f/1e lteaLm 

of- the tax 11t.IULd.U.It('. oj fhiA .reai.e • .'fhe neCe.!lAu'j to WOLe.aAe !eeA 

and O/t diApolJ.e of land f-Vlt !-und-l:n,<;; wi.Ll e.ve.rduo.Ll!1 Ite.move .i.i. fA-om 

puM,:c (Ule. wul a.l~o I...he.rnaiolti.f.y wi. U be pl1/tchaAe.d not 61f lLIJ.P.A,1 l:,uJ: 

fullihVl the.i.)l CQlLIJ.e, tAc,'! (X1I1 al!cJ/ld to IHd 6ack and lWi.i. /011 w11a) 

wi.Ll evenL.wLLL OCClIIt I/ ,[ ltiA. (Jill pa.MVl. /Iou who Qlte i he 6lood and 

backhone of friord:ana can do t.hebt wo/(k folt lhe lhe.m. 9 wouDL M'IIrUCll.i j hal. 

lAe. o:l:.he.lt pc.opLe wlu IlAe. i heAe Ln.TIlll) and de~.i.Ae a uniled pltopolJ..f1.l 

!0/1 Ole IlAe oj .theAt' lWU/A wA.{~ch we. i.n /'!)ontann. can all /Jupp0lli.. We 

/JpoJd/lmen !1(lY€. /lolh,ing.. to [jIlin by thiA h,dl. ((Ie dand to lOJ1e. OWL 

/dghi. of aCc.eAA. wh.i,eh J.'!J. the Oa.1 tA ! all e.vC?..ttfl- public Me of theAe lanJIJ.. 

11.". -1poJd-1me.n and a,1 tax [Xl!,f.Ul9- c-ii i.<~el14 IJJe CJl.nno;{ /luppolli. !f0U e.ahVl 
I I· I I I , / I I' ,. 



'I.'u: 'l'rl~-: 1·>{~Il;.l.t.(::- l~':itur~j L i~e~;;U'.ll·CeS C():~d:~ittee 

ni~: . :1', 1 ;" 

1 unpc'se ;;[j 1 ;"::. Ever, thou"h UH,' concert. of' t:!e :Jtate of \1ontnl1il 

C'(;ntl'()Uin;~ :l,ll .Lands within its bUllnhY'ies is Cl Lofty one, the rp~111t:,r 

,,1' !;Jl(,h n move; would he ,ii ",nstrolls for the ~;tqte taxna,'{crs, :,nortsmen, 
'.,j i.iIi fe "flU our unir:lUe envi l'Oill:lpnt. 

I·lal,'witJP" ':jjul H;·-J.intaininf~ " Il)(,untnill rallr-e r:ove,'e,l with timt,p" i:­
"'.usLJy cper';ticn, as can be seen b:r the lJ~' T<'orest ;~ervice's 

'',0 mLjJic:n deficit t"rum tnHnagement of ;") million al.~rps of' ilont'iwl 
f\!~:·ests. \~rhen that cost is shouldered by ~()n+ mi.llion rUEerJcans~ Jt 
1:,; a ::;rio,d.l t:ri,:e to rBI. ',.'hen those same costs are levied from ]e,-:,-: 

than 10n,000 Montana t~xnayers, the per cRpita costs become Rstronornj~~l: 
In 1:' year when tnxnayey's an' clarnol'in;": for relief--this 'biD woulri 
f;h:,)W squanderoil~, fiscal irl'esponsibiUty. 

;,1',1.;23 wou1d Ser1.011S l,v ~r'ipplE' RavaJ1j (~\)unt,'{ cf)erations. f,qst 
rL,(~[Jl year (7~).-UO), over half the money used to finance necess[J,rv 
euunty serviees eame in the form of PaYT~ent in !Jieu of Taxes from 
t.he 1,lL!,O;-!6 acres of U~~ forest ~;el'vice land within Havalli County. 
That, Jocal deficit rlus the additional taxes to be levied hy the 
~tate Department of Revenue to cover tile state's cost of operations 
would ma~~e the cost of livinv in t.he Bjtterroot prohibitive. 

~henever the question of access arises, proponents and onponent~ 
speak of blO di f'ferent e1'i t tel'~5 'under onE' healinp;. ;'jenator Etch<Jrt 
if; sT1eakinr; of accessibility for his cattle, 3,nci the majority of thp 
d t;i zens of our r;reat state are speakinr: of nccessibil i ty for neonle. 

It j c; tnle tha.t lands now owned bv the state can be used for 
l"e('~'eati(Jn, huwever, when t.he st!}te Is forcec: to sell OJ' Iease SGI1f' 

<)l' :ill tlw lanrls covered uriller ~;l; 12'3, the "IJO 'T'HE~TAr;SrJr;" sio:n 
business wilI be a lucrative one. If you think it is difficult to 
have YOlll" views heard or acted uron in ':!ashinrcton D.C., wai.t until 
.'Ie:!. t;ry tu present YOllr casE' to the 1Joard of' directors of an intern rltiot1al 
cU:~'r'urF:.tion tn Tokyo or K!.lHait! 

There !~lay be a :ew ~1ontanans who vii 110€' R.ble to afford 8. few 
sections of this land, but how many can aff~ri an entire mountai~ ran~e? 

:)nCe the land reaehes private hands, the public ~'ood will no lonp:er 
be n consideration because it" s expensi ve, only nro+'i ts on cruarterly 
studchol.ier reports will eo'wt. 'rhe 18JH wU 1 retain its value on1v 
as 1anr RS there are trees, minerals or water availahle. After larpp 
tracts (;f land have been lerlsect by cattle owners, there won't be enoui~h 
natural forage for wildlife to ~et throu~h a winter and they will he 
forced to encroach upon domestic forap:e. 



In .i:.urope anQ in tile Eastern half of Americ'l" the ratio of 
available public land per cCl'flita is vel'':! low. Private hunting 
preserves, condominiums on mountain lake shores, muddy rivers and 
:;tal~nant ail' shed.s prevail in those area,,,. Our rub lie lands are 
11 lar;.;e part of whCit makes !',Iontana Montana. 'l'here are plenty of 
fonnel' wilderness areas and wildlife refuges in the Louisiana Purchase 
thathave been developed by [reedy i ndi.vi duals for those of you wr]':, 
would like to live there. 

'dhenever the outcome of a governmental act :Lon (such as ;3 il123) 
favors b, small, elite minority and overrules the ma,:iori ty, it smacks 
of an aristocracy, no~_ the representative demOCl"lCY YOIl and I treasu;:e! 
:Ju for the i£ooc1 of all present und future Montan'UlS I urge you to 
oppose ~;.GL).3. 

'['hank you for yuur consideration. 

Jacqueline Locke 

Ravalli Count':! Taxpayer 



January 26, 118.1 

ni11 1'J~ ir i j r-l 
• 1,,-' 

i I -.,.... 1 c> L _ 
1-. 1 ~ 1'; ':"'!-:;~:: • ': rt ~ - i .'J ;"-: .-. -;: <;:1 ;'. t • 

i ) ",~ 
'.. - :~. W! ~1 d T) ;·1 r I t '-.. r 1, ~ r'! ~J.n -~ -i f' (~ 41 

''':;;_'~~ i:'l~1 '''-'r:: }'C(l()n~J:'ior\ (',':11'" ~-,~11,:-r~ 1!la~2. [~~tl"crl '.-?~l __ :·-' a -~1:?Rf~ 

dr"' -:-, f ·I;()n':-;.~l i.;.:-; SI'orlt cr; +'1r;f)~ i.0:r~.r<;ntioD ,1.1"c:n:-3, \.I:i ..i··h 1.rr;-r"·:v1' 
; i! ~,1T'; ;~--·'.!-·1)···'1 (.:Jnllr~r\ T·;.::-~~111·Yl ~~~qO:l 11nn~";:; Teen .. T,[3,8'1: ~y-0.,3.1~ 

!~.L,., ()r)I.-~- t_ [':;-~\"~rir:(: [ir("::~r ~C:,,~,'''~()r'l ·('or· "r8C.-r-'8D."t-jrj"1 ;rJ1.tll 0n"1.-:" 

1!'r:1(\r~\!-\ Ylr:I-·,1.'"\Yl"";d lYl 1.lS0:ntr, rr.nr~, ,~(,(,(~-Y-'~i-1r! ~:() rrtj ~j,r+;jC'le i:) 

, " ! h "1 11 i:? ,,,) !') 11 1';1 -~ (>, • '1' ~'1 i r, i:: 'T rJ 1; f' -i (> -if - r) +,' ~ ". /1 '7 , () (Xi, t! h -j ,;!, 

-' ,. ;-;,) ,'8:1 ;:"0Ylr.: t;" c;;;'-irC? iV)n~11aHnn \if !;t)r~ Pn~+:~rl C~f;;1+;r:~~ 

"';")11"1+ 01;0 ()"1"",' -lC'/lOr (fjf'h~F:lj One-111l.nr]r'.-;dth:::;) of Ol,e c:::n.t. 
'k"l('\i(:r i"'!-1,i;:. d!,;:'i(;'i! ':X'rC' ;'n,'r;!l.c1 ,'[ir)OYl:7 +;hc pCJ"Pi]lni.icn 
c' -"¥ r ,1 ') ~; +: B n ... ~ -i ~.. 't,! 0 ~) l (~ ;."1 : f! () "L 1 '; l +- -f- () 1;: t) i- r; .~~ 1'1 ,1. -n r, 0 ¢ p C; j--- 1) e .~r ::1 0 neil (' !"} 

"\'";~ r1 ",-- T 1 :"1;' i' r: ~ 1'1 r: 1 j [: ~1-': ().po :): l f~) T~ () P, +; r; -:'"):] n r ,f-; 11 i :~~ b ill, rl rt d -1-; l~t C 
!;,')';(, nf' thcl!' ~;1JT)l-)DT·tj ,~c ;:-r:!"J~-('llr»,t;~, it; R80rrs e'ninon+-lv 
C'l r:D r") .J:ho l- jl1or;t'~';1i:; ~'-,,-)~n~ l~·}0l:tl rl ro-f- 1;0 rn.i sr;c1 .~~() ~,()~r0':<"' 

'-'~](' ['r; f--'j :-'j'~ C0S!:S, l'l.or "'ouldl':pr:lfi+:9.blr; ;:se,sJ r p 11blj c 

1 'l1'lrJc; 1'jr, nil 'jl!-;cl +;0 co"tir111e. Tnstearl 8u0,11 lands \'lO'l_: ;'1 
h,- '":() 1 rl, Y]A"''''!(,P1n~(: i-o 1\(; llsr;o 1r;r -r~-i() n~,l~l:i c p,);:> ~'ccr(;at:j(),:. 

Ie: :' I!).'~ 0, ;)C, ~'I 0 nl-: a r;'J, rl () n;3 n () -t~ h a ,- (': r:<: Y':" a +; c v. ',! 1 C', (1 Ii :11 ~~ h n n 
1 ',- ,", r (; d P. r ') 1 '): OJ:: ,-'y, '''! to']l f i l' L 1)1:3 r1 r: ~- -t~ '" r , " on c1 0 (0::3 i. -!; 1) 0). ;' f: 

-~':'l(~ r (~,'i ~"~lT"\"~~C~,S l·O ~!l'ovirle '~;h(' SDrT,C ,q:'nOlrn t :.J [ .. t'n(: I~~na'~~i()n t}'l:-': 

r'r :1;, '~] 1 i~()' ,-0: 1-'~rT' (:> i'1 t (~ '1 n 
1 I -: 'J -I: ,.; 0 1 1 ! Ii r1 (: 'D r i V,; 

f' 1 (.\ ,. , -: j j ~-,i. ri 1 <'I T"~ n n, !~: t, ('J 
-1~110 Ti(?~)nl(: ()f 0. 0'T~0.1.i-' ~:!.:;r1; 

.1..J.. . 

L ;; 1 ~ .:; '1 1 (: :~, ("> ,r 0 .J.. (') (l r: () '4 n • 

;~Gr1/1.tc~ 
of 

~~\;&~~ 
!..)(l r othy Rcr Jl(Jr 

5vev'ei/Sv; #e Ml)ni ~ 
I 



HI'S Wallace L. Cravlfford 
1420 North East Willow Creek Road 

Corvallis, Montana 59828 

406-961-3236 

TO 1".f}!OH IT HAY CONCEl(N: 

Hy name is Marjorie Crawford, and 1 live near Corvallis, in 

Ravalli County. I am here today t,o express my concern about 

Sen3.te Hill 123 calling for state control and ownership of federal 

land.<-; • These are the question8 I would like to ask: 

1. \vi 11 county <1,'overnments oontinue to receive payment in lieu 

of taxcs for these lands? In Ravalli County, for the fiscal year 

IY79-80, the county received ~863, 507 in payment in lieu of 

tax es on the federal lands in the county a8 compared to :S 7·! 7, -t01 

on privatel::Hld • 

2. Can the state afford to manage the lands when the federal 

~overment is managin~ the same lands at a deficit~ 

3. ":i1l the public, under state control, be g-uaranteed acce;";c; 

onto the lands or will large numbers of acres be leased with 

limited or no access? 

4. Under' what conditions will public lands be sold to private 

enterprise? Who will be responsible for initiating the public hearings? 

). Will the state increase personal property taxes in order to 

have enough money to mana~e the l3n<18: enact a sales tax~ 

I i'c(":l t h.at t,hc bi 11 as hercwit,h proposed has too many loopholes, 

and that it could work a hardship on Montana citizens. It; is al.so 

pos:;.:;ible that it could open up Montana lands to larr~'e corporaL] on,c' 

and forci~n interests. 

It is my hope that our representatives from Ravalli County will vote 

agajn~t this bill. 



St~tement on ~enate Rill 123, ontana Tand Reformation Act 
J~l''')UAry 25. 1981 

~Arl leter Nielsen 
?15 N. Grove 
Missoula MT S9ROl 

I am orrosed to Senate Bill 123 and to Montana's involvement in 

the ,",o-r.8. 1 1ed "Sa,vehrush Rebellion". I believe this bill is an 

insidious insult to the taxpayers of Montana and use~of all rublic 

Lgnds. 

I object stronply to the notion of this state losing $96 millIon 

per year that the nLM anJ rarest Service pump into Montana in 

"'xcess of leasing fees, This -federal Sllhsidy amounts to an 

equivplent of one-third of ~10nt;qna's annual hudpet, and. it Hould 

tqKe f-1 hn'% i no rease in j nrli v idua 1 income taxes to make it u r. 

rroron en b~ of th is hi 11 have 1)ra~p'ed ahou tits s tron~ [rnv is"t ons 

for rptqininv t~is land in State ownershir. Why then does a 

rrovlsinn Ar~ear in Section 5 for selling these lands to rrivete 

intp"ests? And h~)w could the st!::lte hold onto these lands and 

e-fPActively manap'e them without rapid plundering, sellin8' them off 

or forcinv a huge tax burden on t f1e State's residents? 

This Rtate has no laws or mAna~ement frameworks for endanvered 

sr,ecios, wilderness or wild,::mcl scenic rivers. How can 1,re expect 

the StAte to adequately protect ou~ valuahle wildlands when 

ap'encie~ 11KP th ')prartrnent of ii'ish, Wildlife ard ParKs are 

81.r p ady s~r):r.t on -fundinrJ' and manpOi'TPr? As a "rllderness guide I 

feel morp than a ~ittle threatened Hhen a bill like this comes 

81 ()?1V propos inp' to dec lq~s j fy fOllr ,·ec ent Iy es tab 1 ished wi 1dp"ness 

a~eas and a ~ennwned wildljfe refuge. 



I'm conr.erned ahO\lt the loss of Jobs this bi l' vTould caln::;e, 

PSl'PCi"l.llv those Porest SerVice jobs in my home to'Vrn, MLssoula. 

I ~et a little irate when I see this kind of hlatant confljct of 

interest demonstrated by (enator Etchert. Why has he sin~led out 

the C.M. TIussell Wildlife Refuge in this bill? He claims that the 

Fish and Wildlife Service has misplaced its ~riorities in mana~ement 

of the refup:e. "They have 20,000 acres of prairie dogs rlanned. 
o.bsd o+e \"i 

They're putting the priority on a hunch ofAworthless prairie dogs 

Tather than on cattle." It seems that Mr. Etcher~ would rather 

r~1~7p this area known as the C.M. Hus,c:el National Cattle R'-lnch! 

T~g~ine the Fish and Wildlife Service puttinv priority on 

domestic livestock ra 1 her than the wildlife for which thp refuFe 

Phi Ie I 'TTl here I'd 1 j_ke to say a feN ''fords ahOllt some myths these 

revo l ut1orqry sap-ebrush rehels hRve heen throe,rin&"" ar,-mnd. 

Thev say that we, the residents of Montana, wOi'ld have a Int C10Spy 

cont'3.ct with and influence over our landlords if tbe StAte were to 

hRve ~urisdiction over thesp lands. But we alreqdy have each of 

the involved RP"encies based riFht here in the State. ELH has 

District Offices in r~utte, Miles -';ity, Dillon and many other cities. 

Missoula has the orfices for the whole Korthern Region of the 

Forest SerVice, and individual forests are based ir cities all 

around the State. rph'" .t"ish Rna Wildlife f,ervice has its T'ep-'Innal 

n"rice in B\lllnp-s. HOi'r much closer can we vet? These federal 

qp"encies are more decentrAli~ed an1 res\'onsive to local interests 

thAn Any of Washinp-ton's rederal bureaucrAcies. I'll p-o a10nv with 

ynu l.rh en you SA.y thAt they have made some errors in ju'~p:ement and 

manap'ement in the past. :~ut the f'eople who 1"ork for State agencies 

have all the same training, went to the same schnols and live in 

the same towns. I wouldn't be so quick to assume they would be 



i '~'nune to the same m is ,iud,rements the EJ LM and F ores t ,serv ice have 

m~de. If anythinp, they would be responsible for big~er mana~ement 

ipclsions on a shoestrinp bud~et which would inevitahly lead to 

even more prohlems than we've seon in the past. 

This 3avehrush Rehellion is often spoken of in romantic t~rms, as 

a PTass-rnots mOVe r1']ent of Incal citizens And civic leaders. Hut 

who is really heh~nd the rebel linn with their money? LASER spent 

::t1 sllJ, 000 on A two-nay conference 1 as t vegr in Salt Lake Ci ty. Wherf~ 

~i~ a hanrt~ul of r'nchers and civic leaders come up with 116 n ,ono 

to spenrl in tN'O days? rrhey are c:'1reful not to disclose thpir 

8()U~CeS, hut Wp all kno"'T about the interests big nil and mining 

cnmrAnjPs have jn this land vrah. 

Even the rebellion's rrnronents, includin~ Secretary of [nterlor 

James Watt, admit that this massive land trarsfer is not levelly 

rORsi~le. It seems as though they are using this movement as a 

piant soarhox, cal1in~ vreat attention to themselves and indirectly 

plJttlnv overwhelmlnp pressure on agencies like the BLM to speed up 

their leasinp or federal lands for energy rroducti()n and m1nin~. 

']'hpis s.''l,9'ebrush rer)ellim doesn't have a prayer of eff'ectin a land 

tr':J',;~f'er, bnt they think they can use it to rl1n slipshod over our 

.c't"-lt;e's 1,ri1d.1ands, Dlunder 011r natur81 resources and leave us with 

onp hel1u1ra hiv Anaconda when they're done--left with precious Ilt~le 

Wildlife, Wilderness, johs and a ~usted economy. Is this in the 

T1)l-,lic ird:erest? 

A~cordinp to Washtn~ton Senator Henry Jackson, former chairman of 

the Senate 2~ervY and Natural Resources Committee, some 85-90% of 

the 011 and vas le~ses on federal lands never even recieve an 

a~l lication to drill. Most of those that do are drilled in the 

closing months of the lease. Who is holdinv out on who? Issueing 

more leases will not lead to 8n increase in this country's ener~y 



page four 

I'd say this Sapebrush Rebellion is a totally i11-founded sham, 

and the State if Montana has no business gettin~ involved with it. 

The henefits would go to a ~Andful 0 biF business vested interests, 

qnri tbe "ost~ would be born by the people of Montana and all western 
c 
utAtes. With such little chance of the land tranA~er's paRSRpe 

S l?J is A waste n~ this lepislature's time and an insult to 

IRt the Sapebrush Rebellion take their soarbox elsewhere! 

T ~nn't want any nart o~ these political shenanigans and land ~raiis! 
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1\): ,,')t:-nate C)::Jl1i ttee on Natural Besources 

FrWi-l: l.'onia lHoom, Ravalli COII:l\;y 

I would like to express my strong opposition to SB 123. I believe 
that the enactment of this legislation would not be to the benefit 
of the state of Montana, or to the County of Ravalli, where I live, 
or to the United states as a whole. 

The federal public lands in Montana are not now managed to maKe 
a orofit. Nor is there any way that they could be so managed and 
still fulr>fill their current varied purposes----as places for 
recreation, as wildlife habitat, as watershed, as grazing land, as 
sustained yield timber reserves and as reserves for other natural 
resources. The taxpayers of the entire country now contribute to the 
support of these lands to assure their preservation for these 
purposes. 

If we of the state of lVIontana were to take over these lands we 
would surely find ourselves unable to support them with our much 
smaller tax base. In an effort to deal with the financial burden 
we would have to either reduce the scope of our management pro~ram 
(fire, road buildin~. reforestation?). char~e for what is now free 
or very cheaD (hlkln~, snowmobiling, huntin~, fishing, firewood?), 
or sell the land. fhe last solution would ensure the disappearance of 
many of our reserves of natural resources, would restrict recreational 
access----and,. in the end. might still leave the state with a good 
deal of hard to sell and expensive to mana~e land. 

As a resident of Ravalli County I have an added concern about how tl 
monies that now come to my county from the federal government would 
be covered. These contributions are currently approximately 25~ 
of the county bud~et and are almost the same as the amount now 
collected in private property taxes. 1 seriously doubt if the 
state, faced with a large deficit from the mana~emcnt of newly 
acquired federal land, will be interested in making up the shortfall. 
in Havalli County. 

I urge the comrni tee to di sapporve ~3jj 123 ~ It is bad pol icy for 
the state, for many counties and for the entire country. ThanK you 
for this opportunity to comment. 
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I~1nally, we ~:ant to send out a signal here ant: it can best b,; r.ent by 

this story: At a meeting last 'i'ebruary in :-;an Diee;o of tbe Range ':;ociety, ,1 panel 

of speakers discussed the :!aP,ebrllsh iSl'me. .iup"porters rolled o'ut their h~n.v3' al'Ser1!21 

of large lando:mers, an attorney for the same, anI! 3. John Baden l-lho is Diri:·etor for 

~he Center for Political Economy ani!. l',1atural Re50urces 8,t Montnna :::bdfJ University. 

T}lCl1'" speakers d.idn't taU( of r·;tate ounershi'P. but. of the advn,11tav;e\'3 of ~"$d":r:'!~l 

land transfer to priv8,te hands. 'The a.udience 1.;a.n alloHf;or) to res·pon(~. ~:,t thC'!ld of 

the d~_scussion. 

One young womm took the m:l.crophoi.v~. (~he saic "You knOll, tb" ;:len J.n t.his 

country have fought and died in Ham to nreserv8 the frt:(-~dollS of' this coun-t;r~t. C!nt' 

of our fTeat freedoms 1.11 the West is t.he rif2:ht t.o us~ thG {~eat out-'of-door.:~ as prc­

vided by these federal lands. J don' t bl~li~w(~ they a,r,"! l:s{)inp +-0 {dve nn tJl'-~8P l'mds 

ea.o:;lly." 

I ,fish to reiterate, v,e (~itizens of this st.at(~ will riot elve UP tl"/cse 

federal lfl_nds easily either. Hopefully we cl111 not be testf)(1 '41th this 10,,;bl"l,tion 

-;lhich favors only a feW special interp-sts. 

~"ZUL-l.-~_- d0 ~_-t./. ~j 
1'0191 Rosetta 
r,1ontana Auduhon ;':oeiety 
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TESTlMONY IN OPPOSITION TO SB 123, SAGEBRUSH REBELLION 
Environmental Information Center 

26 January 1980 

The Montana Envirorunental Information Center is opposed to SB 123 because 
it will place the state in such a crippling financial bind that sale of the 3C­
quired federal lands is effectively mandated. 

SB 123 requires tile transfer of about 25 million acres of .National Forest, 
Bureau of Land Management, and Bureau of Reclamation land to the state, to be 
managed for "multiple use" and "sustained yield" in "a manner that provides the 
greatest benefit to the citizens of this state." Unfortunately, a number of 
"zingers" in SB 123 insure that these lofty goals will never be realized: 

Zinger HI: Montana, by acquiring title to this huge tract of federal land, 
also acquires the huge ($96 million) deficit accumulated by the BLM and Forest 
Service in managing these lands. That's a whale of a deficit for 450,000 Montan3 
taxpayers to shoulder, amounting to a tax increase of $200 or more per year each. 

Zinger #2: Local governments won't pick up a share of the deficit. SB 123 
specifies that local government receipts won't be diminished. 

Zinger 113: Private users of the acquired federal land won't shoulder the 
deficit either. SB 123 declares that the state may not raise "fees, rentals, roy­
alties, interest, and penalties" above "present federal rates." Note that SB 123 
freezes these payments at present, not prevailing, federal rates, meaning they could 
not be increased above the rates established at the date the act is enacted. 

Zinger #4: Montana state government, financed by Montana taxpayers, is the 
only player left in the game whose checkbook isn't protected by SB 123. As such, 
the state alone will have to absorb the $190 million biennial deficit management of 
these lands will produce. This deficit would require a 30-40% income tax surcharge 
or a 2-JC saJes tax, rising each year. Such a tax increase is not possible in poli­
tics or logic. 

Zinger 115: Section 5 of SB 123 authorizes the sale of public land by ",m act 
of the legislature." This is the same future legislature which will be struggling 
with a way to make up the staggering deficit management of these lands will create. 
SB 123's authors have given them only two choices: a hefty tax increase session 
after session, or sell a few tens of thousands of acres each session to reduce the 
management burden and raise revenues. 

Zinger H6: The land will be bought not by Montanans, unless they can compete 
with the Exxons, Ayatollahs, Moonies, and Sun Belt developers of the world. 8M 123 
mandates "optimum benefit" from the land, meaning sale to the highest bidder. Neither 
a huge deficit nor sale at deflated prices meets the test of "optimum benefit." And 
when Montana ranchers approach the Unification Church for permission to graze, they'll 
find the rates about three times higher than federal rates -- that's the current ratio. 

Zinger 117: SB 123 mandates that federal wilderness areas designated after De­
cember 31, 1976, become state resource land managed for "multiple use." That's good­
bye to the Beartooth-Absarokee, the Rattlesnake, the Great Bear, Welcome Creek, and 
the Bob Marshall Addition -- totalling 1.3 million acres. SB 123 also appropriates 
for "multiple use" the CMR Wildlife Refuge. These areas account for about 7% of the 
public land and 2% of the total land area of Montana -- areas which are serving a use­
ful Wilderness, watershed, wildlife habitat, recreation, and research function and 
should not be turned over to SB 123's vague definition of "multiple use" or sale. 

SB 123 is a state-bankrupting proposal, the fuse that inevitably leads to the 
blowing apart of control over our own destiny. The goal of public lands in good man-



Sierra Club 
NORTJIERN ROCI(IES CIIAI>TEI{ 

Comments on Senate Bill 123 
THE MONTANA LAND REFORMATION ACT 

Stan 11al thall 
before the Senate Natural Resources Committee 

Montana State Legislature 
January 26, 1981 

Chairman Etchart, Committee members. ~ly name is Stan ~lalthall. I am a native 
Montanan and I presently reside here in Helena. I am speaking today for the Sierra 
Club of r.1ontana. 

We opppse the transfer of public lands to the jurisdiction of the state or 
private interests. We reaffirm our support of federal jurisdiction over the public 
domain and believe that the management responsibilities should remain in the hands 
of the federal agencies responsive to the needs of the American people. We there­
fore oppose 5B 123, the so-called Montana Land Reformation Act. 

Passage of SB 123 would be a great travesty to the people of Montana as well 
as the American public. The public domain. \'/hether found in Montana or else\vhere. 
is held in trust for the benefit of all the people--for this generation as well as 
those who will follow. It is a heritage we could easily lose to the greed and 
short-sightedness of a few. It is a heritage that we Montanans are privileged to 
have in our backyard. But having it in our backyard requires that we fulfill 
certain responsibilities as well as enjoy its privileges. 

The Montana Land Reformation Act is apparently based on the four arguments 
which preceed Section I of the bill. When examined closely. these arguments do 
not provide a rationale for the State of Montana to seize the publics land, 
especially without due process or compensation. 

The first argument (lines 12-16) claims that Montana has sovereignty over all 
matters within her borders except those powers specifically granted to the United 
States. This is true. The Congress has the sole power to admit states to the Union 
and to own and manage public property. Article IV, section 3 states: 

Congress shall have the power to dispose of and make all rules 
and regulations respecting territory or other property belonging 
to the United States. 

The second argument (lines 17-24. p.l) claims that the statehood act forces an 
imposition on Montana that was beyond the power of Congress. Not so according to 
Article IV, section 3 which states: 

New states may be admitted by Congress into this Union ••• 

In the case of ~~ontana. the territory out of which our state ~~as formed was 
acqui red through treaty--one of the means by v/hich the federal government can 
constitutionally acquire and own property. The land from which Montana was formed 

"Not blind opposition to progress, but opposition to blind progress." 



Comments on S. 123 
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~as the property of t~e United States and not the State of 110ntana. The public domai..., 
1n Montana was never part of or owned by the State. The Enabling Act of 1889 was a 
contract between the new State of Montana and the Congress of the United States. It 
simply stated that r1ontana, after being given grants of land from the public domain .. 
to establish statehood would not come back later and claim more. Congress passed the 
Enabling Act while the State on a vote of the Legislature and the people passed Ordinar~e 
No.1 as a part of the state constitution.- Both documents state: 

The peopJe inhabiting the said proposed state of Montana do agree 
and declare that they forever disclaim all right and title to the 
unappropriated public lands lying within the boundaries thereof .•. 

Section 6 of Ordinance No.1 states: 

That the ordinances in this article shall be irrevocable without 
the consent of the United States and the people •.• of Montana. 

The Constitution of the State of Montana, revised in.convention in 1972, 
reaffirms this commitment in Article r. 

A recent poll conducted by the Behavior Research Center of Arizona shows that 
60 percent of those living in the so-called "public land states II were overv/helmingly 
opposed to the seizing of federal land. This is clearly the intent of SB 123. The 
Behavior Research poll interestingly showed that 67 percent of the Republicans were 
also opposed. 

A similar poll, commissioned by Governor Schwinden last summer, found that 54 
percent were opposed to giving federal lands to the states. Only 40 percent 
supported private ownership. Montanans were overwhelmingly opposed to allowing 
the public domain to go into private ownership. Seventy two percent were opposed, 
and only 25 percent supported private ownership. 

It is important to realize that while SB 123 claims in section 5 that the "sale 
of land (is) prohibited,1I section 4 (line 5, p. 5), section 5 (lines 20-23, p. 5) 
and section 6 (lines 24-25, p. 6 and lines 1-5, p. 6) all provide avenues for the 
IIdisposal ll or transfer of these lands into private ownership. Existing state la\'1s 
also provide for the sale of lands from the state public domain. Furthermore, this 
legislature or any subsequent legislature can make provisions for the disposal of 
these lands whenever they choose. The continuing efforts to destroy the Montana 
Water Use Act provide ready examples of what could happen. 

This bill IS intent is clearly for the seizure of the publicls land, without 
compensation, as a first step in turning them over to private ownership even though 
the people of Montana clearly oppose such a scheme. 

The third argument (line 25, p.1, and lines 1-3, p.2) claims that ownership 
and control of the public domain in Montana is without foundation and violates the 
u.s. Constitution. Article IV, section 3, clearly puts this argument to rest. The 
passage of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 is well within the 
constitutional authority of the Congress. This act sparked the sagebrush rebellion 
because it changed the policy of disposal to one of multiple-use management. The 
public domain is no longer a commodity to be exploited, but is nO\'1 a resource to 
be managed for the greatest good, for the greatest number and for the longest time. 
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The fourth arguement (lines 4-7, p.2) claims that federal ownership and control 
of the public domain causes a "severe, continuous and debilitating hardship" on the 
peopl e of our State. Thi s may be true of the peopl e viho are more concerned wi th 
maximizing their short-term profits at the long-term expense of the public and their 
resources, but it is not the case with the people of Montana. . 

The u.s. Forest Service pays $69 million annually in salaries in Montana while 
employing 4,663 people. The BLM pays $13.9 million in salaries and employs 614 0 

peoplein Montana. Additionally, the state receives $22.1 million in payments from 
the Forest Service and $8.5 million in payments from the BLM. This is money earned 
without the costs of administration and management. In addition to jobs, salaries 
and direct payments, there are indirect payments throngh national prog,wms such as 
fire control. 

While some ranchers may not like the attempts of federal agencies to restore 
the productivity of the range after a century of overuse, federal grazi ng fees 
($2.40/AUM) are lower than state fees ($3.85/AUM) and much lower that private fees 
($8.00 to 18.00/AUM). Montanans do not wnat higher grazing fees. 

The Si etTa C1 ub °i s especi ally concer'llc,l \{i th the dttempt in thi s hi n to de· 
classify the Wilderness Areas designated after 1976. These include the Rattlesnake, 
Welcome Creek, Great Bear and Absaroka-Beartooth. We are similarly opposed to the 
attempts by special interests to open up the Charles M. Russell Wildlife Refuge 
that is provide for in Section 2. 

If a person leases land from the state that person can deny access for public 
use and to other lands. If the state takes control of the public lands the public 
will lose use of those lands. We cannot support a bill which would take the land 
we use for recreation. This is one of the qualities of life that make Montana a 
special place to live. 

During the late 1940's and early 1950's there was another attempt to steal the 
publics land. This time it was more straight forward and demanded that the public 
domain be transfered directly into private ownership. Instead of a reaction to a 
federal law (FLPMA), it was a reaction to the efforts of the Forest Service and 
Bureau of Land Managements attempts to protect the range resource from overgrazing. 
Bernard DeVoto wrote in a Pulitzer Prize winning essay, "The vJest Against Itself" 
that: 

The public lands are first to be transfered to the states on the 
fully justified assumption that if there should be a state govern­
ment not wholly compliant to the stockgrowers, it could be pressured 
into compliance. The intention is to free them from regulation 
except such as the stockgrowers might impose on themselves. Nothing 
in history suggests ••• that cattlemen and sheepmen are capable of 
regulating themselves even for their own benefit, still less the 
public's. And the regulations immediately to be got rid of are 
those by which the government has been trying to prevent over­
grazing of the public ranges. 

The similarities are clear. It would be better if the resources uses would 
work closely with the range managers and the owners of the resource. Stealing the 
resource will not alleviate the problems of over-use and abuse. 

-+-/-
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Sierra Club 
NORTHERN ROCI(IES CIIAPTEI{ 

Comments on Senate Bill 123 
THE MONTANA LAND REFORMATION ACT 

Stan Walthall 
before the Senate Natural Resources Committee 

Montana State Legislature 
January 26, 1981 

Chairman Etchart, Committee members. ~ly name is Stan ~/a1thall. I am a native 
Montanan and I presently reside here in Helena. I am speaking today for the Sierra 
Cl ub of r~ontana. 

We opppse the transfer of public lands to the jurisdiction of the state or 
private interests. We reaffirm our support of federal jurisdiction over the public 
domain and believe that the management responsibilities should remain in the hands 
of the federal agencies responsive to the needs of the American people. We there­
fore oppose SB 123, the so-called Montana Land Reformation Act. 

Passage of SB 123 would be a great travesty to the people of Montana as well 
as the American public. The public domain, whether found in Montana or elsewhere, 
is held in trust for the benefit of all the people--for this generation as well as 
those who will follow. It is a heritage we could easily lose to the greed and 
short-sightedness of a few. It is a heritage that we Montanans are privileged to 
have in our backyard. But having it in our backyard requires that we fulfill 
certain responsibilities as well as enjoy its privileges. 

The Montana Land Reformation Act is apparently based on the four arguments 
which preceed Section 1 of the bill. When examined closely, these arguments do 
not provide a rationale for the State of Montana to seize the publics land, 
especially without due process or compensation. 

The first argument (lines 12-16) claims that Montana has sovereignty over all 
matters within her borders except those powers specifically granted to the United 
States. This is true. The-Congress has the sole poltler to admit states to the Union 
and to own and manage public property. Article IV, section 3 states: 

Congress shall have the power to dispose of and make all rules 
and regulations respecting territory or other property belonging 
to the United States. 

The second argument (lines 17-24, p.l) claims that the statehood act forces an 
imposition on Montana that was beyond the power of Congress. Not so according to 
Article IV, section 3 which states: 

New states may be admitted by Congress into this Union .•• 

In the case of Montana, the territory out of which our state \'1as formed \'1as 
acquired through treaty--one of the means by which the federal government can 
const; tutionally acquire and Oim proPerty. The land from \'/hich ~~ontana \'1as fonned 

"Not blind opposition to progress, but opposition to blind prol1ress." 
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"ias the. property of the Un ited States and not the State of t40nt ana. The pub 1 i c doma i ..... 
1n Montana was never ~art of or owned by the State. The Enabling Act of 1889 was a 
contract between the new State of Montana and the Congress of the United States. It 
stmply stated that r1ontana, after being given grants of land from the publ ic domain· .. 
to establish statehood would not come back later and claim more. Congress passed the 
Enabling Act while the State on a vote of the Legislature and the people passed Ordinanre 
No.1 as a part of the state constitution.- Both documents state: 

The people inhabiting the said proposed state of Montana do agree 
and declare that they forever disclaim all right and title to the 
unappropriated publ ic lands lying within the boundaries thereof .•. 

Section 6 of Ordinance No.1 states; 

That the ordinances in this article shall be irrevocable without 
the consent of the United States and the people •.• of Montana. 

The Constitution of the State of Montana, revised in convention in 1972, 
reaffirms this commitment in Article 1. 

A recent poll conducted by the Behavior Research Center of Arizona shows that 
60 percent of those living in the so-called "public land states" were overv/helmingly 
opposed to the seizing of federal land. This is clearly the intent of SB 123. The 
Behavior Research poll interestingly showed that 67 percent of the Republicans were 
also opposed. 

A similar poll, commissioned by Governor Schwinden last summer, found that 54 
percent were opposed to giving federal lands to the states. Only 40 percent 
supported private ownership. Montanans were overwhelmingly opposed to allowing 
the public domain to go into private ownership. Seventy two percent were opposed, 
and only 25 percent supported private ownership. 

It is important to realize that while SB 123 claims in section 5 that the "sal e 
of land (is) prohibited," section 4 (line 5, p. 5), section 5 (lines 20-23, p. 5) 
and section 6 (lines 24-25, p. 6 and lines 1-5, p. 6) all provide avenues for the 
"disposal" or transfer of these lands into private ownership. Existing state laws 
also provide for the sale of lands from the state public domain. Furthermore, this 
legislature or any subsequent legislature can make provisions for the disposal of 
these lands whenever they choose. The continuing efforts to destroy the Montana 
Water Use Act provide ready examples of what could happen. 

This bill's intent is clearly for the seizure of the public's land, without 
compensation, as a first step in turning them over to private ownership even though 
the people of Montana clearly oppose such a scheme. 

The third argument (line 25, p.l, and lines 1-3, p.2) claims that ownership 
and control of the public domain in Montana is without foundation and violates the 
U.S. Constitution. Article IV, section 3, clearly puts this argument to rest. The 
passage of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 is well within the 
constitutional authority of the Congress. This act sparked the sagebrush rebellion 
because it changed the policy of disposal to one of multiple-use management. The 
public domain is no longer a commodity to be exploited, but is nOl-'I a resource to 
be rnanaged for the greatest good, for the greatest number and for the longest time. 
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The fourth arguement (lines 4-7, p.2) claims that federal ownership and control 
of the public domain causes a "severe, continuous and debilitating hardship" on the 
peopl e of our State. Thi s may be true of the peopl e vJho are more concerned w-j th 
maximizing their short-term profits at the long-term expense of the public and their 
resources, but it is not the case with the people of Montana. . 

The U.S. Forest Service pays $69 million annually in salaries in Montana while 
employing 4,663 people. The BLM pays $13.9 million in salaries and employs 614 
peoplein Montana. Additionally, the state receives $22.1 million in payments from 
the Forest Service and $8.5 million in payments from the BLM. This is money earned 
without the costs of administration and management. In addition to jobs, salaries 
and direct payments, there are indirect payments throngh national progtlrms such as 
fire control. 

While some ranchers may not like the attempts of federal agencies to restore 
the productivity of the range after a century of overuse, federal grazing fees 
($2.40jAUM) are lower than state fees ($3.85jAUM) and much lower that private fees 
($8.00 to 18.00jAUM). Montanans do not wnat higher grazing fees. 

The Sierra Club is especially concerned ~1ith thE: tlttempt in this bill to de­
classify the Wilderness Areas designated after 1976. These include the Rattlesnake, 
Welcome Creek, Great Bear and Absaroka-Beartooth. We are similarly opposed to the 
attempts by special interests to open up the Charles M. Russell Wildlife Refuge 
that is provide for in Section 2. 

If a person leases land from the state that person can deny access for public 
use and to other lands. If the state takes control of the public lands the public 
will lose use of those lands. We cannot support a bill which would take the land 
we use for recreation. This is one of the qualities of life that make Montana a 
special place to live. 

During the late 1940 l s and early 1950 l s there was another attempt to steal the 
publics land. This time it was more straight forward and demanded that the public 
domain be transfered directly into private ownership. Instead of a reaction to a 
federal law (FLPMA), it was a reaction to the efforts of the Forest Service and 
Bureau of Land Managements attempts to protect the range resource from overgrazing. 
Bernard DeVoto wrote in a Pulitzer Prize winning essay. liThe toJest Against Itself" 
that: 

The public lands are first to be transfered to the states on the 
fully justified assumption that if there should be a state govern­
ment not wholly compliant to the stockgrowers, it could be pressured 
into compliance. The intention is to free them from regulation 
except such as the stockgrowers might impose on themselves. Nothing 
in history suggests ••• that cattlemen and sheepmen are capable of 
regulating themselves even for their own benefit, still less the 
public1s. And the regulations immediately to be got rid of are 
those by which the government has been trying to prevent over­
grazing of the public ranges. 

The similarities are clear. It would be better if the resources uses would 
work closely with the range managers and the owners of the resource. Stealing the 
resource will not alleviate the problems of over-use and abuse. 
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