MINUTES OF MEETING
SENATE NATURAL RESOURCES
January 26, 1981

The thirvd meeting of the Natural Resources Committee was
called to order by Senator Harold I.. Dover, Chairman, at
1:00 P.M., on the above date in the auditorium at the
Scott~-Hart Building (0ld Highway Building) .

ROLL CALL: Upon roll call, all members were present with

the exception of Senator Keating.

CONSIDERATION OF SB 123:

AN ACT RELATING TO PUBLIC RESOURCE LAND;
PROVIDING FOR STATE OWNERSHIP AND CONTROL

OF CERTAIN LAND WITHIN STATE BOUNDARIES;
PROVIDING FOR ADMINISTRATION BY THE BOARD

OF LAND COMMISSIONERS, ESTABLISHING A MULTIPLE-
USE POLICY FOR ADMINISTRATION OF THE RESOURCE
LAND; 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 Assembly for final approval, modification
and adoption.

Chairman Dover called for propcnents to SB 123,

Several proponents testified in favor of this bill and their
written statements are attached. They are: Bernard Harkness,
Dell, MT; Barney Dowdle, Professor of Forest Resources, Univer-
sity of Washington; Marlyn Orahood, Phillips County; Darlenc
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
bill. 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 Farm 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 1is
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 Atcheson, Butte, Montana, does not like the federal
government 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.

Bill 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; Tom 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 1f this is intended to make it
retroactive through 1976 then it should be so- indicated in
the title of the bill.

Senator 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.

MAROLD L. DOVER, CHAIRMAN
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Since the arca known as the Western states was brought into tne territory of the
United States, the federal government has released very 1ittle of the lands ¢ the
West to private ownership., A combined efiort by federal bureaucrats and special
interest groups has resulted in the federal povernnent dominating the economlc and

rolitical history of the west by contro.ling the  land,

ap

ne result ts 0% ownership of the land mass west ol the 100th meridian, ranging

from 2Gn of washingion staie to 9% of Alaska,

With federal control of 304 of lontana comes bureaucratic regulation, red tape
and needless impediments to the legitimate and appropriate development of Fontana's

resources,

The problem is Washington control of Montana lands and water=-The problem is
bureancratic denial of states rishts-<The problem is the inequality cf Montana

with other states,
The solution iz simple,
Uivest the federal government of public lands and place the control in the State.

de belleve Senate B1VT #1273, Montana Land Reformation Act, is the flrst‘and one
of the major steps necessary to control Montana's destiny and correct the major
source of the inequality betlween the states, The vesting of the ownership and
management of the public lands in Montana means a rebirth of the prestige and
power of the State Government and a long overdue withdrawal of the massive domin-

ance and power of the federal bureaucracies over Montana,



COMPARTSON OF BLH AND STATE LAND MANAGEMENT COSTS

Many questions have heen asked as to whether state governments could economically
own and manage the federal lands. The attached information has been developed by
the American Farm Bureau Federation to provide statistical data for use in discus-
sing this question.

The numbers used in these calculations were taken from published agency reports or
from personal interviews with an official of the agency. 1In all instances, the
vorkpapers' footnotes will identify the report and page number, or, if received by
interview, the name of the agency official providing the information.

lo achieve uniformity and reduce misunderstanding, the following descriptions are
provided:

Acreage Managed (Column #1)

This number 1s the acreage owned and administered by the Bureau of Land Management,
surface and subsurface.

Total Revenue (Column i#2)

This includes revenue from all sources. The only exception is those state Jand
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" figure.

Expenditures (Column #3)

This is the management expenditure for the year 1978. In some instances, the state
agency may be on a calendar year and BLM on a fiscal year. For this comparison, a
12-month period that overlaps as much as possible with the BLM's fiscal year was
used.

Number of Staff (Column #4)

This is the total of year-round permanent employees. The agencies all report the
use 0f part-time employees. Where the employee 1s not retained for a full year,
he/she 1s not included in this column.

Time Period

The periocd of tiwme used in this comparison is 1978. The BLM's published reports
are for fiscal year October 1, 1977 to September 30, 1976. The state land agency
nunbers are for a 12-month span that overlaps as wmuch 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
pe 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 nc 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 agencies' 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 BILM's management philosophy is counterproductive to Congressional
directives.

The following statement has appeared in many state BLM fiscal and
statistical reports:

"REVENUES AND EXPENDITURES

Revenues collected by BLM from resource management programs far
outweigh the expenditures. The BLM is one of the few agencles

in the federal government which annually produces a profit from
their operation. Most BLM 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 BLM Fact Book.)
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COMPARISON QF BLM & STATE LAND MANAGEMENT COST

WORKPAPER

CHART 3 .
1978
Bireau ot Land Management Statistics = 3
- Prepared by AFBP ~ NFEH Division
State Land Management Agency Statistics = S
1 12 [X] 14 [ 16 17 V4 V9
MGHT
TOTAL NO. OF NET cosT INCOME
ACREAGE REVENUE EXPENDITURES NO, OF STAFF (PER ITNCOME THCOME PEN PER
_STATE MANAGED { Encome) (ACTUAL) STAFF MIL. ACRES)  PER STAFF 0R LOSS ACRE ACRE
Arirona B 12,596,058°  2.887,775 8,269,825 253 20 1,414 {5,382,050) .6 23
S 9,581,976 18,610,873 2,588,500 95 10 195,904 16,022,373 .27 1.94
Californfa B 15,607,125 38,913,980 23,484,000 734 47 §3,016 15,429,380 . 1.50 2.43
S 4,000,000 106,954,000 8,094,000 243 61 440,134 98,860,000 2.02 26.74
Colorado B 7,996,260 31,431,014 17,399,000 580 73 56.874 14.032.014 2,18 4.13
S 2,617,978 11,458,552 524,674 27 10 424,39 10,933,878 .20 4.239
{daho B 11,949,386 6,036,741 14,389,000 492 L 122,698 (8,352,259) 1.20 50
s 2,520,065 16,760,466 10,233,400 233 92 719,333 6,527,066 4,06 5.65
Montana B 27,665,588 19,260,195 16,469,000 571 49 33,73 2,791,195 .60 .70
S 5,224,247 11,703.942 1,161,794 55 n 212,799 10,542,148 .23 2.24
Nevada B 49,163,442 12,693,446 10,922,200 402 8 31,576 1,771,246 22 .26
3 -0- -0- -0- -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-  -0-
*Nevada does not own state grant lands and was not {ncluded in totals.
How Mexico 312,959,665 126,226,624 15,292,600 326 40 387,198 110,934,024 1.18 9.74
5 9,222,098 104,681,253 1,541,993 119 13 879,674 103,139,260 17 11,256
Oreqgon/ .
sashington D 16,034,694 194,808,320 44,447,199 1,001 68 178,559 150,361,121 2,77 12 15
Dreqgon s 765.493 15,060,000 3,148,500 34 44 442,901 11,711,500 4,30 19.67
“ashington S 2,267,963 97,203,336 11,937,000 438 193 221,950 85,366,336 5.26 42.90
¢ ‘ 15,175,794 56 1.25
titan 8 22,076,000 27.565,309 12,389,515 409 19 67,397 ' f
S 3,629,122 8,477,816 612,451 19 5 445590 7,861,365 a7 2.4
<y oning B 17.793.173 161,255,000 18,208,000 570 32 282,904 143,047,000 1.02 3.06
S 1,654,807 24,959,567 1,125,0C0 0 14 199,191 23.834 ,567 Al oned
Tt 0193,841,391 621,078,404 181,270,339 5,428 197 1,225,367 439,807,763
i 543,484,349 405,472,809 41,107,310 RN 453 4,182,307 314,755,493
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QOLUMN 55 IS ISTIMATED INCCME TO STATES FCR 1979 PRC FOREST LTS

IF ALL U.S. FOREST SERVICE LANLS HAD BFEN IN STRTT IIEPSHIP

FOREST SERVICE e _LNCEME
TOTAL ACFES TINEE: CRAZTNG Sl OT=Tn s
STATE £ 49 .3 g BT
Alabarma G40 ,820 1,165,519. 1,014, 155,987, 1,222 620
Alaska 20,5984 144 1,209,089, 10, 119,586, 1,228,283
Arizcaa 11,270,325 11,351,077, 1,708,765, 742,423, 14,292,265
Arionsas 2,469,314 5,069,318, 11,326, 1,203,031, 6,283,073
Califormia 20,359,32 156,131,792, 200,763, 5,439,125, 162,161,650
Colorado 14,388,911 384,934, 1,121 233, 2,121,066, 3,327,382,
Cconecticut 10
Florida 1,083,479 2,528,431, 10,429, 641,068, 3,179,978
Ceorgia - 858,646 2,028,001, 2,338, 32,984, 2,112,322
Idobo 20,410,637 27,425,063, 939,872, 328,473, 28,895,408,
I1linois 257,815 1,016, 62,726, 2,742,
Indiarna 182,858 118,205, 29,735, 168 041,
Kansas 107,700
Kentucky 662,387 8,522, 2. 172,194, 180,728,
Louisiszna - 597,032 7,740,832, 9,071, 348,407, 8,098,370,
Maine 51,444 17,926, 19,360. 37,286,
Michigan 2,713,675 974,029, 454,181, 1,428,240,
sinnesota 2,794 467 03,738, 276,708, 580,444,
Mississippil 1,139,658 13,334,122, 5,446, 1,702,714, 15,092,282,
Missouri 1,457,224 290,162, 8,672, 6,527,823, 6,827,657,
Mentana 15,768,524 16,758,425, 818,051, 498,123, 18,074,605,
Nebraska 351,499 160, 383. 18,487, 175,872,
Nevada 5,143,270 236,033. 388,463, 203,945, 915,441,
New Hampshire 683,193 259,025, 279,744, 538,769,
New lexdico 9,244,709 5,146,180, 1,108,510, 464 254, 6,718,944,
New York 13,232
North Carclina 1,135,568 486,668, 160,931, 047,399,
North Dakota 1,105,585
(hio 170,421 129,726, 28,949, 158,685,
Cklahoma 291,226 826,120, 986, 37,940, 865,039,
Crego 15,605,290  330,040,189. 623,271. 1,221 ,410. 321,884,870,
Pennsylvania 508,386 1,404,689, 165,801. 1,370,400,
Puerto Rico 27,846 1,624, 14,144, 15,7€8.
Scuth Carolina 607,368 5,560,179, 33,680. 5,393,859,
South Dakota 1,885,077 1,324,387, 141,033, 124,012, 1,799,422,
Tennessee 621,110 252,814, §9,9015. 342,729,
Texas 781,601 3,163,768, 6,341 214,297, 3,386,508,
Zan 3,045,89 894 ,686. 769,745, 797,725, 2,402,167,
Vermoat 266,012 62,022, g2. 74,568, 137,082,
Virginia 1,609,784 208,714, 1,310 224,02 334,280,
Virgin Islands 147
Washingten 9,096,709 98,860 ,416. 143, 807 633,717 09,542 220,
Yest Virginia 963,345 148,033, 3,769 318,819 HAS  e
Wisconsin 1,495,120 915,854, 190,022, 1,100,588,
wyerdng 9,252,329 1,347,320, 13,722, 524,392, 2,782 ,CCT.
TOTAL 187,845,657
nOIeS: 1. Timber receipts are generally allcecated to the states ond cecunties oo 2
25-73 split. There are exceptims, l.e., C & C lands, Coos Day lancs,
2. iineral receipts are allccated to states by SLAL

S. Crazing receipts are allocated on sare authority azs SV ermleoveas,
g P 3 D.LC

SCUMZ:  (apublished Peport of the Forest Service - 1378,



ORGANIZATIONS TESTIFYING

GARTTELD-McCONE COUNTY LEGISLATIVE ASSOCIATION - Glen Childers
FORT PECT GAME RANGE - Jerry Coldwell
MONTANA TAXPAYERS' ASSOCIATION - S. Keith Anderson

" STILLWATER COUNTY AGRICULTURE LEGISLATIVE ASSOCIATION)

SWEET GRASS COUNTY PRESERVATION ASSOCIATION )
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PARK COUNTY LEGISLATIVE ASSOCIATION ) Jess Kilgore

e

AGRICULTURE PRESERVATION ASSOCIATION. ~foel (" )
MONTANA WOMEN IN TIMBER - Barbara Buentemeyer
MONTANA WOOL GROWERS' ASSOCIATION —7§£%ié?¥§$€€f{i ’
. MONTANA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION - Bill Brown

. MONTANA CATTLEMEN'S ASSOCIATION - Paul Ringling

- MONTANA 4-WHEEL DRIVE ASSOCIATION - Harold Brown — fyxcwuﬂﬁaéy fes

7/

.~ MONTANA COW BELLES - Mrs. Earl Lindgren - n:#«f/ s» fﬂﬂcz"QY

') .

MONTANA SSSOCIATION OF GRAZING DISTRICTS - Bill Waagner

o
.~ MONTANA STOCKGROWERS ASSOCIATION - Mons Teigen ~— =< 7.7

MONTANA PUBLIC LANDS COUNCIL - James E. Courtney

MONTANA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE - Forrest H. Boles
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STATEMENT TO THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES
OF THE STATE OF MONTANA--

Mr. Chairman and tembers of the Comittee, my name is Barney Dow-
dle. ['m a Professor of Forest Resources and Adjunct Professor of ELcon-
omics at the University of Washington. [ was invited to appear here
today because my special field of interest is publicly owned commercial
forest lands; the historical rationale for their creation, and the econ-
omic and social implications of their management. These issues are be-
fore this Committee,
justification for public ownership of commercial forest lands, as opposed
to public ownership of parks and wilderness areas, is quite different. The
latter have always been considered legitimate functions of government in
our economic system, although reasonable people might differ as to the
optimal amount. The village "commons" which characterized the early settle-
ments in New England are examples of public land ownership which served a
public or common interest.

Public ownership of commercial forest lands, on the other hand, is a
belated development in our history, dating from the late 19th century when
tne belief became widespread that private ownership of forest land and the
free enterprise system would not work in timber production.

In ny opinion, this latter belief is niistaken, and this mistaken belief

is a fundamental cause of current dissension over federal ownership and man-

1/ Presented by Barney Dowdle, Professor of Forest Resources and Adjunct
Prfoessor of Economics, University of Hashington, Seattle, Washinaton, Jan-
uary 26, 1981.
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agement of resources in the western states. The "Sagebrush Rebellion" is

not a rebellion in the usual sense of the term, if we view it in historical
perspective; 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,
Progressives, and early-day conservationists, among others, who led the fight
to retain land in public ownership which had been acquired through purchase
and treaty. Their victories, in my opinion, were the country's losses.

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

throughout the world or throughout history.

-

/ " 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 headed in the direction
of the problems which they are trying to escape.

The specific question which I wish to address is: "What are the possible
consequences of transferring either ownership or control of federally owned

commercial forest lands to the states?" But first, I would like to explain



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 system in timber production arose
during the 19th century because of the migratory practices of the lumber
industry. As all who have had an introduction to Amercian history know,
the Tumber 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 sliogans as "rape and run" and "clear cut and get out."
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 would 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

hates a bhusinessman."

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



prices would remain low and that there would be no incentive to arow
trees. In a market economy which 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 timber 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 forest land is in private ownership.

Simply stated, an inventory adjustment was misconstrued 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 mention. The first pertains to
the concept of "multiple use," which is to a large extent a red herrina.

It is correct to observe that publicly owned commercial forest lands
produce a variety of benefits, some of which, like timber, is marketed,
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 is 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 payments being
wade to private land owners. In addition, the output mix can be altered
through various fiscal and regulatory measures. Public ownership is neither
necessary nor sufficient to guarantee that tne output mix of benefits

from the nation's commercial forest Tands will be optimal. Private ownership



does guarantee that the costs of production will be registered in the
market place, in the income statements of private land owners and in the
price of forest land. The absence of any meaningful accountability of
the costs of federal forest land management--current expenditures plus
the opportunity costs of alternatives which are foregone--is an im-
portant justification, in my 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 andefficient means of allocating resources to timber production,
then to what extent should we permit multiple use arguments to be
substitutad 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 and 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,

£
7

environmentalist, dand academic. ' ;. s:s I



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 timber industry views issues from the standpoint of its own interests,
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.
ndustry is, as a result, asking the taxpayers to make low return in-
vestments in an 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 clear that funds will not be forthcoming to finance uneconomical
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 problem. 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,



as 1 have noted, because of the belief that the market didn't work in
the production of timber, 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 major policy changes are adopted by the public agencies.

This brings me back to my 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 would 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 all these areas is that the elimination of wasteful 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 public 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



and speculative bidding 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 uneconomical 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 timber
prices have swamped the increasing costs of federal timber management
so that in lieu payments have generally continued to rise. County
commissioners have, therefore, been reluctant to evaluate the systen.
This situation is Tikely to be short-lived, and these rapidly rising
timber prices had best be viewed as the fever chart of an increasingly
vathological condition.

Finally, environmental disruption could be reduced even though
timber harvests were increased by locating timber harvesting according
to economic criteria rather than the maximum 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 minimum environmental disruption. Tradeoffs between
environmental disruption and timber sales revenues would, I suspect,
get considerably more attention at the state than at the federal level

of management planning.



Sepate Ri11 123 Public Land Resourcs Pi31

To the Senate Natural Resource Committe.

From  Marlyn Orahood, representing the Yilderness Opponente of
Phiilips County

Montanans need to have contrel of the pubiic laads in Montana to helrp
aliminate the probiems that have been encountered when the Federal
Government purposed» thousands of acres for wilderness areas.

There are 94,168,320 acres in Montana. 92,175,680 acres are land.
992,640 acres are water. The Federal Government controls 27 665,588 acres
or29.6 % of Montana's land.

“he food producers and the people of Montana who directlv use the
land to produce their products have been immeasurablv burdened by the
Federal Government going into the land business. The Federal Government
has craated ton many agencies and regulations that concern the products
that are produced within the state. The peonle of Montana need to have =
say ~n how the land and water within her borders are aoing to he used. The
actual users, farmers, ranchers, mineral egxplorers, timber industry know
how te use the land and how to protect it whiie at the same time pakino
it peaduce for future generations,

“he keepers of the so01l1 have an excellent record of protection and
saving its potential for posterity.

The Federal Government and it's agencies do not have the expertise to
detérmine what is good for Montana An excellent example of this is the
wilderness areas that have been purposed and desiognated as such, The Federal
Government wasted millions of dollars studying all the Public Domain that
vas 5,000 acres or more to determine if it had the aqualities of their

defination of wilderness areas and wilderness values. They are still wasting



the tag payers money when they plan to carry these proposals on with
protests, study groups, and court proceedings. The land users pay for
the Federal Government doing something that they don't want them to do,
and they pay for themselves to defend themzelves anainst the dictates
of the Federal Government.

The pecople 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 too little representation at the Federal level with only
four congressmen, to let or expect the Federal Government to make land
use decisions that meet our demands.and concur with our way of thinking,
The Federal Government and their agencies do not have the first hand
krnowledge about the land in Montana.

Montanans know that it takes alot of land to support the economy. We
also know we have to use it well or the returns won't #e there at harvest
time. In Montana , especially the Tivestock and farming industry, the
mining and mineral exploration community and the timber industry as well
as the recreationists and those people concerned with huntina are very
much interested in environmenta! protection rather than perfection.

Here 15 another example of why Montanans should gain control of their

Tand to determine its usage. The Federal Government through the Fish and
Wildlife Service plan to maintain a 20,000 to 26,000 acre praive dog town
on the Charles M. Russell Refuge. While we keepers of the land are tryinﬂ'
to maintain a high level of productivity the Federal Government is layina
waste to these thousands of acres that just twenty vears ago was prime hay

meadows and grazing land.



Or consider the purosal put out by the FWS to fence the CMR Game ranae. What
kind of fence will it take to keep the game onc 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 green feed. The Federal fiovernment is alse
trying to get through Congress several wilderness areas on CMR, These
wilderness areas will tie up with the Bureau of Land Managements wilderness
areas that have reached the final decision stage. The BLM's wilderness areas
are on both the north and south side of the CMR Game Range. There will be
thousands of acres taken out of production if the Federal Government gets
the land but into wilderness areas. The Federal Government is calling for
more and more non-productivity of the Public Domain land,

Montana has to get the right to determine the use of its iands. Montana
tand users have to have the right to set up their own requlations about
land usage. Montanans have the expertise and know how to maintain high
productivity while at the same time protecting 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 mamagement of their

Tand.



WITY GOVERNMENT CONUROLLED TAND iN OUR SPATES 1S TTLFGAT, AND UN=EQUAT, T THE_STATES _

Article TV: Scoction Lll: of the constitdionprovides for the creation of new

states.  The Northwest Ordincnce adopted by (.,()llk]'lO"S July 13, 1787, provides

for all new states that ontor in the union to be on an oqual footing with the

original states in all respoects (whatover) . Therefore, 1t s not vight that

the government should own tand o same states and not an othor states.
AkhkkhkhkhkhkhkhkrhkkhiAxhkhkiAixhkhhk

Article 1: section VI1I: paragraph 17: states that the govermment cannot have

or own property other than the 10 square miles in Washington, D.C. other than

lands for forts, naval bases, coto. needed to defend our country.
Fhrhkhkhkhkkhkhdrhkhhhkkxihhdkhk

Thomas Jefferson said there were not enough chains on our Judicial form of
government.. 1o warned us to watch 1t closely. Tt could become the germ of
dissillusion and gradually get all power working by gravity, moving by day
and by night, gaining a Tittle here and a Littie thore, noiscolessly stopping
Like a thief over Jurisdiction, gobbling it up wnti b albl power should boe
usurped from the states.  To all Ehis Thomas Jelforson said, T am opposcd
because when all government shall be drawn into Washington as a centoer of all
power, it will render helpless the power of checks provided and will become
oppressive as the government of GeorgeTTT that we have separated ourselves
from. This 1s what I.PUAL, Osha, otce. are now doing to us.

ArX Ak hhkhkhk kA hkhkhkhkhhkrhkkkhk
Tt is apparent the size of the government is way out of control. In Geordge
Washington's time, there wore 350 people to help him run the federal government.
Now there arce over 3,000,000 people to help run the government and doing a
good job of bogging down the government. The ration is now more than 100
times groator per capita than in George Washington's time.

AKkAAXkAkkAAhkhkhkrhkhAhhrhkrk

The government was definiteily not to go into business for itself. Yet it now
has over 11,000 businesses and over 700 corporations, most of them running at

a loss to the taxpayers while competing with sound private enterprise.
khkkkkhkhkkkhkhhhkhkihkkhkhkikhk

One example of how expensive and burdensome the government is when it interfers
with the state's business 1o in Phoonix, Arizona. The Salt River floods almost
cvery vear and wipes  out six bridges, domagos property and always snuffs out
lives. The government cach time re~-builds the bridges.  The only bridge that
continues o Lake Che moain Crat e and holds up ander all the river flocd
waters 1s the Carl tayden bridge bullt in the carly 1900's by private enterprise
Yot Congrossman Morse Udall of Arizona, instead of taking care of this shameful
problan in Arizona, comes Lo Montana to holp Congressman Pat Williams to turn
over more land in Beaverheod County oo the foderal government, saying "Woe
know what 15 best for you”  his sounds Tike malors Jaw instoad of PeopTods
law.  No state should wanl congresamcin and senators from 49 other states telling
them how to manage theiv Lands.

kAkAhhkhhhkhkAhkhbhkhrrhhhkkhx

Let's get back to a basic constitutional government. [f Texas can run their
great and larqge state withogr qovernment  intorforonce so can MONTANA! 1!
FARAAkhkAAAAAA KA AA KA AKX &K

“TEsTimoNy - DARLENE +HiLDRETH
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MONTANA ASSOCIATION OF STATE GRAZING DISTRICTS
7 Edwards, Helena, Montana 59601

443-5711

SB 123

Mr. Chairman, membef§>of the/ ommittee, for

I

the record, my name is lS;k»¥ﬂ fk; 24;fé\‘

\ T
representing the Montana Associltion 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 year's
convention regarding the sagebrush rebellion which reads:

WHEREAS the encroachment of Federal land policy
decisions has become burdensome to the economic development
of 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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| Route 1 - Box 401
l AGRICULTURAL PRESERVATION ASSOCIATION Bozeman, Mt 59715

Uy, Chalrman, and Hembers of the Committee

v name is Jess Kiljore, Three Torka, llontona, I am a rancher and presently
the President of the Apricultural Preservation Associntion of Gallatin
County, renerally known as A, D, A,

In addition I have been avthorirzed to speak as a proponent of S.D. 123
hy the following prounss

Stillwater County Arricultural Legicledive Association

Sweet Crass County Preservation Association

Paprls County Lepislative Association

Ve believe in the follouing conceptsi

That Federal ownership of huge amounts of the land of Hontana and
nanaced by an eastern bureaucracy diminishes those rirhts,

That ownership of those lands by the State of Hontana will increase
the nmultiple use concept relating to Apriculture, Energy Production, Forest
Products Indugtry and Recreation and Wildlife habitat,

That the published statement in the press by the Hontana Vildlife
Federation and others charging that the land will be sold or despoiled are filse.

That the L1111 svecifically states that the broad multiple use concento
for all public use will be enhanced rather than diminished and specifically
authorizes and instructs the Lepislature to so maintaln it, to charpe that
the rirhts of the Public to access and full use of the lands will be denied
is to publicly c¢laim 'no confidence" in the Hontana State Lepislators,

That the cost of administerins the lands are well within the capabilities
of the State of liontana since the hure cost of a larpe Federal Dureaucracy

will be eliminated,
4 ;
e
e N ,
‘ 4\ :

> Jess HKilrore
President « A, 'y A,




Mr. Chelrmen:

I8m Lorreine Gillies; my hustend ena I operete the femily
cattle rench on Upper Rock Creek, West of Philipsturg, and our children
will be the fourth generation on this rench.

I speek in strong support of 5B 122. As lendowner &s well

o=int cut that mueh cuare has been

L

gs recre&tlonist, T would like to
teken to see thet the public lénds in qqestion, some 2% million acres

in the Stete of Montensz,cen better be manesed Lty those who héve the
interest of our stete at heart. The Federel Government hes controlled
these lends &nd those in 10 other Western Stetes with ligtle or no
regerd for the wishes of those closest to the lends.

The multiple-use concept of this blll assures thet &ll interests
will be considered, &¢nd only an sct of the leglislature, followlng hear-
Ings in the affected countlies, wlll allow sale of any land. Thils
precludes "blg money interests" or "land Bsrons" snetching up public
lands. Surely we in Montene cén more intelllgently menewge our lends
then cen the politiclens &nd burecucrats from the populous Eastern
Stetes.

The obvious intent of SE 12% 18 the protection of all that we
Montensgns hold desr--the conservation &nd protectlon of the weéter sheds,
willdlife habilitet, +nd the historic, scenlc, recrectionsl and netural
velues, The mencgement of the fore:e lénds for livestock &s vell es
gor gome 1s & vitel concern for the Agriculture Industry. I urge those
who fear the passepge of thils bill will result in the so-ceélled repe of
the public lends to ceérefully conslder the intent of the bill, which 1is
to glve beck to Monte & what rigchtfully belongs to her people.

Thenk you.
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Testimony on 5 B 123:

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 freedom 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.
It 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 multitude of new offices and sent 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 eat out our substance by destroying that ever
dwindling number 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, erroncous 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
haphazard manner throughout the west?

We turn to the constitution for answers. We see hope. It says that new states will be created on
equal footing with the 13 original states and that the federal government must have the consent of
the state 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 prin ting!
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States born of territories are saddled by attitudes and laws 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 statchood in 1889.

Almost a century had passed since we became a part of the United States and four generations
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 our 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. On the one hand, the legislation said Montana would enter the

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

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

the unappropriated public lands lying within our boundaries which would remain subject to the
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disposition of the United States.

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 has 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 Valch County.

After 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
on.

At the same time, Congressman Carter of Wyoming said, “Thcy want to prevent erosion to save
the land for posterity. I want to say to you that if Secretary Wallace and Secretary lckes were
more interested in the erosions that arc 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 million 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 damned.

We use a little mayic in our prin ting!
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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 Washington, D.C., and within the state are still talking about
cooperation between the federal government 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 Creck area as wilderness potential.
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 any 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, howcver, 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 in the
Jan./Feb. 1981 issue of Montana Outdoors entitled “Bitter Fight Over Bicter 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 on government
strings for the past 178 ycars in an utterly ridiculous, costly and unproductive sideshow.

Aderhold talks about our opposition that scems to defy reason.

He said, “The clues are in the local muscum, in the donated 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 cating tarpapcr,

hunger, snow blindness, abandoned towns, homestead documents and country cemeteries where

certain years dominate. It is a deep ﬂ:cling. It goes down to the roots of partiotism, emotional love,

religious faith and feelings for personal freedom.
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“There are a lot of heartaches and broken dreams scattered about the prairie, many hopes and
spent prayers, much lving 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 VAlley 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 in
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 amounts 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 died.

But the cowboys who came up the trail with the big cattle drives stayed on to acquire a few
head of cattle and plant their roots in Montana territory. They knew better than anyone clse 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 knowledge 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.

The cowboys, sheepmen, waves of homesteaders who scattered across the prairies and mer-

chants who formed communities prepared the foundation for a future society, a state economy.

Our museum does reflect our ficrce loyalty to those pioneers because, although they are dead,
the land they nurtured into production lives, the communities they built sustain us, the lifestyle
they established fulfill us.
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It seems reasonable to defend and preserve that which they established.

What does defy reason is cutting grazing 33 percent on CMR and expanding prairic dogs to
10,000 acres.

What defies reason is to consider reserving 59,112 acres on Bitter Creek for an occasional
backpacher who secks 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 are 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.

BLM Manual 6320 is the key to eliminating cattle without direct reference to the critters
because it provides the basis for placing both reservoits 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 acieved. 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 dropping 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 in 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 who produce new wealth from renewable resources. We
know the only new wealth injected into the collapsing veins of this economy comes from those

raw materials of the land.
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This is sick government. In its incoherent delivium it has mandated that its troops move 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 from Benjamin Franklin, Thomas Jefferson, John Adams. John Hancock and
a host of others who said, “All experience hath shown that mankind arc most disposed to suffer
while evils are sufferable than to right themsclves by abolishing the forms to which they are
accustomed. But when a long train of abuses and 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 accepting the respon-
sibility for full statehood to provide new guards for our future security.

We would do well to remember what President Ronald Reagan said in his inaugural address:

“The federal government did not create the states, the states created the federal government.”

We use a iittle magic in our printing!
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THE SAGEBRUSH REBELLION! WHAT IS IT? WHO CARES? WHO SHOULD CARE?

SAGEBRUSH REBELLION IS THE WAME GIVEWN BY THE NEWS MEDIA TO THE MOVEMENT BY THE WESTERN
STATES TO RECLAIM AS THEIR OWH, MUCH OF THE FEDERALLY CONTROLLED LAND WITHIN THEIR BORDERS.
ONE THIRD OF THE WATION'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 OVERWHELMING MAJORITY OF THAT LAND IS IN THE ELEVEN WESTERN STATES AND ALASKA. AS
EXAMPLE: 96% OF ALASKA IS FEDERAL LAND, YOU HAVE ALL READ WHAT HAPPENED IN ALASKA, THEY
ARE EVEN CONSIDERING CECESSION FROM 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 BILL TO THE NEVADALEGISLATURE WHICH SET UP A VEHICLE TO CHALLENGE FEDERAL OWNERSHIP
AND CONTROL OF PUBLIC LANDS WITHIN THE STATE. THE BILL IS BASED ON THO LEGAL ARGUMENTS:
THE UNITED STATES CONSTITUTION GIVES THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT THE RIGHT TO OWN LAND --"WITH
THE CONSENT OF THE STATE LEGISLATURE, IT MAY HOLD LAND FOR THE ERECTION OF FORTS, MAGA-
ZINES, ARSENALS, UOCK 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."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 REGION 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 "IT IS BECOMING APPARENT THAT "COHN'S

LAW IS HAVING AN EFFECT ON THE SAGEBRUSH REBELLIONY "FOR THOSE WHO DO NOT KNOW WHAT COHJj's
LAW IS; IT IS THE MORE TIME YOU SPEND REPORTING ON WHAT YOU ARE DOING, THE LESS TIME YOU
HAVE TO DO ANYTHING. STABILITY IS ACHIEVED WHEN YGU SPEND ALL YOUR TIME DOING NOTHING

BUT REPORTING ON THE NOTHING YOU ARE DOING." SO IT SEEMS WITH MUCH OF THE FEDERAL BURBAU-
CRACY, PARTICULARLY IN MANAGEMENT OF OUR PUBLIC LANDS. THE GROWTH OF THE BUREAU OF LAND
MANAGEMENT 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 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 KINGPINS IN
NEW YORK AND THEIR POLITICAL CRONIES IN WASHINGTON WHO WERE MANIPULATING THE MARKETS AND -
STRIKING THE DEALS THAT KEPT THE TOILING LANDSMAN UNDER THUMB. THE WHEAT, TIMBER, THE COPPE
HEADED EAST, THE EMPTY PROMISES AND SHODDY TRADE GOOBS WEST. SINCE ANDREW JACKSON HEADED ™
FOR THE POTOMAC-WESTERN LEADERS HAVE FOUGHT TO LOOSEN THOSE STRANGLING HANDS 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 4
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 PROGRAMS UNDERWRITTEN 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 WEST COAST, HOWEVER DID 0T 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 =
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 FIND OUT HOW THE "GRASS ROOTS" FOLKS FEEL ABOUT THE MANAGEMENT OF THE PUBLIC

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

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
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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 TO 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
PROBABLE EFFECT SUCH A CHANGE WOULD HAVE ON MONTANA AND A CAREFUL AIRING OF ALL SIDES
OF THE DEBATE (hopefully Tong 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 SAME 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 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
GIVEN 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 "losses" back to the 89,200,000 then the cost to

the Forest Service is $116,400,00 instead of 89,200,0007

EVEN IF IT COST THE STATE THE SAME 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 GOVERNMENT
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 AMOUNT OF $31,200,000, AND
THEREFORE, THE COST EFFECTIVENESS OF STATE MANAGEMENT WOULD BE $58,000,L00

THE MONTANA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION DID AN ANALYSIS ON COMPARISON 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 WON'T GO INTO IT NOW, HOWEVER, I‘'M 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 4% 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.



¥ L 5.
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
o, AND DECIDED TO ALLOW THE PUBLLIC LANDS COUNCIL TO COORDINATE FORMULIZATION OF A COALITION
FOR SUPPORT OF A CONCEPT OF STATES RIGHTS-"SAGEBRUSH REBELLION" - IN THE INTERESTS OF ALL
w THE LANDOWNERS AND LAND USERS IN THE STATE OF MONTANA. A CHALLENGE IS BEING EXPRESSED TO
ALL OF YOU HERE TO BECOME IMFORMED ON THE PUBLIC LANDS IN YOUR AREA, HOW THEY ARE BEING
v MANAGED AND HOW YOU WOULD LIKE TO SEE THEM MANAGED: MAKE YOUROWN DECISION AND LET US KNOW
- HOW YOU SEE THIS ISSUE OF THE 'GREAT LAND CONTROL'.
Thank you for the opportunity to talk to you here and ONCE AGAIN - IT'S YOUR LAND AND

ws MY LAND-LET' S TAKE CARE OF IT.

- 11111/
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CHART‘#S

GROSS INCQME TO U.S5. FOREST SERV.CE BY STATE AND BY SOURCES IN 1978.
QOLUMN #5 IS ESTIMATED INCOME TO STATES FOR 1979 FRCM FOREST LANDS

IF ALL U.S. FOREST SERVICE LANDS HAD BEEN IN STATE CWNERSHIP

FOREST SERVICE . INCOME
TOTAL ACRES TIMBER GRAZING ALL OTHER 1978 TOTAL
STATE #1 #2 #3 74 45
Alabama 642,820 1,165,619, 1,014. 155,987, 1,322 ,620.
Alaska 20,594,144 1,209,089, 10. 119,386. 1,328,585,
Arizona 11,270,325 11,851,077, 1,798,765, 742,423, 14,392,265,
Arkansas 2,469,314 5,069, 318. 11,326, 1,203,031, 0,283,675,
Califormia 20,359,362 156,131,792, 590,763, 5,439,125, 162,161,620,
Colcrado 14,388,911 584,904, 1,121,393, 2,121,066, 3,827,393,
Coanecticut 10
Florida 1,083,479 2,528,481, 10,429, 641,068, 3,179,078,
Georgia - 858,646 2,028,001, 2,338, 32,984, 2,113,323,
Idaho 20,410,637 27,425,063, 939,872, 528,473. 28,893,408,
Illinois 257,815 1,016, 62,726, 63,742,
Indiana 182,838 118,305, 29,73%6. 148,041,
Kansas 107,700
Kentucky 662,387 8,532, 2. 172,124, 180,728,
Louisiana 397,032 7,740,892, 9,071, 348,407, 8,098,370,
Maine 51,442 17,926. 19,360, 37,286,
Michigan 2,713,675 974,053, 454,181, 1,428,240,
\linnesota 2,794,467 303,738, 276,706, 380,444,
Mississippi 1,129,689 13,384,122, 5,446, 1,702,714. 15,092,282,
Vissouri 1,457,224 290,162. 9,672, 6,527,323, 6,827,657.
Mircana 16,768,524 16,738,425, 818,051, 498,129, 18,074,606, .
Nebraska 351,499 160, 385, 18,487. 178,872,
Nevada 5,143,270 236,033, 388,463, 293,945, 918,441.
New Hanpshire 683,193 259,025, 279, 744. 538,769,
agggyﬁggico 9,244,709 5,146,180, 1,108,510, 464,254, 6,718,244,
“York 13,23
torth Carolina 1,135,568 486 ,668. 160,931. ©47,399.
North Dakota 1,105,585
Chio 170,421 129,756, 28,949, 158,685,
(klahcma 291,326 826,120, 986. 37,940, 865,056,
Oregm 15,605,290 330,040,189, 623,271, 1,221,410, 231,834,870,
Pennsylvania 308,286 1,404,689, 165,801, 1,570,490,
Pwerto Rico 27,846 1,624, 14,144, 15,768.
South Carolina 607,568 5,560,179, 33,680, 5,593,339,
South Dakota 1,995,077 1,524,337, 141,033, 134,012, 1,799,432,
Tenuessee ©621,110 252,814. 89,015, 342,729,
Texas 781,601 3,165,763, 6,241, 214,397, 3,386,506,
Utan 8,045, 809 894,686, 769,745, 797,756, 2,462,167,
Vertont 266,012 62,022, 92, 74,968, 137,082,
Virginia 1,609,784 208,714. 1,510. 224,026, 334,250,
Virgin Islands 147
Washington 3,096,709 98,860,416, 148,807, 633,717, 99,042,940,
Yest Virginia 963,35 148,033. 3,769. 318,619, 472,441,
Wisconsin 1,495,120 915,854, ’ 190,032, 1,105,886,
Wyoming 9,252,329 1,347,320, 713,722, 334,395, 2,795,637,
TOTAL 187,845,637
NOIES: 1. Tinber receipts are generally allocated to the states and cownties cn a

25-75 split.

2. Mineral receipts are allocated to states by BLM,

~

SCURCE: Unpublished Peport of the Forest Service - 1978,

There are excepticns, i.e., C & C lands, Coos Bay lands.

3. Grazing receipts are allcocated on sane authority as BLM erployees,
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NAME: 2 ¢ ¢ BT DATE: o |

ADDRESS: [ .- -ow g7

+>

PHONE:

REPRESENTING WHOM? . ', . T T R

s -
APPEARING ON WHICH PROPOSAL: %jf,f f;mJﬁk

DO YOU:  SUPPORT?__ % AMEND? OPPOSE?

PLEASE LEAVE ANY PREPARED STATEMENTS WITH THE COMMITIIT Crosmiss



THE SAGEBRUSH REBELLION! WHAT IS IT? WHO CARES? 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 THE FEDERALLY CONTROLLED LAND WITHIN THEIR BORDERS.
ONE THIRD OF THE WATION'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 OVERWHELMING MAJORITY OF THAT LAND IS IN THE ELEVEN WESTERN STATES AND ALASKA. AS
EXAMPLE: 90% OF ALASKA IS FEDERAL LAND, YOU HAVE ALL READ WHAT HAPPENED IN ALASKA, THEY
ARE EVEN CONSIDERING CECESSIOH FROM 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 BILL TO THE NEVADALEGISLATURE WHICH SET UP A VEHICLE TO CHALLENGE FEDERAL OWNERSHIP
AND CONTROL OF PUBLIC LANDS WITHIN THE STATE. THE BILL IS BASED ON TWO LEGAL ARGUMENTS:
THE UNITED STATES CONSTITUTION GIVES THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT THE RIGHT TO OWN LAND --"WITH
THE CONSENT OF THE STATE LEGISLATURE, IT MAY HOLD LAND FOR THE ERECTION OF FORTS, MAGA-

ZINES, ARSENALS, DOCK YARDS, AND OTHER NEEDFUL BUILDINGS". ASSEMBLYMAN RHOADS STATES
THAT HE THINKS THE CONSENT SHOULD EXTEWD 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 REGION 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 "IT IS BECOMING APPARENT THAT "COHN'S

LAW IS HAVING AN EFFECT ON THE SAGEBRUSH REBELLIONY "FOR THOSE WHO DO NOT KNOW WHAT COHK'S
LAW IS; IT IS THE MORE TIME YOU SPEND REPORTING ON WHAT YOU ARE DOING, THE LESS TIME YOU
HAVE TO DO ANYTHING. STABILITY IS ACHIEVED WHEN YOU SPEND ALL YOUR TIME DOING NOTHING

BUT REPORTING O THE NOTHING YOU ARE DOING." SO IT SEEMS WITH MUCH OF THE FEDERAL BURBAU-
CRACY, PARTICULARLY IN MANAGEMENT OF OUR PUBLIC LANDS. THE GROWTH OF THE BUREAU OF LAND
MANAGEMENT IS STAGGERING, NOT TO MENTION THE PARALLEL GROWTH OF THE FOREST SERVICE. RINGLING
ALSO COMMEWTED 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 LAND AND KNOW THE LAND,

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



r

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 KINGPINS IN
NEW YORK AND THEIR POLITICAL CRONIES IN WASHINGTON WHO WERE MANIPULATING THE MARKETS AND -

STRIKING THE DEALS THAT KEPT THE TOILING LANDSMAN UNDER THUMB. THE WHEAT, TIMBER, THE COPPE®:

HEADED EAST, THE EMPTY PROMISES AND SHODDY TRADE GOOBS WEST. SINCE ANDREW JACKSON HEADED %
FOR THE POTOMAC-WESTERN LEADERS HAVE FOUGHT TO LOOSEN THOSE STRANGLING HANDSAND 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 “

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

it ai

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

BUILDING PROJECTS OF THAT TIME, THE MANY FARM PROGRAMS UNDERWRITTEN 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 WEST COAST, HOWEVER DID {i0T NECES- ﬁ
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  wa
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 FIND OUT HOW THE "GRASS ROOTS" FOLKS FEEL ABOUT THE MANAGEMENT OF THE PUBLIC

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 HMUCH AS ANY- e

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

i

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 TO 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
PROBABLE EFFECT SUCH A CHANGE WOULD HAVE ON MONTANA AND A CAREFUL AIRING OF ALL SIDES
OF THE DEBATE (hopefully Tlong 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 SAME 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 ADYOCACY OF SELLING PUBLIC LANDS TO INDIVIDUALS.

THE MONTANA 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
GIVEN 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 "losses" back to the 89,200,000 then the cost to

the Forest Seriice is $116,400,00 instead of 89,200,0007

EVEN IF IT COST THE STATE THE SAME 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 GOVERNMENT
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 AMOUNT OF $31,200,000, AND
THEREFORE, THE COST EFFECTIVENESS OF STATE MANAGEMENT WOULD BE $58,000,000

THE MONTANA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION DID AN ANALYSIS ON COMPARISON 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 WON'T GO INTO IT NOW, HOWEVER, I'M 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-"SAGEBRUSH REBELLION" - IN THE INTERESTS 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 'GREAT LAND CONTROL'.

Thank you for the opportunity to talk to you here and ONCE AGAIN - IT'S YOUR LAND AND

w MY LAND-LET' S TAKE CARE OF IT.

- 111111
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GROSS INCOME TO U.S. FOREST SERV .(E BY
COLUMN #5 IS ESTIMATED INCOME TO STATES FOR 1979 FROM FOREST LANDS

STATE AND BY SOUPCES IN 1978.

IF ALL U.S. FOREST SERVICE LANDS HAD BEEN IN STATE CWNERSHIP
FCREST SERVICE _NOOME
TOTAL ACTES TIMBER GRAZING ALL OTHER 1978 TOTAL
STATE 71 #2 43 #4 45
Alabama 642,820 1,165,619 1,014, 155,987. 1,322,620,
Alaska 20,594,144 1,209,089, 10. 119,886. 1,328,585,
Arizena 11,270,325 11,351,077 1,798,765. 742,423, 14 392,260.
Arkansas 2,469,314 5,069, 318, 11,326, 1,203,031, ,~83 675,
Califomia 20,359,362 156 131,792, 390,763, 5,439,125, 162,161,680,
Colcrado 14,338,911 584,934. 1,121,393, 2,121,066, 3,827,393,
Cocanecticut 10
Florida 1,083,479 2,528,481, 10,429, 641 ,068. 3,179,978,
Ceorgia - 858,646 2,028,001, 2,338, 32,984, 2,113,323,
Icano 20,410,637 27,425,063. 939,872, 528,473, 28,893,408,
[1linois 257,815 1,016. 62,726, 63,742,
Indiana 182,858 118,305, 29,73, 145,041,
Kansas 107,700
Kentucky 662, 387 8,532, 2, 172,194, 180,728,
Louisiana 997,032 7,740,892, 9,071, 348,407, 8,098,370,
Maine 51,442 17,926, 19,360, 37,286,
Michigan 2,713,675 974,059, 454,181, 1,428,240,
\innesota 2,794,467 203,738, 276,706, 280,444,
Mississippi 1,139,689 13,384,122, 5,446, 1,702,714, 15,092,282,
\issouri 1,457,224 290,162, 9,672, 6,527,323, 6,827,657,
M#rcana 16,768,524 16,758,426, 818,051, 498,129, 18,074,606 -
Nebraska 351,499 160, 385. 18,487, 178,872,
Nevada 5,143,270 236,033. 388,463. 293,945, 913,441.
New Hampshire 683,193 259,025, 279,744, 538,769,
aga%WMEEiCO 9,244,709 5,146,180, 1,108,510, 464,254, 6,718,944,
FYork 13,232
Horth Carolina 1,155,368 486,668, 160,931. ©47,399.
North Dakota 1,105,385
Chio 170,421 129,736, 28,949, 158,685,
klahoma 291,226 826,120. 986, 37,940, 865,054,
Orego 15,605,290 330,040,189, 623,271, 1,221,410, 231,884,870,
Pennsylvania 308,386 1,404,689, 165,801. 1,570,490,
Pwerto Rico 27,846 1,624, 14,144, 15,768.
South Carolina 607,568 3,560,179, 33,680, 5,593,859,
South Dakota 1,965,077 1,324,337. 141,033. 134,012, 1,799,432,
Tennessee 621,110 252,314, 89,015, 342,729,
Texas 781,601 3,165,768, 6,241, 214,397, 3,386,506,
Utan 3,045,869 3894 ,686. 769,745, 797,756, 2,462,167,
Verzxat 266,012 62,022, 92, 74,968, 137,082,
Virginia 1,609,784 208,714, 1,510. 224,026, 534,250,
Virgin Islands 147
Washington 9,09 ,709 98,860,416. 148,807, 633,717, 99,642,940,
Yest Virginia 963,35 148,053, 3,769. 318,619, 472,441,
Wiscansin 1,495,120 915,854, 190,032, 1,105,883,
Wyoming 9,252,329 1,547,520, 712,722, 534,395, 2,795,637,
TOTAL 187,845,657
NOT=S: 1. Tinber receipts are generally allocated to the states and cownties on a

25-75 split. There are excepticns, i.e., C & C lands, Coos Ray lands.
2. Mineral receipts are allocated to states by BLM,
3. GCrazing receipts are allocated on sane authority as

SCURCE: Unpublished Peport of the Forest Service - 1978.

BLAM erplovees,
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MR.CHALRMAN, and MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE: 4 Fbjnﬁtﬁ Hictv
@& T?Lé) )?)00(&, OCA
For the record, I am Chas. A. Banderob of Ballantine, Montana.7ie LasT /7
1 am President of the Montana Senior Citizens Association. /?auAaJkﬁ.<7} CaiTh-2
AL§o Paes, HunTley Prof R Local * Westany A TiolN, ON Enee /?cu.(;e )
1f we are going to REBEL, let's Rebel on behalf of people - not
SAGEBRUSH. All of we Senior Citizens find that we cannot take our land
with us when we go beyond the rainbow. We also tind that in all too
many cases we cannot sell it to small operators or to young people, as
they do not have the buying power. It is virtually only the big operators
or money lenders who can buy ik. We are fast becoming a Nation of land-
less people, People without land are a wandering people. A Nation of o Wl
wandering people is a Faltering nation. Yed sk See jhe Jremw saeaalipre @of T o
Y The Sadway v My Severel.
The Pentagon tribe say the West is expendable. They had proposed man's/L5P Mirde
greatest blunder, a vast series of lMobile Missels - the MX - for a very(/face Tracks
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
now they are planning to place them elsewhere.

I have a Map here that shows them all over Montena, in such places as
Billings, Bozeman and Helena, as well as others. 1 also have an article
from the Montana Farmer-Stockman that says the HX should go to Sea. Ta
gather a Billion dollars together, you have 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 major 0il Companies, Enerqy
Conglomerates, and Military Hardware Manufacturers are making 2-3 and more
Billion dollars net cach year. They are the ones who will buy the Sage-
brush, along with most of the industry and natural resources. Most States
have plundered their State lands, tlontana is one of a few (3 I believe)
who have kept their State School lands intact.

I can recall a period of years following another Military operation
when the Counties had to take over so much land for back taxes that the
FEDERAL Covernment had to come in and buy the land from the Counties to
bail them out, Not the STATE, but the Federal Government. I recall another
period not so long ago when the Indians lands on the reservations was being
sold under supervised sale for as little as $1.00 to $5.00 per acre, and
we had to call on Congress - not the States - to place a ten year morator-
ium on the Sale of Indian land., This same lund today has thousands of
dollars worth of coul, oil and gas under ENMwch of 7 Pt ficy e .



YES, the Public Domain should be kept intact for all of the people
under the supervision of the Federal Government. If the large cattle
operators do not like the terms of their leases they should step aside
and let the smaller cattlemen, with less 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 Rebel on behalf of the people - NOT SAGEBRUSH!

Thank you,
" S ) 1 )
(Lt f] Deveclinat

Chas. A. Banderob, President
Montana Senior Citizens Ass'n.

Agricurtural producténnais the only creation of new wealth. Field,Forest and Sea.

In 1978 the total net\QESiits extracted out of the American economy, was jUst
exactuly equal to the total worth of agricuture's production. $108. Billion.

Net profits do not empleoy one single person during the time they are gathered.

Then they go out and buy up our industries and natural resources, and people.
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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
nol concern itself with the personal dangers and economic hardships
which may be inflicted on people in “a little developed area™ — it is
all for a good cause.

Well, some of those “isolated™ folk (in Nevada and Utah) questicn
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 determined to halt
“the largest public works project ever,” which many believe to be
technologically 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-

“tect. Paradoxically,vt,he U.S. Navy was testing what many believe to
be a better defense system about 20 years ago. Called HYDRA, it is &
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 surface ships or sub-
merged submarines. Launched by simply dropping them into the wa-
ter, the mnissiles attain a vertical floating position prior to firing.
Reportedly, performance is enhanced by the water’s buoyancy assist.

Because any number of missiles could be launched simultaneously
from both concealed and cruising ships, they could provide 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 on them than would be the case with MX. More important.
the potential for sparing US. cities — and lives — would be greatly
increased with a systern 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 successful launchings, including
placement of scientific payloads into orbit.

Those who live in the Southwest and points downwind just might
sleep a little easier, too.-~ E.W. Ramsey
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MONTANA 4X4 ASSOCIATION, INC.

January 26, 1981

Senator Harold Dover, Chairman
Senate Natural Resources Committee

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, my name is Steven E. Slagle, and I'm
appearing before you today as chairman of the Land and Legisiation 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 1ife who enjoy
hunting, fishing and numerous other outdoor activities with a special love
for backcountry exploration by four-wheel drive vehicles.

I would Tike 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 Government's management of public Tands. Specifically, we are
concerned about the restriction of access to a limited group of public land users,
interference in legally permissable 0il, 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 Tands
would be improved, but quite possibly intensified. Second, the state bureaucracy
is 111 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.



Testimony of Steven E. Slagle
Page 2

The consensus of the membership of the Montana 4X4 Association is that the
problems of Federal management of public Tands should be an ongoing dialogue,
with hope that we can modify some of their policies. However, 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 opportunity to appear
before you today and to voice our opinions of the management of public Tands.

We respectfully request that you give Senate Bill 123 a DO NOT PASS Recommendation
and leave our public Tands in the hands of the public.

Thank You,

Respectfully Submitted

=g N

Steven E. Slagle, Chairman
Land and Legislation Committee
Montana 4X4 Association, Inc.



Box 1176, Helena, Montana

JAMES W. MURRY ZiP CODE 59601 Room 100 ~“Steamboat Block
EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 406 442-1708 616 Helena Ave

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 Tands
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 Tike 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 Tands 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 Montana 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 Tonger be
public lands. Their concern is for the accessability of themselves and their
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 [ omsrawm a4



Senate Bill 123 ~2 - January 26, 1981 -

any form of the so-called "sagebrush rebellion" and urge you to give Senate

Bill 123 a "do not pass" recommendation.

RESOLUTION #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 Tands 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 1
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 1ikely to be able to
afford them; and

WHEREAS, the eventual owners of lands would be those who would Tike to profit most
for themselves and not the public; and 1

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 called "sagebrush rebeliion"
as a land grab scheme for the wealthy; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that we forward a copy of this resolution to the AFL-CI0 '
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



8 ~123 Hewring Jen 26,1981

Senutor Dover, Members of the Commitiee, Lucdlies wnd Gentlemen:

I om Doris Milner frowm Humilton, kt. cnd I cm testifying on behlf of
mysef& and the thousund members vi tne Montina wilderness associdtiun

heuwdquurtered in Helenw.

The .ssoci:tion's pogition on the pro.vsed ch o nyc of ownership wnd m nige-
ment of some of the public lunas in lLivntuna stems from busic objectives
of the orgenizetion wmong which cre:
(1)To enlist public support in « Lontana prosr.m for clossific.tion
and preservetion of wun wdequile sysvem I wilderness ore:s (o serve
the educctionul, recre. tionul, seenic , gcicentific, conserv. tional,
and historical nceds of the people, now wnd in the futurc.
8123 recommends inroads into this syutem in section 2.(d).The Gre.t
Begr wilderness, the iuattlesnike vildeiness, welcome Creek, nu
the Chirlie Rusgell Nation.l wildlife Refu e would be wiped out.
(2)To aencourage o« lend ethic th.t colls for wrews where frms of life
other thun mun can work out thelr destinics with @ winiwum of human
interference.

5 123 agein Sec. 2 (d] threateus the lond o oge for nuturtl cummun—
ities. Development hes « w.y of interfcyin; with nuturel comm-
unities. Second, Stete linds wre to bo minged, under liw, for the
highest monetary return. This would underline the busic direction
ifrom the stute for development, not prescrv.tion.

(3)To estublish o bolanced outdoor reecrc ti.n progrem on public lund
including both wilderness «nd nonwilderncss.
tyoerection is wn @cknowleu jed wnd wecepted use off our feder 1
public lunds. It is one of the "multi.le uses" divefed Tor A-z—;twna/
Forests.The econumics of recre: tion on our Tederel linds indicates
thet recrection is an expcnse, & l.rzge one, thut the Feder.l
Government piclis up. To continue such prugr;mé?é%i%'%zg’yublic
enjoys touduy, would luy wn intoler:ible burden on the people of
i¥ntana. A cise in point: Ravelii vounty hes somed,112,020 wcres
of feder.l lapﬁ;ﬁome 73,0 of the totdl 1.1d wrew. For the fisc: 1
yeur 1980,N?g$enues totuled $1,009,30u while the operating uiget
was $4,474,200, In cuse ol treasier of ownershiy, who will pick
up the tab? If Stite meney ig not wveilable would the ne.t step
not be putting it on tne block?



Many of us remember bick in 1964 when the Con reos ordered the fourth
public lund study. The fourth sincc 18379, .iter ncirly 6 yours the rublic
Lund Luw Review Commission deliverod o report to the lresident. whilc -
the Cummission wes working on ilu wegsurt ivs work waé&%ﬂ%efnlly foilowed
by several user grouussgrazing, mining, btimber-.nd congerv..tionintu, whe
Nuetural Resovurces Council of .cmcrica set up in 1907 its own coummission to
keep tubvls on congervition isoucs involved 1o thie reviow.at o meceting -
in 1968 the Council .resented w ot touent to the Jommission., vome oi its
polinuts wre most pertinent to this resent moven abs

Our public Llinds or¢ a contrdst of continent.l extremes cnu n.o burdgl
weulth., Yhey cre 4 crosg section of suerica. Dispive alffcreuces in
their locetion end priuwry V.., bhe nmilliocns ol cereg oi puslic -
lands huve o goumon bond, « wmubtuwe lity ol purpusc. Lhey wre owacdby,
sduinistered for, wvnd wvailoble to w1l of the people.  Thelr .duin-
igtrotive roationed is the public good, whetaor the lunds wure ucvoiced
muainly t0 scenic ingpirution end recve: tivnul retfreshment, netioncl
defense und security, or the yproduction wnd vxtroction ol resources.
Directly «nd indirecely, tneir benefits wnd thedir vilucs flow to all
or the peo.le. g

Fublie lunds are of inestimuble velue. They comprise notion: 1 for-
ests wnd purks, grezing districte, wildlife refuces wnd gume ron os, ™
They protect watersheds nd orvoduce wieter. Lhey supply forasce Dor live
stock and o0il wnd wminer:ls. rhey proviae reserv. s for precervation
of niutur.l wnd scenic wonders. They furnicsh sites for conmpin: ond

hunting «nd other recrec.tiovn. Yhelr continucs und in.roved product-
ion of humun benerits 1s the poincry ool o ¢l1l congerv. Lion— mind=-
ed citilzens.

A

-
This is an ur ;ent «nd timely oul bociuse we no longer h:ve now lands
to pioneer. There wre no noco Loresuv:, no new cure nw nd noburad
likes, no new plepes to turn to when misusced 1. nd becomes unproduct— e
ive. we must moke do with win L we hove, to uns 16 more raliy tund with
less waste., A rupldly expenaing popul ti.n ond win inaove tive inaust-
riul technology wr. mexing vest demunds wgeinst public wnd privete g
lund wlike. Only the public londe, for the wmool port, cre susceptbible
to uniform resources menes weant ond crotection prosrims thoat cin be
relicd on to produce continuing recl cnd dnsecasible benefits Lfor s
w.ny of our people. '

The Montana wilderness . socl. tion heourtily endoesces the wbove vords gnd;é
equally he: rtily rejccts eny eflorts to remove Lrom feder 1 jukiso. clion
our public landg,

RS
S$123 seems almost frivilous. Wo substined® no mw ndite from o brocd publis

Ruther, it scems tu be un wtten;t to intimideie our public lond men oo .

wwh recommen.s biotl inste . d of cround sluicin: the puklie's cirtori ht,

the Legislature set in motiungrrVLuw crocess of exsoting resul. tions

thet burden the public in ity w.

S bee resows s Lnd see't di Loouc

end cooperction witin the wulic o mnd 1 0o ors.

s



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 is stiJl held in high regard as
America's first and foremost authority on the 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 ownership. Through

soll conservation, reclamation, selective harvesting and reforestation,

we can continue to provide lumber, peper, pastures, hydropower,

irrigation and recreation for the good of all Americans.
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The Policy Committee was created Ly the Montana Democratic FParty's
Executive Board in Novembor of 1979 to assist in the developing of ideas
and the gatheving of information on the critical issues facing Montana in
the 30's.

; This Issuc Brief was prepared by the Policy Committee and is not
necessarily an official party stalemznt. [t is, however, consistent with
past parity positions. This 1s a background and informational paper meant
to provide a greater undevstanding of this issue for Democratic candidates
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and members of the Mowbana Derocratie Parvtby.

ROOM303 STEAMBOATBLOCK » P.O.BOX 802« HELENA MONTANA 59601 ¢ (406) 442-9520
' 519381 Moatana Denocratic Central Committec



THE SAGEBRUSH REBELLION: THE WRONG APPROACH

What Is The Sagebrush Rebellion?

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 aimed primarily at the 174 millicn acres of public land administered
by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and secondarily at the Forest Service (USFS)
and smaller land manaqging agencies of the feders! government .

The rebellion 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 could 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 taw 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
public control of the public's lTand. 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 tnhe 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 with the intent of "plundering the west" 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 Taws 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 owned by the people of the United States and
administered by the federal government. After the American Revolution, the lands
from the Appalachian Mountains west to the Mississippi River were claimed by seven
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of the 13 original states. However, because this tand was "wrestled fromn the
comnon enemy by the blood and treasury of all of the thirteen states,” it was
considercd the common property of all the states (Journal of Congress, VI, October
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 Union.

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 the public
domain. Florida was ceded to the United States from Spain in 1819 after several
negotiations and an armed intervention in western Florida by American troops.

Table I: Origins of the Public Domain

‘ ot Total
Date of Millions U.S. Land
Acquisition e Pores Area

1781-1802 Cession by Original States 237 10.2
1803 Louisiana Purchase 560 24.2
1819 Florida Purchase 46 2.0
1846 Oregon Compromise 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 Management, 1980.

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.

The 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 percent of the land
area in the United States. From this total 34.6 million acres were subtracted
for private claims. The western states of Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado,
Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Oreqon, Washington and Wyoming were formed
out of these lands.

Today the federal government adiministers about 765 million acres of public
land. Over 312 million acres are managed by the National Park Service, the Forest
Service, the Bureau of Indian Affairs, the Fish and Wildlife Service, the Bureau
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of Reclamation, Departinent of Defense, Department of State, Department of Energy,
the Tennessece Valley Authorily and the Nationa! Acronaulics and Space Administra-
tion. The remaining 453 million acres of national resource lands are administlered
by the Bureau of !and Management and comprise the public domain. Approximately
300 million acres of public land are in Alaska.

Almost two-thirds of the land in MNevada, half of Utah and nearly half of New
Mexico and Wyoming are under public ownership. Significant portions of California,
Idaho, Arizona, Oregon, Colorado and Montana are also federally controlled. Of the
original 1.8 billion acres of public domain, 1.1 billion has been appropriated. The
sagebrush rebellion is aimed at these unappropriated public lands.

How Has the Public's Land been Managed?

The history of federal Tand policies was based on the view that, at Teast
until the 1900's, land was viewed as wilderness that ought to be free to the person
wno subdued jt. The amount of land allowed to each person was hotly debated, but
it was agreed that land was a just reward for the nerson who redeemed it from its
wild state. Land had been essentially free because it was abundant--no one could
imagine limits on the amount of Tand. If it became depleted of timber, minerals
or soil, it was easy to move on to a new area. During this time there were no
real policies directing the management of the public domain, only a series of
expedient actions that, when gathered together, could be called public land policy.
This was based on the premise that settlement was desirable above all other consid-
erations.

In 1879 the Public tands Commission was astablished to assess the condition
of the public domain and improve land dispositions. Twelve years later the Forest
Reserve Act of 1891 withdrew Tands from settlement and exploitation. These with-
drawals formed the basis of the Forest Resarves which 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. HMinerals not managed under the Mining Law of 1372
were managed under a Teasing 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 for Alaska, with the intent of classifying,
developing, improving and conserving public lands.

Hith the onsct of the 1900's people began to realize that there were in fact
Timits to the amount of land available as well as on the carrying capacity of
specific lands. Men such as Theodore Roosevelt, Gifford Pinchott, Jdohn Wesley
Powell, H.J. McGee, F.H. Newell, and B.E. Barrow 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 upon the people the importance of
the conservation of natural resources which, without exception, had been used without
regard to the limits of their supply. It was from this basis that 234 million acres
of land was withdrawn from the public domain. The 1900's signaled the end of the era
of "laissez faire" philosophy that dominated the approach of the government and the
public to the public domain. HNew policies based on the concept of “scientific man-
agement” and multiple use and sustained yield of public lands became the foundation
for present day Tland management. National policy, until the turn of the century,
had been centered on the disposal of the public domain. As understanding of the
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Timits of Tand, resources and, in many cases, their nanrenewablity grew, disposition
was replaced by scientific management and conservation. Table II, below, shows how
much of the public domain was given away or sold.

Table II: Disposition of the Original Public Domain-1781 to 1977

~to Private Interests , Million Acres

Confirmed as Private Land Claims 34
Granted to Veterans as Military Bounties 61
Granted or Sold to Homesteaders 287
Sold under the Timber and Stone Act 14
Sold under the Timber Culture Act ’ 11
Sold under the Desert Land Act 10
Granted to Railroad Corporations 94
Disposed of in other ways * 302

TOTAL 813

to States for:

Support of Common Schools 78
Reclamation of Swamp Lands 65
Construction of Railroads 37
Support of Other Institutions and Schools 21
Canals and Rivers 6
Construction of Wagon Roads 3
Alaska Statehood Act ** 104
other purposes 14
[OTAL 328

TOTAL DISPOSITION 1,041
RIGINAL PUBLIC DOMAIN 1,837
AREA REMAINING IN PUBLIC OWNERSHIP 796

*cniefly by public, private and pre-emptive sales, and through
mineral entries, scrip locations and sales of lots and sites.
**af this total, 36 million acres were conveyed by 9/30/77.

source: Bureau of Land Management, Public Land Statistics, 1977.

The Grazing Service and General Land Office were combined in 1946 to form the
Bureau of Land Management (BLM). The passage of the Federal Land Policy and Manage-
ment Act (FLPMA) in 1976 gave the BLM a Tegal mandate as a land managing agency
instead of a land disposal agency. The formalization of BLM's multiple use and
sustained yield mandate is another source of contention of the proponents of the
sagebrush rebellion.



Sagebrush Rebellion
page 5

Table IV: Changes in Management of Public Land Acquisitions
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source: Bureau of Land Management, Public Land Statistics, 1977.

Arguments For and Against the Sagebrush Rebellion

zan Rhodes, proponent and author of the original Nevada. sagebrush rebellion
bill, claims that "the pcople resent Washington, D.C. comin' out here with a packet
of regulations tellin' us what we can do." Rhodes called the federal government
that "perfidious absentee landlord on the Potomac.” He claims "all we are asking
is for equal justice." He contends that because the majority of remaining public
land is in the West that "the Yest is a colony of the Washington bureaucracy."
According to Sen. Orrin Hatch (R-Utah), those bureaucrats "are minions of the cult
of toadstool worshippers," referring to those people concerned with conserving and
managing public lands under the principlies of multiple use and sustained yield.
Sen. Paul lLaxalt (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 West
"is being run by Tittle old Tadies from Connecticut, for the most part, who want
to ride herd on the west from their trusty rocking chairs."

In essence, proponents are claiming that the states and private industry could
do a batter job managing the public domain than the federal governmnent. They contend
that our public lTand should be relinquished because:

the states would manage in the best interest of the Tand users,

western states do not have "equal footing" with other states,

easterners are telling westerners how to manage their land,

there is too much federal regulation, and

tne policy of disposing of the public domain has been changed
to multiple use management.

% % oF ¥ %

The point of whether or nof Montana could do a better job in managing the public
domain is restricted by both institutional and political barriers. Most western
states' constitutions require that state lands be managed for the greatest economic
return.  Most public Tands turned over to the state would either have to be sold or
Teased for single uses that would return the greatest dollar amount to state govern-
ment. Similarly, the state of Montana does not currently have large sums of money
available to appropriate for the management of public lands. Fven if funds were
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available, the current mood of the citizens and legislature to cut back government
spending would limit appropriations needed for such a massive program. The effect
would be that the lands would not be managed, managed poorly or sold to private
interests. It is doubtful that agricultural interests could bid against energy

and mineral interests for much of the public domain in Montana. Political barriers
would come in the form of pressure groups. Heavy pressure would be placed on
public officials to sell off parcels of the most valuable and productive lands.

As Montanans saw in the 1979 Legislature, pressure groups will continue to try to
weaken or dismantle the state's land management laws. The exploitation of Montana's
resources on a scale similar to that of the last century would result from the
absence or weakening of such Taws. It could be hard to defend against attacks from
out-of-state multinational interests.

Given tne 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 balance competing uses and end up with a system the same as
the present management policies of the federal government. The economic, political
and institutional barriers mentioned above would Timit the ability of the states to
managa public Tands. In Idaho, for example, the state constitution mandates that
state lands must be managed for their highest economic return to the state school
fund--sound familiar? In reality lands could be sold or leased for timber, minerals
or grazing when in fact the best use may be watersned or wildlife management.
Similarly, it may be in the immediate interest of the private owner to abuse an area
through overgrazing, for example, which would diminish that Tand's long-term pro-
ductivity. Such management practices would mean that the Tocal user is the de facto
owner of the land, and not the American pzople. It must be remembered that all the
people of this country, living and yet to be born, are the owners of the public
domain, not any one interest groun or parson or agency. Not only could single-use
replace multiple-use, but the puslic would, as on state lands in Montana, be excluded
from use of the land for recreational activities such as hunting, fishing, hiking and
snowmobiling.

Sagebrush rebels claim that because the public owns large tracts of land in
western states, that those states do not have "equal footing" with other states in
the Union. The doctrine of "equal footing" was created 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 new states entered the
Union, they did so with the same rights and were equal in political power. Political
issues, and not economic or land use issues, were the intent of this doctrine. If
this argument is explored more fully and, for example, Connecticut is compared to
Montana (even cxcluding the public domain), Connecticut is at a much greater dis-
advantage in both the land area and natural resource base. 0On the other hand,
Connecticut has a much Targer population and a greater industrial and manufacturing
bas2. Uho has the "unequal footing"?

Proponents are trying to use the claim of inequality to negate the land-holding
function of the federal government after an area becomes a state. When a territory
becomes a state, the people of the state are allowed to claim lands from the public
donain in addition to Tands thal are given to the states for special purposes such as
public schools. Furthermore, if the state needs additional Tand, there are specific
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mechanisms through which more public Tand could be transferred to the state. Re-
member, the state never ownwed tne public aomain, there’ore public lands can never
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 Unjon, as Montana did in 1889, it agrees to
drop any further claim to the public domain. For example, the Enabling Act 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
all right and title to the unappropriated rublic
Tands Tying within the boundaries bLhevoeof .,

The public domain 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 any one 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 Amarican people that admitted the state to the
Union.

The sagebrush rebeltion is not an fast versus West conflict but rather a
regional version of a continuing confrontation between conflicting values and uses
of a limited amount of public land. Similarly, it is only a states' rights issue
because of an apparent conflict with the federal government. These same conflicts
would exist regardless of whether it was state or federally administered land. If
it becomes private land it would beccme a totally different issue. The federal
government is clearly not violating the rights of states in its management of
public Tands.

The contention of too much federal regulation is a common complaint when people
feel forced to change patterns of behavior. Federal laws governing 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-to-day lives of public land users. Included in this is frus-
tration with national energy policies, 2ollution control laws, defense policy and
the MX missile, and government regulations. Frank Gregg, director of the Butte
District of the BLM, quite succinctly summed up the argument of too much government
regulation:

.. 1t's accurate and important to emphasize 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 muitiple-use management program called for
by the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1979.

The Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) incorporates in its policy
provisions that: 1) the public domain be retained in federal ownership, 2) some
Tands should and can be managed to protect envirommental or cultural values, 3) the
public should reccive fair market 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 and 5) local and state governments be compensated for burdens incurred
from the federal governments immunity to taxation of public land.
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How Would the Sagebrush Rebellion Affect Montana?

There are roughly 27 million acres of public land in Montana managed 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 domain was never part of
the state lands.

The cost of managing public lands in Montana and other states is shared jointly
by all Americans. If Montana appropriates the public domain and other public lands,
it will have to assume those costs. Will Montana also give the American 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 Burcau of Land Management generated $737 million in receipts 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. Another 34 percent or
$253 million was returned through the Reclamation Fund and other nationwide pro-
grams. The states were given another $83 million in lieu 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 1oss. The programs were for the public benefit in contrast to programs 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 Tands 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 Tands in
Montana. In fiscal year 1979 the BLM earned $22.8 million in receipts in Montana.
Eighty five percent or $19.3 million was given to the state through direct payments.
Additionally, the Bureau paid more than 310.8 million in salaries in 15 Montana
communities.

The Forest Service manages 16.7 million acres of public land within Montana's
borders in ten National Forests located throughout the state. The total management
expenditures for the Forest Service in fiscal year 1979 were $89.2 million, of which
$53.5 million were for salaries. The total receipts from resource use were $31.2
million. The Forest Service returned $22.1 million to the counties in which the
National Forests are located in direct paymnents through four prograns.

Mike Anderhold observed in the Nov./Dec. issue of Montana Outdoors that:

It's 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 enforce
multiple use programs? Do the grazers really want state
grazing fees [BLM fees are $2.40/Animal Unit Month, Forest
Service $2.31/AUM and private fees range from $8.00 to
$18.00/AUM in contrast to state fees which are $3.35/AUM.
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Table V:
Domain if Appropriated by the State.
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How Much the HMontana Taxpayer Would Have to Spend to Manage the Public

NATIONAL FORESTS

Costs to Administer National Forest Lands $89,200,000.
Payments to State and Counties 22,100.000.
Forest Highway Funds 5,100,000.

Total Federal Funds $116,200,000.
Less Receipls from Resource Use 31,200,000.

NET COST (deficit) $ 85,200,000.

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

Administrative (program) Costs $14,276,000.
Payments to State 8,555,000.
Payments to Counties 10,795,000,
Total Federal Funds $33,626,000.
Less Receipts from Resource Uses 22,814,000.
NET COST (deficit) $10,812.000.

Source: Public Lands Institute, Denver, Colorado, February, 1980.

Montana adininisters roughly 5.1 miTlion acres of land through the Department
of State Lands (DSL). Half of the staff of 70 employees are involvad d1rﬁct1y
in tand management programs. In fiscal year 1930, the DSL receipts were § 44
million. The primary source of receipts was: direct payments from the federal
cgovernuent, oil and gas leasing, interast on investments, penalties on drilling
leases, forfeiture of reclamation bonds and private and federal project grants.

If Montana took over control of the public domain, it would have to take over
the management costs as well. To maintain tn2 current Tevel of resource planning
and management would cost the state approximately $96 wmillion annually. In con-
trast, the proposed 1981 budget of the Montana Department of State Lands is only
5 1.1 million. This represents 41 percent of the 1980 general fund of the State
of Montana. 1f the state opted not to maintain the present levels of management,
soveral communities would lose their economic base and primary employers. But,
more importantly, the public would Tose its resources.

Who Is Behind The Saqebrush Rebellion?

The Sagebrush Rebellion began with the passage of the Nevada bill which appro-
priated 49 million acres of the puo]1c donain located within the borders of that
state. Five staktes--Arizona, New Mexico, Utah, Washington and Wyoming--have since
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passed similar bills. California and Colorado have authorized formal studies to
assess whether or not it would be beneficial for them to pass similar bills. Up
until now the strategy has been on the state and court Tevel, but with the November
1980 election results, the focus has changed to the national level and focused on
the Congress.

But who are the "sagebrush rebels" and where do they get support? LASER,
the League of States Equal Rignts, is the apparent "national" organization behind
the move. Finding out who LASER's constituency and funders are is another matter.
John Harmer, the group's leader, flatly refuses to tell who are his group's financial
backers. John Nice of "High Country News" wrote in a December 2, 1980 article:

Despite Harmer's tight Tips, hints about [ASER's constituency
Tie on the name tags at the $145 admission conference (held
last summer in Salt Lake City): Conoco, Citizens for Mining,
Club 20, National Inholders Association, Wyoming 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 main movers behind the
sagebrush rebellion. It depends on what the major resources are that are found on
the public domain in a particular state. In Oregon it is timber interests, in
Wyoming it is mining and grazing, in Montana it is grazing because FLPMA and actions
by the BLM threaten the long standing control of grazing interests. The following
list of supporters of a Nevada-style bill in Montana was provide by the Montana
Cattlemen's Association:

WETA, MT Stockgrowers Assaociaton, MT Woolgrowers
Assoc., MT Cattlemen's Assoc., MT Stockmen's Assoc.,
Women Involved in Farm Economics, MT Farm Bureau,
National Farmers Organization and the McCone-
Garfield County Legislative Group.

The Western Environmental Trade Association (WETA) is dominated by multinational
resource corporations and prodevelopmant labor groups which could have a Tot to gain
if private interests acquired control of the resources on the public domain. Some of
the more wall-known mambars of WETA include:

Amax, Amer. Timber, ARCO, Brown Cattle Co., Colaonial Inn,
ConAgra, Aubyn Curtiss, Decker Coal, Western Energy, Diehl
Assoc., Garfield-McCone County leg. Assoc., Robinson Lumber
Co., Johns Manville, John Manley, MT Cattleman's Assoc., MT
Chamber of Commerce, Sieben Ranch, Swandal Properties,
Townsend Lumber, Western Forest Industries Assoc., lLazy 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-sustained yield
approach based on the carrying capacity of the resource. They are generally the
same groups that lead another unsuccessful attempt to claim control of the public
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
domain. Since FLPMA the federal agencies have bheen trying to reassert their control
as mandated in the Act. The sagebrush rebellion is an attempt by these groups to
gain control of the land for their own interests.
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The effort to appropriate the public domain in Montana is being lead by Sens.
Mark Etchart (R-Glasgow) and John Manley (R-Drumnond). Manley Teft the Democratic
Party after the election to join with the Republican majorily in the legislature.
Sen. Etchart has already had the Legislative Council draft a bill to secize the BLM,
Forest Service and Fish and Wildlife Service lands.
It is interesting to note that the Etchart family has 156,684 acres
of BLM, state and private grazing leases in addition to 36,127 acres of grazing
leases on the Charles M. Russell (CMR) Game Refuge. What is the intent of the
sagebrush rebels?

Another strong supporter of the Sagebrush Rebellion in Montanas is John Baden,
formerly from Utah State University and now diveclor of thoe Center tor Politi-al
Economy and Hatural Resource Pol a yprivetely Tunded grouvp 'rocated (v Montana
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 Tong-term ecological values as well as maximize short-term profits for
users. Funding to the tune of half a million dollars has been raised for the
center from such right wing conservative foundations 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 tne Montana Republican Party, whose 1930 Party
Platform contains the following resolution:

Be it resolved that the Republican Party supports the
concept of the "Sagebrush Rebellion.” The legisiature
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 Committee in convention during the sumaer of
1980 refused to adopt a resolution supporting or opposing the concept, newly-elected
President Ronald Reagan told a group of Utah supporters during the campaign to
"count m2 in as a sagebrush rebel." He also added "I happen to be one who cheers
and supports the sagebrush rebellion.”

Similarly, James Watt, Reagan's new Secretary of Interior, said (12/24/80)
“I am part of the sagebrush rebellion." "Some of the lands do need to be trans-
fered." Mr. Watt was the director and chief council of the Mountain States Leagal
Foundation, a group bankrolled by conservative beer brewer Adolf Coors, Amax Corp.,
Asarco, Boise Cascade, Consolidated Coal, Stauffer Chemical, Scaife Trust and other
big corporate names (High Country News, Dec. 26, 1980). Will there be a conflict
of interest between Mr. Watts' former corporate clients, his support for the
sagebrush rebellion and Lhe oath he will swear to uphold and enforce the laws of
the land such as FLPMA? Most of Ronald Reagan's advice on whom to appoint and the
policy directions of his transition team and administration are coming from a
special series of papers commissioned from the Heritage Foundation and the Hoover
Institute, both institutions with strong ties to Badens' Center for Political
Economy and Natural Resource Policy.
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What is the Public's Opinion?

The so-called sagebrush rebellion, according to a recent poll by the Behavior N
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 rebellion
also favored the seizure of National Parks and Monuments, Wilderness Areas, Wildlife
Refuges and Military and Indian Reservations as well as the BLM and Forest Service
lands.

The poll showed that 60 percent opposed the idea of seizing public lands.
Interestingly, 67 percent of the Republicans opposed the rebellion which compared
to 63 percent of those who called themselves polilical moderates or conservatives.

Nevada was the only state that had a majority supporting the rebellion, where
only 56 percent favored and 44 percent opposed. The majority of residents in other
states were overwhelming opposed to the transfer of public land to state or private
ownership. :

Montanans also have strong concerns over the sagebrush rebellion. A poll com-
missioned by Gov. Ted Schwinden last summer found 54 percent did nolt 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 stronger. Seventy two percent ware opposed to this proposal while only 25
perent supported private ownership of federal lands.

What is the Democratic Party's Position 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 ramoval of lands from
public ownership would harm legitimate famnily farmers and
ranchers and other users while benefiting only large, wealthy
corporations.

The Democratic Party has always tried to represent and be representative of the
people of our state rather than Tooking out for private or vested interests. The
party's platform was formulated through a long process of public involvemant that
reflects the commitment 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 should
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 ownership
because it never belonged to the state.
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Conclusion

The sagebrush rebellion boils down to a gigantic land grab and play on the
legitimate concerns of many westerners. [T is the intent of the sagebrush rebellion
to either gain ownership of the resources and the public domain or render unenforce-
able federal land management Taws to give a carte blanche to exploitive interests
to grab the nation's public resources.

The sagebrush rebels have made no mention of reimbursing the public for all the
the wmoney they have paid into the acquisition and management of their lands. More
impertantly, the public lands are not the states' to claim--they have never belonged
to states or to private interests. Tnat minority of Tand that was once in private
ownership was repurchased by the federal government.

The sagebrush rebellion is another step in the history of several attempts of
exploitive interests to take over the public domain. To quote an editorial in the
Great Falls Tribune (7/10/80):

Turning ownership of federal lands to the states -

and ultimately to private hands - is an idea whose
time should never come.
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Something 1o THINK Abour....

Montana's Democratic Party is working hard to represent your
intorosts in government. If you agree with the party's position
on tne Sagebrush Rebellion, you ought to join the party and help

make tts volce stronger,
Yes, I want {o help Montana’s Democratic Party

[1 As a sustaining member (512 a year, §21 preferrod)
[T As a Century Club mewder ($100 a year)

[lOther -

{1 Cheek here if you would like to make your contribution antornutic
through Demo-matic, a banli draft of S (}r:nvn monthly,
quarterly or annually. (Please underline your cheieo.)

B N oo e e e e e e o e e e e
(Pleuse Print)
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SPOMNSOR o e e e e i - _OCCUPATICN

(Tuformation veaired by the Federal Eloetion Commission)
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Ieague of Women Voters of Montana

Testimony for SB 123

I am Willa Hall, representing the League of Women Voters of Montana. With a
long history of concern for the wise management of our public land resources
in the public interest, the League cannot remain silent on this 'Sagebrush
Rebellion' isgme. We must oppoge SB 123 Why?

lst, we do not agree that these Federal lands legally belong to Montana.

2nd, How will Montana'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 $130
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 liey of taxes
etc. The rest of the nation has traditionally helped to support these lands
that rightfully belong to all U.,S. citizens.

3rd, how 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
gession you will be pregsured to sell some, and by whom? Large corporate or
gpecial interests? The small farmer surely will not be able to compete with
these groups. The League does not want to see the loass of public use on public
land. One of the greatest benefits of living in Montana is recreational access
to public lands. Montanans will agree that hunting, fishing and hiking access
to federal lands here is better than access, say to state school lands. We

are not only concerned zbout the possible loss of these public lands, but also
about the management of the land. Will the State or private interests protect
the air and watershed, ag well as the land quality? While we agree the Federal
Government has been remiss in some cases in their management responsgibilities,
the mechanism 1s there and improvements can be made.

Finally, the League does not agree with this bill's statement that federal control
of public federal lands in Montana "works a severe, continuous and debilitating
hardship on the people of Montana." On the contrary, the facts are that thoge
who have grazing leases on federal land in Montana are currently being sub-
gudized by the federal governmment, subsidized by the support of taxpayers of
other states as well ag Montanans. According to the BIM'S August, 1980 draft

EIS on msnagement of the Charles M, Russell National Wildlife Refuge, grazing
permittees pay $1.89 per AUM on the refuge. Private rates are at least $8..0

per AUM and around Lewistown, Montana rates range from $10 to $12 per AUM.

In cloging, The League's land uge position states that we recognize that land
ls a finite resource, not just a commodity, and we believe that land ownership,
public or private implies regporsibilitiss of stewardship. We do not believe
SB 123 will promote that stewardship. There are no provisions in the bill that
would gnarantee better or more efficient management of Federal lands in Montana.

We urge a 'do not pass' for this bill.



Foregt Service Facts

Jan, 1981 - Willa Hall
Figures taken from Forest Service files in Helena,
Montana from John Sherrod, U.S. Forest Service.

These figures cover the vear of 1979

Forest Service land in Montana: 16,750,534 (excluding wilderness)

Wilderness acquired after Dec. 31, 1976: 1, 852, =30

leaves a total acreage of: 1l, 898, 100

add to that the about 8,300,000 BIM land (this is estimate from forest service)
Total possible Federal Land that is beling congidered by SB 123 : about 23 million
Total user fees collected by Forest Service in '79 wass $40,293,000

Total expendituress $131,054,985

Total loss: 490,761,935

In addition the Forest Service pald the state directly or *o counties
within the state, nearly $2C millien,

25% payment to Counties: (of the $L0 million) $9, 160, 390

Highways 2,400,000
Mineral Leases 7,689,585
Payments in lieu of taxes 10,794,869

Of that $40 + collected $38,829,666 was from Timber
the expenditure of timber 67,909,703
Firefighting cost $11,057,476

If you have additional questions you may want to check directly with the
Forest Service in the Federsal Building in Helena or ¢all the Director,
John Ledgewood



Jenator [iovery, Cheirman
Natursal “Nesources Committes (reat Falle, : ontana
wontrna tete Legislature 2€ Janunsry, 1981

Dear Zenator over and Committee Members;

Thip statement is on tehalf of the Srest Fells wildlande snd Hesources Ass'n.”
It is in opposition to ;Bl23, en Act entitled " An Act Relating To Fublic
Hasouroe Lend; I'roviding ForStete Ownershipsand Control etc.-e®

(ur orgenigation is astrongly orposed %o s chenge of ownership or control

of irka lends citad in the Bille These lands have becom: well esteblished

in our westorn culture a s public lands. Indeed, sll land in !ontsna wes
aequired vy the Unitsd Gtetes ss v part of the Louisiane !urchases, -t that
tims there was not s taxpayer west of the Nissiesippil River. To say that
only iontonans should determine the ranagement of that land is en extesmely
parrow vie¥es The Consreass has resffirred in recent yearsm that it ir nationsl
rolioy %o retein ig federel ownership the lands sdriniatered Ly the BLM

snd the U.5Ge. Forest Jervice, through pessege of the Federel Land folicg shd
[ anagement Act’nnd the Nationsl Foreat ' anagerwant Act.

There sre other specific reesons we oppose trunafer to the ggtoa

1 - The State cennot afford to admivister them for multiple use. The tax
burden would be far too great,

2~ There would be grect pressure to masnage for meximum incoms, The patt-
ern is sllready astablished on Stste lends sdministered by the Land Board,
This could leed to pressure to selltie lsnds.

3 - ‘lucktmg, fishing, end recrestional scec~sa as we know it tbdey would be
severely threatoned by pressure to msximize income and davelopment,

4 - It is obvious the Pill is designed to benefit » very nsrrow, speciel
interest segrent 6f our tatee This can 3nly damers the credibility
of the Stetes with the rest of “he nation as it seeks suprport for the
Coal Tox end ther Sthée's Rights matters.

There are other objections too numcrous to wention but the membera of the
Great Falls ¥1ldlands snd ilesources iss'n feel it is far better to retsain
the public lends in federsl ownership then to buy a "Pig ine Foke", It is
urged that the committee ~ive the Bill an early burial,

Rafmeo%ly submisted,
e v (4

lemnoe Olsen, iresident

Greet salls wildlends »snd HResources Ass’n
2501 12th Ave. ‘iouth

Grest Falls, MT. 59400

* Thé membership is comprised of # wide renge of professionsl and resource
interosts. ]t is concernsd with how the public's lsand and resources sre
menosed,.



Senstor Dover, Chalrmen Great Falls, Mt.
Katurel Resocurces Committee 26 Jenuary, 1981
Kontana Sfate Legislature

Desr Senator Dover snd Committes Membhers,

I am George <ngler of (Grest Falls. I am retired from ths L. S. Forest Service
after over thirty years of natursl resource sdminigtration and menegement.

I continue esctive in Forest and Range "esource eo@ylting. I speak on hebalf
of mysslf in opposition to Nenate Rill 123,

The reasons are soversal:

1.

4s

It 18 obviously speciel interest legislation designed to strengthemn
the volce of industry and fecilitete the economic exploitetion of

the public land, This is contrery to public policy reaffirmed by the
Congress in pessing the Netionel Forest Manmgement Act and the Federsl
Land Policy and Yanegemant Acte

Although GB 123 expresses the intent to continue multipls use manage-
ment this would apperently be left ur to the mansgement plan dev-
eloped by the State L:nd Board, This does mot inapire corfidence as
the objectiva of the Land Boerd is to maximize income. It is my view
that multiple use, wildlife end recreastionel values would be seorigf-
iced in order to increase economic return.

If in fect the Stete did adopt the poliey of continuing public owner-
ship and multiple use menagement, then I ask how would it be finsncsd?
I submit the Stete simply could not afford to shoulder the finsncisl
burdens The increase in cost to the taxpsyer would he davastating.
This in turn would militeste againat continuing ¢ multiple uze policy,
The Board would bhe pressured to maximize income and perhsps selling
the land to relleve the finasncial burden . 411 of my apprehensions
then would be velid. Terheps it is significant thet & finsncial impect
study has not been mede, or ot least is not publie.

1 am also concerned thai adverse sceisl or cultursl chenge would re-
sults The agriculturesector of Nontsna haaltng been, and still is,
somprised of family renches. Those smsll family ranches pr-sently
dapendent on national forest snd BLM administered land simply could
not compete in sn open market for grazing loeses or land purchasad.
Inatead of strengthening the family oreretion we would hasten its demise,

Jenator Menley, one of the Bill's sponasors, has said publiely the 3tate
could do 2 better job of timber ssle administration thanm the U.S.
Forest Service, That is nct my obssrvation. cuality of timber sale
administration is directly relatad to the funds availeble to do the
work. The Stete legislsture has not demonstreted the will to accomp-
liah good timberlend menag:-ment, It has not provided sdeguate finds

or the legsl tools. I would remind the committee that the legislature
refused to pass s very basie Forest Iractices Acp in 1975 efter an
interim committee hoaded dy Rep. Burt Hurwitz had worked long and hard
to develop an scoepteble Bill with industry and landowners.

In gumnary I urge the defeat of SB 123, iontana simply cennot affard to
shoulder the burden of finencing the complex msnagewent of public resource lends.

Regggoetfully sub ed,/
,,/;gm;%/ﬂ Z}%AJ

Georee M., Engler. Grost Felle. M



4ngan O, Smith January 26, 1981

(3

708 Adirondac
Hamilton, Mt, 59840

T am against Senate bill 1231, Like others, T find the bill's
vlan for managine and pavine for the upkeev of National Forests,

BIM lands, and Wildlife ﬁefuges too vapue. Put mare importantly,
these lands belong to every U, S, citizen, not just the veonle of
Montana.

Though it's true that Montana has a greater percentage of its
land in public ownership than, say, New Jersev, the majority of the
people in the Fast wish thev were as fortunate as Montanans, The
fact is that mogt of the land in the Fast was used up, cut over, and
sold before anyone thought of setting some aside. Peorle in the
Bast have to travel hundreds of miles to enjoy the public lands we
in Montana have out our back door. They have paid with their tax
dollars for a greater part of the upkeep of these lands. They
should continue to have equal say in the uses of these lands.

Like the supporters of the bill, I,too, have been unhavpy with the
way the federal government manages public lands, but I don't bhelieve
the state will do a better job., T am afraid that part of the moti-
vation of the supporters of this bill is to be able to increase
logging, grazing, mining, and ~ther development of these lands., I
too believe that we need timber, cattle, and minerals, but we also
need wildlife, beautv, and solitude, All these needs must be kept
in balance, T fear that state management will mean more appli-
catlon of the idea that unless an animal, or a tree, or land is

bringing in dollars and cents, it is of no value.



Many sucnorters of this bill feel there is too much wilderness
and want the state to create more "balance.® In the lower 48 states.
99% of all land 1s non-wilderness and only 1% wildegness, If every
roadless area left in the U, S, were made a wilderness, we still
would have only 3% wilderness. Seen in scale to developed lands,
wilderness areas are a few small fragments of land left of what wild

America was like.

Susan G, Smith
708 Adirondac
Hamilton, Mt, 590840



il oty Wilddity Assoriation

Bavre, Mautans
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M oy y
A Member A Sportsman

Hean (ommitiee members ;

Ay name ia Gany Stuken, © am Treaident of the Hill (ounty Wildlife Arsoc.
e believe Lhat thin bill in not in the beat intenest of the flontana
Public on #'e natiora public. Yn the long run 9 believe thia bill

will also be detrnémental to the fawning and nanching community who have
A[non,w/md ite 9 believe that you have /),’oorwoned a plece o{f [eg@(nf.iwz FNTI
you believe will relieve the pressunes imposed upon you by the Loas of
the Jaylon Grazing Act which allowed you primany ures and nelatively
few buneancaat ic encommburences, muy eventually nemove fnom youn wsre
these lands altogethers Jhe coatr of operaiing the atnuctune which

(a necearany o effectively manage thin land ia not within the realm

of the tax atnuctune of thin State. Jhe necesrity to increase fees

and on dispose of lund forn funding will eventually nemove it from
public wre and also Lhe majornidy will be punchased not by urenn but

by owtside intareats who can benef it fon economic neasons and nol be
naddled with Lhe neoulat ionn that apply on public land, 9 believe

Lhal they are Lhe force behind hia movement,uning your prnoblems {o
Lurthen thein cawse, they can afford to net back and wait fon what

will eventually occun if thin bill passen. You who ane Lhe blood and
backbone of Mlontana can do Lhein wonk fon the thems Y would nequeni ! hat
yot neasnesn youn posidion and idea of thin bill and sel down with

Lhe othen people why wse 1hese lands and deyine a united proposal

for the wre of theae landa which we in flontana can all support. We
apondamen have. not.hing to gain by thin bill. We atand to lose oun

night of accern which in the barin fon eveny public wre of these landa.

Aa apordamen and ar tax paying citizeny we carm:c/)i aupport. you eithen
R N v ¥, /". )
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Jan, 20,1940

coenate Latural gesources Committee

Tse

Re

Distineuished Senators:

1 oppese S0 127, kven though the concept of the State of Montans
controlling a1l lands Jithin its bonndaries is a lofty one, the reality
ot such o move would be disastrous for the state taxpayers, snportsmen,
wildlife and our uninue environment.

Manaping and malntaining o mountain range covered with timber ir-
2 costly cperstion, as can be seen by the U8 Forest Dervice's
Lot million defieit from nanagenent of 2% million acres 0f HMontana
forests., When that cost is shcouldered by 200+ million Americans, it
is a small price to pay. When those same costs are levied from less
than 100,000 Montana taxpavers, the per capita costs become astronomirnl!l
In & year when taxpayers are clamoring for relief--this ©ill would
show squandercus figcal irresponsibility.

5123 would sericusly coripple Ravalll County onerations. Last
fiscal year (79-80), over half the money used to finance necessarv

county services came in the form of Payment in Lieu of Taxes from
the 1,112,006 acres of US Forest Cervice land within Ravalli County.
That local deficit plus the additional taxes to bhe levied by the
State Department of Revenue to cover the state's cost of operations
would make the cost of living in the Bitterroot prohibitive,

Whenever the question of access arises, proponents and opponents
speak of two different critters under cone heading. Oenator Ftchart
is speaking of accessibility for his cattle, and the maloritv of the
citizens of our sreat state are speaking of accessibility for neonle,

It is true that lands now owned by the state can be used for
recreation, however, when the stute is forced fto sell or lease some
or all the lands covered under GB 127, the N0 TRECPASSIIG” sien
business will be a lucrative one. If vou think it is difficult to
have your views heard or acted upon in Yashineton D.C., wait until
vou try to present your case to the hoard of directors of an international
curporation in Tokyo or Kuwait!

There may be a few Montanans who will be able to afford a few
sections of this land, but how many can afford on entire mountain range?
Once the land reaches private hands, the public good will no longer
be a consideration because it''s expensive, only profits on quarterkv
stockholder reports will count. The land will retain its value onlyv
as long As there are trees, minerals or water available. After laree
tracts of land have been leaged by cattle owners, there won't he encurh
natural forage for wildlife to get through a winter and they will be
forced to encroach upon domestic forage.



In kurcpe ana in the Eastern half of Americs, the ratio of
available public land per capita is very low. Frivate hunting
preserves, condominiums on mountain lake shores, muddy rivers and
stapnant air sheds prevail in those areas. Our public lands are
a large part of what makes Montana Montana., There are plenty of
former wilderness areas and wildlife refuges in the lLouisiana Purchase

that have been developed by greedy individuals for those of you whe
would like to live there,

“Whenever the outcome of a governmental action (such as SB123)
favors & small, elite minority and overrules the majority, it smacks
of an aristocracy, not the representative democracy you and 1 treasure!l
So for the good of all present and future Montanans I urge vou to
oppose 0L 123.

Thank you for voeur consideration.

Jacqueline Locke

Ravalli County Taxpayer
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Mrs Wallace L. Crawford
1420 Noith East Willow Creek Road
Corvallis, Montana 59828

406-961-3236

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCEQN:

My name is Marjorie Crawford, and 1 live near Corvallis, in
Ravalli County. I am here today to express my concern about
Senate Bill 123 calling for state control and ownership of federal

lands. These are the questions I would like to ask:

1. Will county <overnments oontinue to receive payment in lieu
of taxes for these lands? In Ravalli County, for the fiscal year
1979-80, the county received $863, 507 in payment in licu of
taxes on the federal lands in the county as compared to 5747, 401
on private land.

2. Can the state afford to manage the lands when the federal

roverment is managing the same lands at a deficit”

3. Will the public, under state control, be guaranteed access
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 iwmitiating the public hearings”

5. Will the state increase personal property taxes in order to

have enoush money to manage the lands? enact a sales tax”

I feel that the bill as herewith proposed has too many loopholes,
and that it could work a hardship on Montana citizens. It is also
possible that it could open up Montana lands to larsze corporations

and foreisgn interests.

It is my hope that our representatives from Ravalli County will vote

against this bill.



Statement on Senate Bi11 123, "ontana land Reformation Act
Jaruary 25, 13981

Tarl leter Nielsen

215 N, Grove

Missoula MT 59801
I am orrosed to Senate Bill 123 and to Montana's involvement in
the so-called "Sagebrush Rebellion", I believe this bil! is an
insidious insult fto the taxpayers of Montana and usersof gll public
lands,
I object strongly to the notion of this state losing $96 million
per vear that the olM and lforest Service pump into Montana in
excess of leasing fees. This federal subsidy amounts to an

equivelent of one-third of Montana's annual budget, and it would

take a U0% increase in individual income taxes to make it up,

Froronents of this bill have bhragred about its strone provisions
for refaining this land in State ownershiyp, Why then does a
rrovision arrear in Section 5 for selling these lands to jrivate
interests? And h-w could the state hold onto these lands and
ef"ectively manage them without rapid plundering, selling them off
or forcing a huge tax burden on the State's residents?

This State has no laws or manacsement frameworks for endangered
species, wilderness or wild and scenic rivers, How can we expect
the State to adequately protect our valuahle wildlands when
arencied like th Department of fish, Wildlife and Parks are
already =short on fundins and manpower? As a wilderness guide I
feel more than a 1ittle threatened when a hbill like this comes
alnne proposine to decla~sify four recently established wildevness

areas and a renowned wildlife refuge,



rare two

I'm concerned about the loss of jobs this bil® would cause,

esreciallv those Forest Service jobs in my home tovn, Missoula,

I ret a 1ittle irate when I see this kind of blatant conflict of
interest demonstrated by ‘“enator Etchert. Why has he singled out
the C.M, Nusecell Wildlife Refuge in this bill? He claims that the
Fish and Wildlife Service has misplaced its priorities in management
of the refuge, "They have 20,000 acres of prairie dogs rlanned,
opos gteN
They're putting the priority on a bunch ofaworthless prairie dogs
rather than on cattle." 1t seems that Mr, Etchert would rather
have this area known as the C.M. Russel National Cattle Ranch!
Imagine the Fish and Wildlife Service putting priority on
domestic Tivestock rather than the wildlife for which the refuge
wag established! Ts this rublic interest?
hile I'm here I'd 1ike to say a few words about some myths these
revolutinrary sagebrush rehels have bheen throwing ar-und.
Thev say that we, the residents of Montana, woi:ld bave a 1ot closer
contact with and influence over our landlords 1if the State were to
have ijurisdiction over these lands, But we already have each of
the involved arencies based right here in the State, BLM has
District Offices 1n fButte, Miles vity, Dillon and many other cities.
Missnula has the offices for the whole Northern Region of the
Forest Service, and individual forests are based ir cities all
around the State, Th~ fish and Winlife Service has 1i%ts regional
n"fice in Billings., How much closer can we set? These federél
arencies are more decentralirzed anl resvonsive to local interests
than any of Washincton's federal bureaucracies, 1'11l go along with
you when you sav that they have made some errors in judesement and
management in the past. 2ut the reople who wvork for State agencles

have all the same training, went to the same schnols and Rive in

the same towns. I wouldn't be so gquick to assume they would be

T .
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immune to the same misjudeements the BLM and Forest Service have
made, [f anything, they would be responsible for bisger manarement
decisions on a shoestring budget which would inevitably lead to
even more problems than we've se=n in the past,

This Sagebrush Hebellion is often spoken of in romantic t-rms, as

a rrass-rnots movement of local citizens and civie leaders. But

who 1is really beh*nd the rebellion with their money? LASER spent
$140,000 on a two-day conference last vear in Salt Lake City. Where
7id a handful of r nchers and civic Teaders come up with 3160,0M00
tn spend in two days? Theyv are careful not to disclose their
sources, but we all know about the interests big oil and mining
comranies have in this land grab,

BEven the rebellion's yproronents, including Secretary of I[nterior
James Watt, admit that this massive land trarsfer is not lerally
rossinle, It seems as though they are using this movement as a
siant soarbhox, calling sreat attention to themselves and indirectly
putting overwhelﬁing pressure on agencles like the BLM to speed up
their leasing of federal lands for energy rroducti-n and mining.
Theis sagebrush rebelli n doesn't have a prayer of effectin- a land
trarnafer, but they think thev can use 1t to run slipshod over our
“tate's wildlands, rlunder our natural resources and leave us with
one helluva big Anaconda when theyv're done--left with precious 1ittle
wild1life, wilderness, Jjohs and a husted economy, Is this in the
ruhlic interest?

According to Washington Senator Henry Jackson, former chairman of
the Senate Hnergy and Natural Hesources Committee, some 85-90% of
the »1l and pas leases on federal lands never even recieve an
arviication to drill, Most of thOS“ythat do are drilled in the
closing months of the lease, Who is holding out on who? Issueing

more leases will not lead to an increase in this country's energy
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I'd say this Sagebrush Rebellion is a totally ill-founded sham,

and the State if Montana has no business getting involved with it,
The benefits would go to a handful ov big business vested interests,
and the ~osts would be born by the people of Montana and all western
States. With such 1ittle chance of the land transfer's passasgse

S 123 is a waste of this legislature's time and an insult to

Montana taxpayvers,

Let the Sagebrush Rebellion take their soapbox elsewhere!

T don't want any rart of these political shenanigans and land erabs!



/. Yoo ot %zi’ Cicra ¢ Ve et c./( /A
1//2“’1)7 \//// 7)/1;,1/7 y Q/ﬂljzté/I)( //Z/

xjéjch /k))c(( /SR crdrild d(/ /u. 7/2:* ¢
VLL e /12)1{(/

[/ /(gd}}i/ilfzt‘y / /clééﬂé 761c/t'

/))/; ;L/ﬂ 2 &, Ly e (L ;fczsr?acq»/ C/(/ch e
‘}-‘LI?]/ J”)/ sa €€ ({«-u ,4[ """"" (sl - ‘
‘zzuéthcc/ (’Z’/ﬁ iL /// w(/(/c5
Y. PR 204 /(i(,([ /1 S b g g %n// 7/c

t/(:f W oard Lep- /Oa // ﬂ[& /»/aa Z )/7“"/{'/‘(2?
/C(/’L( ' ,f‘.«»;b(%zA(,»/ ¢ [JA L';,‘ ZJ/() /¢< e <.’
/’/t(c,_ O £ ey ,2/4/(\, G e r2r ¥ Kt /“C'

¢ 1€ e
/;u;z e /QLLAZH | fiz%»n o {zL //21,4[;;") « ‘/;jj{é
Cpestept By s fbp o

‘/ A, 4%*—(/&) 4%// ”57‘—4) BA . A
(".--&--HL (L 7@ A Ay e e L[ .« 1;/.2 /Cf // /é"?/
ﬁp, »K/IA a((_zuft e A i de £4.7/¢£ 1/ Zé e Lo
Good 1118 na 53¢ JL,L-»»;L% 71 lo, e o A/ Vit waedy

S"f‘c/ gt Ly j  Airtae )D{I{ca‘ oz Ao L A A N%
gt a-AJnL (0, I~ éwL b O (7

PN Az Z/Ma// f-zzp% 2 z% 1{ s A

’"/.';"L f)zm«“ — PILLYVE PN 2 g, 474 )z:
'Zuﬂ an((/ C/Cézéf’)u) g+ ‘ /{

L’[%Z &4 ug -z g ‘/ [““Z"‘ZZ’Z “//xf?:ez& / Qe

/Zéz{w o e )LJ# o Lao f s e 4711%~LZ;MAJ
Y fo

. .
_4/&/1/, (( >y LA { T y/&/ < -} L‘;// (,/ Z-51. / - /C ZJ’Z»L*“”

¢




! 2 i S ’ S =
Foadlf /z/ Erree i LA 1G5 S Wi i
Z#n%} /I_A L;/’ =il A 2 AL /L¢ -(-»cﬁ/j .

(\(’/ e ’-Z{é&:fcfé/ ’ »))/~¢ 12l oA ,(}( :/(36' /4 L st 17 /Z;
[ fﬁ (/42{,, /J #>z'{ 2/7,«(,‘ }67% )t..lz/ L[W A /Z“,
Zz( /C’(_ AW ES ;ﬁf’,,i zfi/ZC < [z{ 224 . ﬂ Lay. L l. Sl Lo

\Hﬁ/{/{ D I Y 41 / (//"'“7(‘ 7. (: L""u‘ -7 ’AV/\«( / Z /\c Lo s/

Y ,.‘—71.1/’)1&,2%/ vrgaeacyl ‘/‘).{ vw e ool . Z/
(/Yt e« ¢ e (/‘ fé / §Z‘/ e « Jrcer ¥ 300 {c RO
Z:L lio £o1 /Z/\.ef w(fCLZ{/‘/«'/‘»'{:.K/ 20 Z:/u (//af’a:u,zz
¢z w wrerd - 7:: /474{2’/

(b i‘:;,
é)%j/‘z/zwxﬁ Zdot/ /

2 & &Z‘d /’1’2/ » /"/
PN L

T ,"’,1‘, g ,
//Le’«;(/ /2‘3 ”2%"'/” < €y (Zd 72.:!»/:

The sfh cvectelicre. /447/, Cren,
, , Az 22 (o€ oy 4 y A2o Lo 1:’(’{-(,(
f @UM A f zﬁ‘ /,“ N el
o et A L (x’,«.zz,czf“/ ,
N/it//{ {’ Coged oo /q ¢ GrceF 2 S -
AR el L5 e. Zw‘;.;? [/I.
7 : /E Cn z-2¢.

L PIAEI

] _ ,
) ‘/ i & 20 (74 - é/< : T/LA /- ///’74 z ¢
v

L !

Jeidd




[0 Senate Comalttee on Natural Hesources

FROM: l'onia 13loom, Ravalli County

I would like to express my strong opposition to 83 123. 1 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 1 live,
or to the Unlted States as a whole.

The federal public lands in Montana are not now managed to wmake
a profit. Nor is there any way that they could be so wmanaged and
still fulﬁfill 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 thelr preservation for these
purposes.

If we of the State of Montana 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 program
(fire, road building, reforestation?), charse for what is now free
or very cheap (hiking, snowmobilineg, hunting, fishing, firewood?),
or sell the land. The 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 manage land.

As a resident of Ravallil County I have an added concern about how t!
monies that now come to my county from the federal government would
be covered. These contributions are currently approximately 25%
of the county budget and are almost the same as the amount now
collected in private property taxes. I seriously doubt i€ the
state, faced with a large defliclt from the management of newly
acquired federal land, will be interested in making up the shortfall.
in Ravalll County.

I urge the commitee to disapporve 88 123. It is bad policy for
the state, for many counties and for the entire country. Thank you
for this opportunity to comment.
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Mnally, we want to send out a signal here and it can best bo seut by
this story: At a meeting last "ebruary in San Diego of the Range soclety, sz panel
of speakers discussed the Tagebrush 1ssue. Supporters rolled out their heavy arsenal
of large landouners, an attorney for the same, and a Jehn Baden who is Dirsctior for
the Center for Political Economy and Matural Resources st MNontana Stnte Unlversity.
Theif speakers didn't talk of state ownership, but of the advantages of faderal
land transfer to private hands. The audience was allowsd to respond =t the -nd of
the discussion,

One young woman took the microvhone, Uhe said "Yeu wnow, the nmen in this
country have fought and died in wars to preserve the freedous of this country. One
of our great Treedoms in the West is the risht to use the great out~of-doors as pro-
vided by these Tederal lands. I don't bhelieve they ars going to mive up these londs
easily.”

I wish to rasiterate, we cltizens of thls state will not give up thess
federsl lands easily elther. Hopefully we w111 not be tested with this ls:izlation

which Tavors only a few special interests,

q-wz ,& Ll ,é_,/ @WJ/ZRJ

Voel Romatta
Montana Audubon oclety
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TESTIMONY IN OPPOSITION TO SB 123, SAGEBRUSH REBELLION 26 January 1980
Environmental Information Center

The Montana Environmental Information Center is opposed to SB 123 because
it will place the state in such a crippling financial bind that sale of the ac-
quired federal lands is effectively mandated.

SB 123 requires the 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 #l: 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 Montana
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 govermment receipts won't be diminished.

Zinger #3: 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, [ederal rates, meaning they could
not be increased above the rates established at the date the act is enacted.

Zinger f4: 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 2-3¢ sales tax, rising each year. Such a tax increase is not possible in poli-
tics or logic.

Zinger #5: Section 5 of SB 123 authorizes the sale of public land by "an 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
af ter session, or sell a few tens of thousands of acresa each session to reduce the
management burden and raise revenues.

Zinger #6: The land will be bought not by Montanans, unless they can compete
with the Exxons, Ayatollahs, Moonies, and Sun Belt developers of the world. SB 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 #7: 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 gocal of public lands in g¢ood man-
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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. My name is Stan Walthall. I am a native
Montanan and I presently reside here in Helena. 1 am speaking today for the Sierra
Club of Montana.

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 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.1) claim$ 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 was formed was

acquired through treaty--one of the means by which the federal government can
constitutionally acquire and own property. The land from which Montana was formed

‘Mot blind onposition to prograss, but opposition to blind progress.”
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was the property of the United States and not the State of Montana. The public domai

in 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 Montana, 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 Ord1nahﬂe

No. 1 as a part of the state constitution. Both documents state:

The people 1nhab1t1ng 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 Urdinance 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 I.

A recent poll conducted by the Behavior Research Center of Arizona shows that
60 percent of those living in the so-called "public Tand states" were overwhelmingly
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," 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 Tands 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.1l, 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 now 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
people of our State. This may be true of thé pcople who are more concerned with
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 thrcigh national progarms 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
($2.40/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 Sierra Club is especially concernca with the attempt 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 tands 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 1ife 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 straignt 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 West 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 ta prevent over-
grazing of the public ranges.

The similarities are clear. It would be better if the resources uses would

viork 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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Comments on Senate Bill 123
THE MONTANA LAND REFORMATION ACT

Stan Walthall
before the Senate Natural Resources Comm1ttee
Montana State Legislature
January 26, 1981

Chairman Etchart, Committee members. My name is Stan Walthall. I am a native
Montanan and I presently reside here in Helena. I am speaking today for the Sierra
Club of Montana.

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 arquments 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 be]ong1ng
to the United States.

The second argument (lines 17-24, p.1) 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 was formed was

acquired through treaty--one of the means by which the federal government can
constitutionally acquire and own property. The land from which Montana was formed

Mot hlind opposition to prograss, but opposition to blind progress.”
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was the property of the United States and not the State of Montana. The public domai

in 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 Montana, 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 Ordinance
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 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 I.
A recent poll conducted by the Behavior Research Center of Arizona shows that .i
60 percent of those living in the so-called "public land states" were overwhelmingly
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," section 4 (line 5, p. 5), section 5 (Iines 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 Tand, 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.1l, and lines 1-3, p.2) claims that ownership
and control of the public domain in Montana is without foundation and violates the b
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 now 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
people of our State. This may be true of thé pcople who are more concerned with

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 throi:gh national progarms 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
($2.40/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 Sierra Club is especially concerned wilh the attempt 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 1life 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 straignt 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 West 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 ta prevent over-
grazing of the public ranges.

The similarities are clear. It would be better if the resources uses would

vork 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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The llontans Farm Buareau throuch it's resclutions on Land Use Plannine ond
putlic lands, fully suporte " The lontmna Lands Reformation Act " 5P 120,
Ve in thes west whose roots go bacl to those who settled this country, hnve

]

“achincton, =s our llative “mericans vho

7]

seen 2 much of brolen contracts from

v

were here first have seen, only on o broad scale and affecting 11 Vestern

stotes, and moast recently Alaska,

The first devastating confractual breach come in 17216 vhen the Stoci: Haisers
I'omestead Act took the mineral richts of rublic lands for the Federal (lovernment,
Tt wns breached arain with vassace of the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920,

1

Tha Tavlor Grazinc Act passed in 12934 nu t the Vest, including !ontzna, nt
w’ .
such = disadvantage thot Weew haove really never recovered,

The Tinal straw came in 1978 with the passece of the Tederal Lznd T'olicy =nd

"heine held in trust—- for the neople! hot B rought up with in lontana,
, . Letr TiciavS ) ) .

5“0 BEastern States snd their and heaurocrats, including those who
ore elected to Vashington, heve complete control over the drowth and development
of 11 Vegtern states and fAlaska,

That "Irarie Fire" that was set in MNevada is growing fanidly in size and furv.

ilany of owr Yestern neichbors lepislatOr®y have already telken responsible action,,

to reomove _their States from that of "Colony Status", It's time lontana joined them,

PORM CS5-34
1-81
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