48TH LEGISLATIVE SESSION

MINUTES OF
NATURAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE
MONTANA STATE SENATE

February 28, 1983

A regularly scheduled meeting of the Senate Natural Resources
Committee was called to order at 1:00 p.m. by Chairman, Senator
Harold L. Dover, in Room 405, State Capitol, Helena, MT, on
Wednesday, February 28, 1983.

ROLL CALL: Roll was called, a quorum of commettee members
was present, Senators Manning and Tvelt were absent and
excused.

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 20: Chairman Dover opened hearing
and stated this is a joint Resolution of the Senate and the
House, directing the Environmental Quality Council to conduct
an interim study of the alternatives of making the Montana
Environmental Policy Act either procedural or substantive

and to require a report of the findings to the legislature.

He called on Senator Gary Lee, sSponsor.

Senator Lee stated there may need to be some changes, this

is similar to the proposals made on the bill and when he spoke
about MEPA. We do need something done now, and if we had
acted in previous legislative session, this would have been
clarified by now. If we listen to Judge Bennett's recommenda-
tions, then this will lead to further litigation. The resolu-
tion calls for an interim study to look into MEPA. In my
opinion it should be both substantive and procedural. Just
being substantive would be too brocad. I am willing to make
some amendments, and we could wait to see what happens to

SB 241. If the Environmental Quality Council was abolished,
then there would be some additional amendments required.

PROPONENTS: Chairman Dover called for proponents. Mr. Robert
M. Helding, representing Montana Wood Products Association,
stated he had the opportunity to attend an environmental
seminar last summer and it generated much information. We
should study the Environmental Policy Act and see if any
changes should be made.

Gary Langley, Montana Mining Association, would like to go
on record in support of the measure.

Don Allen, Montana Petroleum Association, supports the
resolution. During the interim the representatives of the
Environmental Quality Council can look at it in depth.-
This is a good resolution and should be considered.

Charles Landman, Montana Environmental Information Center,
said the MEIC believes the resolution is too vague, and
is not speaking as proponent or opponent. They are concerned
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about the methods the studywill involve, for example,how would

it be organiized? Would public hearings, comment and participation
be included, which they feel are necessary. What would the

study cost? What is the scope and method and rules involved

in the study? It has been MEPA intent that the EIS information

be used in the study to promulgate rules, and we need to have
those established.

OPPONENTS: There were no opponents.

Senator Halligan inquired of Debbie Schmidt, EQC, whether

the staff was equipped to handle the study. Ms. Schmidt

said it depends on several factors, and especially how the
committee decides what scope the study is to take. There
would be public funds involved and some $7,000 private funds.
The Public Forum on Environmental Regulation in the Economy
cost about $19,000, which was rather low because it was a
smaller committee and had volunteer help. It will also
depend on whether EQC continues in its present form. The
priorities of the committee will be a factor. If existing
staff remain, it may cost in the ballpark of $30,000. Last
interim there was not a full blown study of MEPA, but it

was looked at in depth. It is extremely flexible and depends
on how many resources the committee will allocate to the study.
Senator Halligan inquired as to cost of the last study? Ms.
Schmidt stated it was $50,000 to start, that was reduced in
special session, it lasted 18 months and was commissioned

in 1981.

Senator Eck stated she looked into a Washington study that

is similar and we should look at this to evaluate ours. Their
proposal is to estimate methods, reduce paperwork, develop
effective procedures, and resolve problems that occurred in
the past. It would be broad in scope and encompass those
things that would give certainty to the act.

Senator Lee closed and hearing was closed.

HOUSE JOINT RESOLTUION NO. 12: Chairman Dover opened hearing
and noted this is opposing the federal administration's

plan to sell public lands. He called on Representative

Bernie Swift, Dist. 91, sponsor. Rep. Swift stated that
briefly, the resolution opposes the federal administration

plan to sell federal lands, which we have heard about in

the news. The objective is to bring the issue of the Regan
plan into proper perspective. As you recall, the 1964 Public
Land Law Review Commission's recommendations were that federal
land be reviewed to reduce federal land area by turning it over
to private ownership. As with other acts of the federal govern-
ment, it would provide for the sale or rid them of costly

or burdensome facilities that are not needed. Basically

the reason we want to look at federal lands is they furnish
hunters, fisherman, campers, _picnickers, snowmobilers,
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boaters, recreational users many days of pleasure and
recreation. ' They . provide endless supplies of resources,

food for wild game and domestic livestock, reservoirs form
water sheds, that form the lifeblood of Montana. The Western
economy relies on these lands, and 40% of the Western economy
is involved in the timber industry. For these reasons we
would like to see the resolution considered. We already
haveaprocess for disposing of lands and we would like to

see them followed. He had proponents and would ask Mr.

John Milodragovich to speak.

PROPONENTS: John R. Milodragovich, representing himself,
stated he is very much opposed to the sale of federal lands,
and has been involved in previous efforts. His testimony

is attached, Exhibit HJR 12, Exhibit 'l', together with
other exhibits he asked to enter into the record.

Don Judge, representing Montana State AFL-CIO spoke in favor,
and stated a convention of delegates from all unions concurred
in this position. He entered testimony, Exhibit '2'.

Susan Cottingham, representing Environmental Information
Center, said they would like to go on record that the EIC
strongly supports House Joint Resolution 12. ,

Nancy Harte, Montana Democratic Party, said that the federal
land sale was part of the Democratic Party Issue Platform and
would like to state that the party is in support of HJR 12.

George Engler, Wildlands and Resources Association, in Great
Falls, submitted testimony in favor of the resolution and
also from the Medicine River Canoe Club, who could not
attend, Exhibits '3' and '4°'.

OPPONENTS: Robert M. Helding, Missoula, representing the
Montana Wood Products Association spoke in opposition. He
said he was a member of the Montana Land Law review committee.
He referred to an article in the Missoulian and read from it.
He stated tax base would be better if there were more land

in use. He said the federal directive was to see if lands
would be better in private ownership. He exhibited maps

for the committee, showing extent of public land. He said
the timber industry wants to come back to production, and they
can do better through private ownershlp His testimony is
attached, Exhibit '5'.

There were no other opponents.

Senator Etchart asked Rep. Swift the reason the resolution

only addressed federal land, he thinks the lands if transferred
to the state would be public lands. Rep. Swift said the
resolution is only directed to federal lands and didn't intend
to address state ownership. Senator Etchart asked if he con-
sidered state lands as public lands? Rep. Swift said he does.
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Senator Lee said this is saying we want the Montana State

Legislature to go on record saying federal lands should
remain federal lands except for the unmanageable. Rep.
Swift said we do not want wholesale disposal of federal
land without following the process already available. He
would hate to see us get into another Rare III, as was
mentioned.

Senator Lee asked Susan Cottingham if they felt the federal
government could manage the areas better than private. Ms.
Cottingham said they are in support of the resolution, they
agree with Rep. Swift, there are already Federal laws dealing
with the sale of land. Senator Lee asked if the EIC has made

a stand on the federal government handling the leafy spurge
problem, they cannot seem to get a handle on that? Ms. Cotting-
ham said they haven't taken a stand on that.

Senator Keating referred to line 20, page 1 of the resolution,
which states the Secretary of Agriculture intends to propose
legislation to expand his authority to sell National Forest
System land and asked if Rep. Swift has any idea what he intends
to do? Rep. Swift said he does not, that he hopes they intend
to let the public know what they have in mind. Senator Keating
referred to line 7, page 3, that states the 48th Legislature
opposes legislation of the Federal Administration which would
permit the sale of national forest lands, except nonessential
 facilities, and we would not know what we are opposing. Rep.
Swift said it opposes anything except orderly procedure.
Senator Keating suggested just opposing the private sale of

all federal lands. Rep. Swift said he would be glad to work
with someone in changing. language if necessary.

Senator Mohar referred to Mr. Heldings problem areas shown
on the map, and said in his area there are grants being
processed to sell. He said there is a forest plan to call
for different timber utilization. Mr. Helding said he was
general counsel for the timber products for 15 years, they
have lost 44% revenue in timber since 1974 and now have 1/2
the supply from the federal government they used to have.

Senator Van Valkenburg inquired if Mr. Helding opposed the
resolution in the house? He had. Representative Swift said
the resolution passed with a majority in the House with little
controversy. .

Senator Dover referred to Don Judge's testimony in which he
opposes the transfer of ownership of public lands from the
present owners, especially if the eventual owners of those
lands would be those whe would like to profit most for
themselves and not for the public, and if he opposes the
competition from wealthy individuals and corporations. Mr.
Judge said he opposes the sale of public lands to private

ownership, but not necessarily the multiple use of those lands..
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Mr. Judge said he does not oppose timber harvest on public
lands. :

Rep. Swift stated in closing that he opposes the wholesale
dumping of public lands on the market. We do not want
another Rare III, but an orderly process is needed.
Hearing was closed.

CONSIDERATION OF HJR 2: Chairman Dover called on Rep.

Cal Winslow, Dist. 65, sponsor at the request of the Coal

Tax Oversight Subcommittee. He said if the coal gassification
plant is constructed near Wibaux, Montana, they want to know
the impact that will take place in Montana and North Dakota.
The chairman of the subcommittee felt it would be appropriate
to enter into dialogue with North Dakota to discuss the impact.
This Resolution calls for a committee from North Dakota and
the Coal Tax Oversight Subcommittee to examine the probable
impacts of the Tenneco plant on state and local government
services in Montana and North Dakota.

PROPONENTS: Dennis Sandberg, Tenneco, spoke in favor and
furnished members with a packet of information pertaining

to the proposed plan. The packet includes a map of the
proposed plant, a map of the site, a booklet entitled
"Tenneco Coal Gasification Company, Montana Long-Range Plan,
April 1, 1983", plus several other pieces of information.

Mr. Sandberg explained the map and advantages of having the
plant in Montana, and the alternate plan of locating in
North Dakota. The packet is attached, Exhibit HJR 2 Ex. '1l'.

OPPONENTS: There were no opponents.

Senator Lee asked Rep. Winslow if the Coal Oversight Com-
mittee was involved in litigation on any other projects and
was there any question from the representatives in the Eastern
part of the state whether this is the proper committee to
oversee this. Rep. Winslow .said there was concern that maybe
the committee wasn't the right committee. He hoped the people
interested would come to the meetings. The resolution will
give a basis for discussion.

Senator Eck asked Mr. Sandberg what happrened on the adequate
water situation? That last year this was one of the problems
they would consider when looking at local impact. Mr. Sandberg
said members would not be looking with much intensity at water
in that part of the state, Intent is to bring water from
Garrison Reservoir to be made available. Senator Eck recalled
a process last session whereby they could start negotiation

for interbasin transfer, and if they are considering that?

Mr. Sandberg said the bill didn't succeed. Senator Eck asked
the population of Wibaux and Beach and what increase would there
be? Mr. Sandberg said there 1,000 in Wibaux and 1500 in Beach,
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that when the gasification plant is in full phase they
anticipate ‘a total of 13,000 people could be involved, but
most would be concentrated in Glendive, Billings and Bismark.
Senator Eck commented that would be a lot of impact.

Senator Van Valkenburg asked what staff the oversightcommittee
has? Rep. Winslow said Jim Oppedahl is the researcher, but

not a lawyer. Senator Van Valkenburg asked if they would

be utilizing contract services for the impact study, Rep.
Winslow said it 1s hard to tell, they have not requested
enough money and no federal funds at this time.

Senator Van Valkenburg asked why Tenneco is proposing to put
the plant in Montana as opposed to North Dakota and if the
steps required to go through the Major Facility Siting Act
was worth getting the operation going. Mr. Sandberg said
the concern is with the rules the department will put in
place, some are mandated by the act, and they assume they
will have to come back next session.

Senator Dover inquired if the Tenneco was in a position now
to go ahead with Yellowstone diversion? Mr. Sandberg said
that is still pending. Senator Dover asked if there was
another place they could bring water in? Mr. Sandberg said
there are bills introduced in North Dakota which call for

a right of way for a pipeline from Garrison reservoir and
would supply water to Dickson, North Dakota. Senator Dover
asked if that would be enough water for the industry? Mr.
Sandberg said there would be enough for one or the other,
that would be an alternative and does not have the advantages
of Montana. Senator Dover asked several further questions
in relation to the plant location.

Senator Mohar asked if lignite was the lowest grade of coal?
Mr. Sandberg said it is a low grade, is not even considered
coal in certain areas, but it has been proven to be excellent
for coal gasification.

Senator Van Valkenburg inquired if this legislation passed
both houses in North Dakota legislature? Mr. Sandberg said
it has not, but he is confident it will.

Representative Winslow closed by stating he feels it is
important for both states. to get together and discuss the
problems that will take place in both states.

There being no further business to come before the committee
the meeting was duly adjourned at 2:25 p.m.

bl

SENATOR HAROLD L. DOVER, CHAIRMAN

: NATURAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE

PatriciaMa+field
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- STATEME&T MADE BY JOHN R, MILODRAGOVICH BEFORE THE SENATE.

NATURALk RESOURCES COMMITTEE ON H.J.R., #12.

'February 28, 1983

MR. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE NATURAL RESOURCES
COMMITTEE:

For the recbrd, my name is John R. Milodragovich. | am a native
Montanan, ‘a retiredb forester, a;\dpresently engaged in a small ranching
operation in Missoula County. | appreciate this Aopportunity to appear
before this Committee to express my views in support of H.J.R. #12.

Tﬁis is the fourth time in my experience that efforts have been made
to dispose of Federal public lands on a ,Iargé scale. The three previous
attempts were made in the mid-40's, mid-50's, during the Sagebrush
Rebellion in 1981, Now the Administration has announced its intent to séll
of public lands to help pay bff'the national debt.

The national debt exceeds $1 trillion. The interest paid by the
. Federal Governmgnt on that borrowed mdney in 1983 alone is estimated at
$113.2 billion. The Administration's; announced goal of collecting $17
billion'_from public land sales during the next five years is only one-fifth
of the interest owed in 1983. It would do nothing toward reducing the
national debt. o

The Congress of the United States has always maintained constraints
on the disposal of public lands. AS recently as ‘1976, Congress
re-affirmed its Iongstandmg osition in passing the Federal Land Policy

AvY The Napiewdl jp pest 47
and Management ACt/\WhICh states that public lands will be retained in

Federal ownership.

# |



S . e 2 -2
The'S

ecretary ‘}6}'";‘\gr‘i'cul’tdre has limited authority today to dispose of
national forest lands but ther Administration wants wholesale disposal.

lnt@ﬁ’ér,Secretary Watt has said as much as five percent of the public
domair;; might be épld. Secretary of Agrku_lture Block has announced fha t
60,000 acres of national forest lands have been identified for immediate sale
and that a review, scheduled to be completed in January 1983, is expected
to identify 15 to 18 million ‘acres of national forest land which will be
studied for potential' disposal.

New legislation would be needed ‘for sales 'of such magnitude. in a
Was‘hington_ ~news release dated November 24, 1982, Secretary of
Agriculture John R, Blaock stressed t_hat the USDA does not curréntly have
statutory authority to sell mvost national forest lands. He said the
Department will be submitting proposed legislation in the 98th Congress.

Federal lands managed under multiple use represent a vast storehouse
of publicly owned resources such as water, outdoor recreation, wildlife and
fish, timber, range, and minerals. These lands provide millions of

hunters, fishermen, campers, picnickers, backpackers, skiers,

snowmobilers, horseback riders, and others a place to recreate without

encountering "No Trespassing" signs.

These Federal lands are now available for use and enjoyment by all
American citizens. These lands should remain in Federal ownership which
will enéure multiple Qse management and public use. |

Mr. Chairman, during a recent discussion with me, a member of this
Legislature said,t}hat selling public lands to help pay off the national debt
is literally stealing from our children.

| agree with that statement. | believe a re-evaluation of our Federal
spending priorities and eIinﬁnation of waste would be preferred

alternatives.



In closing, | ask that the attached photocobied materials be entered

into the Hearing record v '
They e Seiude Fur  joresrs - Ourmon WFG - Declopy

* "Privatlzatlon -- The Reagan Administration's Master Plan of
Government Giveaways," Sierra NovemberlDecember 1982

* MCongress Decidedly Cool to Reagan Land-Sale Plan,"
Congressional Quarterly, July 1982,

* “Privatization -- Shorthand for the Disposal of Public Lands,"
Amerlcan Forests, December 1982. it v

Mr. Chalrman Neal Rahm, former Regional Forester, United States
Ferest Service, planned to attend this Hearlng to testify Emergency
heart by-pass surgery changed his plans

With your permission, | ask that his letter to the Mlssoullan dated
January 13, 1983, entitled "Block Sale of Forests," be entered into the

Hearing record.
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By Lonnie Williamson and Daniel Poole

of the Wildlife Management Institute

Hamds blosng acrec. the ngiin o pibibe Gl dee o dode

“Sagebrush Rebelion™™ s out. "Privatzaiion and dsser

management”™ are in. The ideas are a bit different, but the
results would be thesame. We Americans would lose a large chunk
of our. public lands. along with the abundant hunting. fishing.
camping, hiking and other outdoor recreation that is now available
on those lands.

The sagebrush rebellion is the brainchild of some Western live-
stock proxlucers whe hold permits to graze their animals on the
public’s land.. They saw it as a means of softening Uncle Sam’s
limitatioos on their use of those lands. Certainly other cconomic
interests arg involved., but it appears to have been the cattlemen and
- sheep grazers who initiated the most recent takcover attempt. Actu-
: ally. this is only the latest skirmish in a decades-long battle between
those charged by law to manage federal lands in the public inter-
est—the U.S. Forest Scrvice and the U.S. Burcau of Land Man-

?‘l agement—and those with special interests who are permitted to use
A the lands for private economic gain. In addition to the shametully
‘. low grazing fees that permittees have been-able to force on the

agencics over the years. they want greater liberties in their use and
control of the public lands.

The latest stated goal of these people is to huve Uncle Sams fand
“transferred from the federal government to the states and then to
private owncrship. Many reasons. were given to support their case
“ and most were invalid. The real reason. personal profit, was kept
under cover. It was veiled so thinly. however, that the public had
little trouble detecting the scam and no reluctance in blowing the
whistle. Congress and the Reagan administration pushed the sage-
brushers to arm’s length and began to talk about being “*goud




most - of our 83,000 miles of fxshmg stream sy:2.7 million
acres of lakes and 45 _mnlhon acres of bng—game range

»-LJ p SRR e N A

is used by you for campmg, hunuﬁg, andA

neighbors™" instcad. The movement hegan 1o fizzle. It continues to
do so.

But as the sagebrushers trail into the susset, another soheme has
surbaced to get the public's Lisd in private lands - e new wdeas o
el the l;mds and help pay off the n;nmnnl debt It called
vatization”” or “"asset management.

Apparently this latest ploy to divest the public of i its fand came .
from the President’s.Council of Economic Advisors, a group over- ..
whelmingly consumed with the notion that there is a quick and casy '
way to extract the federal govemmcnt from lts economlc ‘Viet-
nam.” e

"The (hmklng there, accordmg to a former senior economist with
the council, is that public ownership incxorably leads to an unpro- -
ductive and inefficient use of resources. Balzac. a French novelist
of the last century, was quoted to the effect that because a private

« landownetis msponslble for the conscquences of his decision. the
owner has incentive to use thc property cfﬁclently and producnvc- -
l}". : “ .

Budgct Dm:ctor Davnd Stockman cchoed this Jine of thought in -
1982 testimony before a Scnate committee when he ‘described
national forests and the -public domain ‘as *‘residual property.” - 2
which has potential for higher and better usc in " pnvntc owner-

“ship.™ LA
Congressman Kcn Kramcr (R-CO). a devotcd sagcbrush rcbel,
referred to publxc land dnsposal as “markctmg p.m of Amcncn for» ,
Amencans :

Balzac’s theory'is a perfect hldeou( for the budget balanccrs who
have- a laudable goal but too little gumption to make-the tough -
choices necessary. to succéed. Instead of reducing government .
waste and spending enough to ellminate deficits, the Office of
Management and ‘Budget, the White House and some in'Con- -
gress apparently would sell a national heritage to salve their
~ procrastinatory instinets. That chafes the millions of Americans'

Jp )

st
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* who use and depend on public lands for hunting, fishiig andother | -~ National Forest S e
forms of outdoor recreation. It is especially annoying in the lightof |
numerous budget leaks, such as Honduras receiving a $28.5 million State. . Nmm" Grassang ‘NGL) Acies For Sele
economic assistance grant in [982—S$11 million of which will be Uncompahgre oamaT 810548
used to transfer public lands in that Central' American country to White River 1.960.740  1.323.520
, private ownership: Apparently our leaders not only chose to scll our ComancheNGL 419077 419077
public lands, they'pay other countries to do likewise. It seems : __Pawnee __..193.060 _ 193.060
inconsistent that the business-mindedReagan administration o Total - - 14,430,213 - 11,167,707
- would want to sell its most priceless treasures . ‘
that _produce" ‘billions of dollars- in revenue - Florida . é”h:'émﬁm 557'23_1, o 5?_;3.';:7’2 5
each year |  and can do so forever wilh decent Ocala . 381.297 328.560
mmgment. e QOcecla 157.218 139.238
Thc Balzacian chorus of the administration is Total - 1,098,061 987.212

1 contited on page MM Chaniahoochee 746.158 574136
— -~ QOconee = 108,738 . ., 108,738
e Total © - 854,896 682,874
AT O What we w'll Lose Bitterroot 464,165 2.844 ‘
. N Boise . 2.645,967 1.883.222
Cache 263.941 263.941
' "‘"""" Forest prsk i Canbou 972855  928.285
: . Challis . 2.463.719 1.460.554
State Nauonal Gusslanq (NGL) Acres For Sale Clearwater 1 668,687 1214968
- reree e . - Comir D Aloewe 129 Rt 700 6
Alsbams Conecub™ - B2 1% 82 I'%) Kaniksy 894 317 HO1 AK,
. ﬁ“adega 37"39 356.588 Kootena, ,‘6'480 3 h, 2
Tuskegee . -10,795 10,795 Nez Perce 2218333  1.106.709
William B. Bankhead 179.608 136.551 Payette 2314.436 1.325.842
Total 644,332 586,724 Saimore « 1.771.029 1.288.080
: ‘ : : ~ Sawtooth 1,731,504 949.715
Alaska Chugach 6.236.040 2.087,202 St. Joe 865.068 765.929
Tongass 16,931,502 11.569,603 Targhee 1.311,737 1.136.899
Total : 23167542 13.656.805 Curlew NGL , 47.659 47.659
: Total ) 20,422,584 13.908.618
Arizona  Apache 1187478  819.920
Cocomno 1.835.930 1.658.195 litinois Shawnee 7253440 .  229.445
Coronado 1.713.258 1.227.376
Kaibab 1.556.467 1.446.934 Indiana Haoosier 186,961 176.942
Prescott E 1.237.076 1.138.228
Sitgreaves ’ 815.343 815.343 Kansas Cimarron NGL 108.175 . 108.175
nto 2.874.500 2.366.261 m— eST— 7 =08
” tucky ani e .037 116,
Lol 11220052 9.472.257 \ Jetlerson 961 961"
‘Arkansas... " Ouachita 1.336.834  1.268.562 Totai 527,998  509.007
. Ozark 1118170  1.079.191 :
- St. Francis - -20.946 20.946 Louisiana Kisatchie - 597672  588.972
Toual 2475950 2388699 Maine White Mountain 41833 41833
Callfornia  Angeles Bgpee 65380 ¢a0228 Michigan Hiawatha 881.461 865619
Clois 420093 372300 - Huron 425301 420274
Eidorado 671.021. 470.442 ‘ Manistee 520.662 §20.662
Inyo 1 800.302 631:477 B Ottawa 924,951 891.774
Kiamath - 1,670,695 - 1.188.546 ) Total 2752375 2.698,329
Lassen- 1.060.003 850.143 .
LosPadres _ - 1.752.218 495,318 Minnesota Chippewa 661.161 661.161
Menc_iocmo 882,617 718.591 Superior 2.048.937 1.256.346
m' - - ey ol Total 2710098 1.917.507
ga"g Be’ran':(;im Gssgggg 465 373 Mississjppi Bienville 178.403 178.403
Sema 1303112 613.756 - Holly Springs 147.304  147.304
Stsklyou o 33.354 28.404 . Hquchutto . 188.995 186.620
SxRvers o - 080416 869.346 : Tombigbee 66.341 . 66.341
Stanislaus 4 898,248 618,343 Total - 1,140,917 1,133,082
Tahoe - - 813.233 769.464 i )
Toiyabe 633.891 316.797 . Mark Twain 1.450.206 1.380.222
Trinity 1.047.164 803.517
Total 20,349,801 13.767.110 Montana Beaverhead 2.120.464 1.608.902
Bitterroot 1.113.718 676.047
Colorado Arapaho 1025065  738.294 Custer 1112153 740,464
Grand Mesa 346.141 346.141 Deerlodge 1.195.754 961.859
Gunnison 1.662.813 1.208.259 Flathead 2.349.932 1.243.459
Mantic-La Sal 27105 27.105 Gallatin 1.735.409 829,325
Pike 11068700  918.040 Helena 975125 713194
RioGrande  ’ 1.851.792  1.430.034 Kaniksu 446.092 401,772
Rooseveit 788.333 §99.905 Kootenai 1.778.739 1.652.787
Routt 1.126.622 878.113 Lewis & Clark 1.843.397 1.155.498
San Isabel 1110576  852.586 Loio 2091950  1.720.885
SanJuan 1.867.782 1.423.228 Total : 16,762,733 11,724,192
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Natlomlww Acres National Forest Acres ..
S ‘ Available R S S Available

State Nltlml Gmshnd (NGL) Acru For Sale State ] Nlﬂonal Grassland (NGL)  Acres For Sale
— : , SmHouston ' 150 437 154832
- Ncbrm 5 s 141,558 135,170 = Black Kettle NGL - 878 L 876
"tSamuel R. McKeivie 115703 115703 " CaddoNGL - - 17798 . '17.79 -
. Oglala NGL 7943 94.334 . ./lyndonB. JohnsonNGL 20320 20,320 .
e lGTote s ©-351,595 ;.. 345,207 ' McClefland Creek NGL _ 1.449 L1449
M SR Sibil et ; RitaBlancaNGL =~ 77,413 1413
Nevada -!Eldorado - ahmisy 83 53 e RS =
“h T Humboidt 2527929 1947972 782624 755,808
|nw i ] - 60.576 4936 ] 4 ] b
s sstads oues U Bz 0072
Total . 5,147.008 . = 4,299,951 6.955 6.955
WAL st .t‘yt e o Sl 1 i - - 1.883.745 1.746.263
NanmpsthMoMomtam SIS - “686.432 481,186 ) i . 1.424.159... 1.405,349 .
‘Manti-LaSal - .1.238.149 . 1.192.149
New Mexico . Apache . 614,202 600,202 . Sawtooth - 1.83 71.183
e . Carson 1391722 1.258.360 Uinta. - 812787 741541
Cibola : 1634112 1502511 Wasatch 848.716 510.797
Coronado 68.936 46.166 Total 7,990,161 7,140,008
Gila - 2,705,572  1,881.012- o R
Lincoln - LA03.339 100208 Vermont Groen Mountiun 289.839 243.90¢
Santa Fe 1.587.550  1.295.261 : :
Kiowa NGL 136.412 136.412 Virginia George Washington 954,116 888.680
Total 9,241,845 7,720,182 ¢ Jatlorson 672,966 505.260
e . lota! 1627.082  1.393%40
North Carollm Cheroxae 327 3z
Croatan 157.075 130.480 Washington  Colville 944.434 917,354
Nantahala 514,479 476.364 Gifford Pinchot 1.250,840  1.031.956
Pisgah 493,582 441,056 Kaniksu® * 269,982 269.982
A Uwham'e 46.655 41.865 Mount Baker 1,281,063 802,326
1212118 1,090,002 Okanogan e a0
North Dakota River NGL 8717 6717 nogiamie N Mo
 Little Missouri NGL 1.027.852 1,027,852 Wenaichee 1618329 1.041703
Sheyenne NGL 70,180 70,180 - ‘m s' 2 3
1104745 1,104,749 Total 9.052,926 6,956,215
West Virginia  George Washington 100.806 100.806
Ohio Wayne 176071 176,071 s 18196 10.196
© . ‘Monongahela 843,748 684,197
‘Oklahoma - Ouachita 247,585 235,376 : R 750
- Black Kettie NGL 30724 30724 Total © %62, 803,199
Rita Blanca NGL 15.576 15,576 Wisconsin 844,641 818.390
o Total 293,885 281,676 Nicolet 654.777 620.878
Oregon Deschutes 1602680 1414754 Total 1499418 1,439,268
Fremont 1,198. 1.175.
Klamath 204 26394 Wyoming  Ashiey 96.277 760
Malheur 1450422  1.385.919 Bighom . 1.107.679 688206
Mount Hood 1060280 928.403 Black Hilis 174,743 174,743
 Ochoco .843 676 820'350 Bridger 1,733,575 972.124
 Rogue River 584244  511.920 Caribou 7.913 7.913
L aogve 1,060,975 852896 Medicine Bow 1.093.517 966.620
m‘-’"ﬁ"’“’" ‘620,237 96577 Shoshone 2,433,236 993,593
" Umatita 1,088,158  1.001.067 - Targhee 330.783 115448
Umpqua '988.093  926.385 Teton 1.666,694  1.026.866
Walowa -~ - 986,105 bor e Wasatch 37,762 37.762
vvahowa oo - Thunder Basin NGL 572.364 572.364
Whitman 1.264,694 1.102.759 ,
Willamette 1.675.383 - 1.370.674 i Total - - 9,254,534 5,556,399
‘Winema 1043179 - 950,069 National Total 190,222,717 144,009,716
Crooked River NGL 106.138 106,138 i
Loy .Tota 15,615,115 13,490,324
Pennsyivania Allegheny 509,163 485950 Public Domain Land
South Carolina Francis Marion 249987  236.267 Identified For Sale
) Sumter - - 358,589 335.371
Total 608,576 571,638 State Acres
Arizona 612.177
South Dakota Black Hills 1.061,104  1.051.284 California 320.100
Custer 73,529 73.529 Colorado 389,715
Buftalo Gap NGL 1.7 91,771 Eastern states 55.876
Fort Piere NGL - 115,998 115,998 \daho 294,983
Grand River NGL 155.370 155.370 Montana 404,390
“Total . 1,997,772 1,987,952 Nevada 749,991
New Mexico 448,500
Oregon 254.228
Tennessee Cherokee 623.215 560.287 Utah 133,330
Texas Angelina 154.916 144,106 Wyoming 554,266
Davy Crockett 161.497 158.457
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W mAccommodaﬁons andyFees
Ca:npmg {s Fpefmitted  around the “lake
in the Needles area on the north end.
wluc is closed td all entry. The only devel-
d cam| nd is.at Warrior Point, north
Sutcln . This cam with 33 units
_‘b« is maintained by the County Parks
- and Recreation Department and is not part
of !he lndmn reservation, County residents

f‘htv'and nonresidents pay $6 a

: nlght.‘ , »k;sevewday stay limit. For

Ll ormauou. write to the Washoe

Co\mty Parks’and Recreation Dcpartmcnt

* Box*11130,  Attention:’ Warrior Point,
Reno, NV,89520.. . -

“A Nevada ﬁshmgv license is not required

" on Pyramid‘l.ake ‘but an Indian fishing per-
mit is and costs $4 a day or $12 annually. If

ou want:to use 3 boat, you must have an

ndian boat permit, which costs $3 a day or
$20 annually. To camp on the reservation. a

camping permit is required. it costs $3 aday

or $30 a year.-For more information about-

camping and fishing on Indian land, call the

Pyrumld Lakc Tribal Council at 702 476-‘

0188, ; .

The town of Sutcuffe ius a rcstnumnt and ‘
a gas station, and Crosby’s Lodge (702 476--

0104) has a limited number of overmght
accommodanons ;-

Reno, which is 30 mllcs south of Pym
mid Lake, offers an unlimited - variety of
accommodations. For information, contact
the Reno/Tahoe Visitors' Center, 135 North

Sierra Street»'Reno. NV 89501 (702 348

ot g

T788). v s

--the water level has dropped 85 fect. and it
continues.to go down more than a foot cach
year on the average. At that rate, Ruger
said, the increasing alkalinity could drasti-
cally affect the fishery in the’ next SO years,

1 the fake can b beld at e present fevel,

fishing could last forever. Only intense
cfforts by sportsmen can save the lake.

Late that afternoon, a'storm blew in sud-
denly over the Virginia Range to the west
ad ripped the Lake into an acean of white
cagreamd wowe e Thewasccaddenly s il

arrived, the storm dissipated. In the late-
cvening sun, Pyramid Lake turned into a
vellow mirror. We waded into the. placid
waters to give the trout one final shot.
fveson had stripped all of his linc in and
was lifting his flics slowly from the water
when a geyser of spray exploded at his fect
and_his line cut & hissing V- toward deep

. water,_This one looked Tike a keeper. In:

traditional Pymmld Lake fashion, Iveson
jumped off his ladder and slowly waded

toward shore with the trout in tow to slide it

onto the beach. It wasn't as big as we'd
hoped. lveson was going to release the six-
poundcr, but I talked him into kecping just
this one for a few more photos and so 1
could ‘get the full lavor of Pyramid Lake
trout—Dby trying one on the table.

That night the trout lay.on a pléftci’ in:

Iveson's refrigerator when hls son_Tim
looked in for a snack
- **Hey.™ he said.- **who kcpt this little
trout? That's the smalleﬂl one I've ever secn
in this refrigerator.”™

Little trout? Well, that’s thc way it is
Pyramid Lake. As Esaid carlier, it’s
e ol a kimd. A

SELLING OUR FORESTS
continued from page 42

not new. It was sung by land grabbers in the
carly 1950s, causing the conservation-
minded Denver Post to warn-in an editorial:
**Some Amcricans arc forccasting an era of
penurious federal policy. dominated by the
baronial bigwigs who will drive President-
elect Eisenhower into wholesale llqmdauon
> public domain and natural resources.
= Of course:President Eisenhower didn’t
W fall for the public land takeover. He had lots
of. hclp from an aroused public. -
rendmg battle. however, will not be
so casily staged and waged. It is not ‘‘ba-
ronial bigwigs®” trymg to scize publlc land
for private economic gain. Now it is the
federal government that the people must
guard against. The situation will be more
difficult to track because those responsible
for administering public lands are the ones
wanting to sell them. Thus there is every
opportunity” to keep the public unin-
formed.
The Federal Propeny Rcv:cw Board was
+ created by President Reagan in February
1982 to oversee the inventory and sale of
- public land. The president ordered each
. agency head to ‘revicw property holdings
« and report to the board on the acreage and
. value of land that could be sold.
. The stated reasons for sclling public land
 are to help pay°off the national dcbt and to
get the property in private ownership where
it allegedly “would be “more productive.
Think about that.” Would the sale of these
* lands significantly affect the national debt?
Would it render the l.md more produc-
tive?

The national debt exceeds S| trillion. The
intcrest to be paid by the federal govern-
ment on that borrowed money in 1983 alone

5 estimated at $113.2 billion. The admin-
stration has said that it wants to collect $17
bllhon from public land sales during the
next five years. Thus the entire disposition
of public land to private ownership during
five ycars would pay less than one-fifth of
the interest’ on the national debt just tor
1983. It would not, in fact. reduce the debt

at all. Let’s not kid oursclves. The national
debt will not be eliminated by selling any-
thing. It will be settled by spending, wast-
ing and giving away less of our tax mon-
ey. , o
Balzac’s theory that everyone is better of f
when all public lands become privately.
owncd is not as convincing as some people
seem to think. In the first place, Americans
may not bow at the altar of a 19th century
French novelist when it comes to modern
resource management in the United States.
Furthermore, Amcrican history rcfutes the
theory outright. The dust bowl days of the
1930s resulted in part from misuse of pri-
vate land. As a matter of fact, the 3.8 mil-
lion acres of national grasslands managed
by the U.S. Forcest Scrvice today are some
of those blown-out. washed-out private
holdings that the - federal government
bought from bankrupt owners 40 ycars ago

and then restored. Most of the Eastern .

national forests"enjoyed by so many hunt-
ers, anglers and other recreationists today
once were privately owned farmlands and

‘woodlands that” were ‘exploited by their

owners who unloaded the pitiful properties
on Uncle Sam and moved on. Compassion.
not a desire to assemble more real cstate.
prompted Uncle Sam to buy those ravaged
lands from their hapless and hppeless
users,

Itis not public land but private land thatis
currently eroding at the rate of 26 square *

miles of topsoil each day. For each acre of
corn an lowa farmer grows, up to 15 tons of
topsoil are lost to wind and water crosion,
For cach acre of wheat harvested, 20 tons of
soil head elscwhere. Through various con-
servation schemes. taxpayers have given
private landowners billions of dollars to
stop this national tragedy. but to no avail.
And taxpayers are still paying. Yet this,
according to some Washington, D.C..
thinkers, is **cfficient and productive’” use
of the land. Even blockheads know bet-
ter.

Comparing private timberlands with na-
tional forest lands in the Pacific Northwest
reveals that the federal forests serve the
public interests to a much greater degree.

For example. the numerous wildlife that
muSthave old-growth timber habitat to sur-
vive are on national forests and Bureau of
Land Management property. Old growth
has been eliminated from most private for-
ests. Hence most elk in that country depend
on public land old-growth to escape winter
storms and survive.

Such examples are many and remind us
that private ownership is not synonymous
with utopia when it comes to natural
resource management and use. This is not
to say that all landowners are poor land
managers. Some are very good and some
are very bad. There is absolutely no guar-
antee that pubic lands, shifted to private
ownership, would receive the care they
need. Certainly, in private hands, their
availability for hunting, fishing and oth-
er recreation would be reduced drastical-
ly.

So far, the most perplexing aspect of the
administration's public land sale intentions
is what specific areas would go on the auc-
tion block. Answers are difficult to get
because. the administration is yet picking
and choosing what it wants to scll. Itis. as it
says. making a first cut. But the adminis-

_ tration has said flatly that national parks.

national wildlife refuges. wild and scenic
rivers and designated wildemess areas arc
off limits.

That is scant celief. however to those
who_ realize that more than 500 million
acres of public domain and national forest
land arc not in those catcgories. Neither arc
lands administercd by the Army Corps of
Engincers or Bureau of Reclamation and
other agencies that provide abundant public
recrcational opPonunmcs The Bureau of
Reclamation, for example, has identified
more than 600,000 acres as being avail-
able for sale. This is land purchased with

* your tax money and where you and your

families now hunt. fish and camp. But the
focus of the intended sale is primarily on the
national forest system managed by the For-
est Service in the Agriculture Department,
and public domain land administcred by the

-Burcuu of Land Management in the [nterior

Department. Here is what the administra-

i
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N tion has’ dcclded lhu "far 10 do wnh thosc °

pleces of Amcnca

Nat!onal foreqt system -

The' nutional *forést” systcm is190 mllluin;
acres of land and watcr that is'open to frec

public-access for Hunting?’ ﬁshmg, hikin,
boatm ~camping and’ othet dutdoor
suits. The system,’'which includes natio

al forests, national grasslands and lhree"

+

national “monuments, “ provides’ sports- .
men 60 million days of hunting and fish-"

ing each year: 1t hay 83,000 miles’ of fish-"

ing streams and 2.7 millions acres of lakes,”

It includes 45 million acres of big-game
range that support 3.5 million blg-;_.amc_ ani-"

mals. It also offers protected’ habitat’ fo
threatencd or endangercd species’
“Overall, the national farests

door recrcation cach year, That is nearly 40

percentof all public Tand recreation and is’
almost twice as much as‘provided by the

national park system, The national forest
system is the largest single producer of
public outdoor recrention in the siation.
Aud several federal stitutes currently pro-
hibit any of that land to be sold. But an
attempt will be made to change that.

In August 1982, agriculture sccrctaryA
John Block announced that the administra-

tion will draft lcgislation and have it intro-

duced in the 1983 Congress “to “permit
USDA to sell national forest system land.

d: frrass-
lands supply 213 million visitor d.xys of out- -

Anticipating authority to sell at least part’

of the system. USDA alrcady had put Forest
Service lands into threc sale categorics. The

first includes 60,000 acres of relatively

small tracts known' as ‘‘land utilization.-

projects.” These once-abused arcas, pur-’~
chased many years ago and used to demon-
strate how worn-out land can be rchabili-"
tated. ‘are not a part of the national forést™
system and may ‘be sold immediately.
Located “in 26 states, these lands",'hkcly o

would be placed on the market firs
of the larger acreages are in “Arizona
(3.923);-" California (22.701), " Colorado.

-

- (4,209), Georgia (9.340), Michigan (999).
New York-(13,232), Oregon(1.227) and ,
South Dakota'(1,628). But these lands‘are™

ional - acquired by the federal government from

* other“countries, The: Louisiana Purchase,

** Gadsden Purchasc and Alaska Acquisition

- are'cxamples. Today the public domain is

~ what remains of those acres after much was

small potatoes comparcd wnh th
forest system.

«««««««

The second calegory mcludes 46 million *
acres that USDA says will not be sold. The”

lands, ' protected * by “specific, legislation.

include designated wildemess. arca§ being ™

reviewed for wilderness status,”wild" and
scenic ‘rivers, national  recreational arens
and national moauments. :

The third category holds the rcmamm

144 million acres of the national forest sys-

tem, and the legislation that the administra- °

tion will try to fet past Congress next year

apparently wou
or all of it.’

Itis mconcewable that the administration
would consider selling any large amount of
national - forest Iand But
acres?

USDA is trying to soflen public reaction

to this bombshell by claiming: ** A initial -

review of the ... {144 million acres) .-
will quickly ndenufy those lands whiich need

d permu USDA tosell part

more intensive study to deterhine whether -

they might qualify for sale once legislation
is enacted.

**After initial review, lands . . . notiden-
tified for intensive study would be placed in

tha rntontinmn ~otsarserr °

Sccrctary Block said that 15t0 18 million

acres of-national l'omst lands’ are Ilkely to,

et *tintensive study.”

- Therefore the exact size and locations of

the announced: autional forest land sale are’
unclear; :Sources-close;to the - situation .
believe that between 1 Smillion and 18 mil-"

obvious from USDA comments.: however,

sale status in:the first cut. ol

The Forest Service has hccn th.ll'.lo.‘lt.l’l\-
tically quict during: thiv land sale debate.
But one can read the faces of service pro-
fessionals and see the anxicty caused: by

matter how wrong those bosses may be.

There are a few hints on which parts of

the 144 million vulnerable acres ane most
likely to be oltered for sale, All of the 3.8
million acres of national. grasstinds arc
prime candidates because they are not sig-
nificant timber prshscers " Eisdem Toreat,
where the federal government owns 50 per-
cent or less of the land within the forest
boundary may become expenduble. The
Oconec National Forest in Georgia, Uwhar-
ric National Forest in North Carolina and
Talladega National Forest in Alabama arc
said to be exnmples. Isolated sections and
townships and **checkerboarded™’ pattcrns
of federal owncrshlps in Western natlonal
forests will get **intensive study.” The
Payette in Idaho is an example of a national
forest with this type of ownership paticra.
There. of course. arc many others.

These scattered and isolated tracts now
are used by thc Forest Service to trade for
private lands within or adjoining national
forests. If they are sold. this **blocking-up®’

* of national forest property would end. The

only way incompatible inholdings could be

acquired would be by purchasc. which is

most unllkcly

Public domain
The public domain managcd by the Bureau

lion acres is the administration's goal. Itiis -

“that"144"million acres will bc .w.nl.lblc fur°

such scrious talk of sclling national forests.
- The push to sell- obviously is'coming from-
“higher levels in the administration, and ser-
vice personnel must heed- their hosses:no.

of Land Management is lands’ originally

sold, given aw.ly or withdrawn for national
" forests, ‘parks.” refuges, military reserva-

: tions and other purposes. It ihcludes 327

million_acres, sometimes referred to as

~**The Lands Nobody Wanted."" It is mostly.
" arid land and tundra and locatcd primarily
. in the West and Alaska. But it is not a bio-

logical desert.

BLM estimates that 248 million acres.

of its lands are good big-game habitat.
Sportsmen take 170.000 big-game animals

"~ from BLM lands every year. Fourty-four
144 ‘million -

pereent of the pmn;.homs taken cach ycar
arc bagged on the public domain and 24
percent of all wildlife taken by hunters in

~thc West arc from these lands. BLM wild-

life authorities report that 27 percent of the
nation’s pronghorn, deer. ¢lk and bighom
sheep live on the public domain. The lands
host 80,000 miles of fishing streams and
2.7 million acres of fishing lakes. They
provide 7.7 million days of hunting and
fishing and 5 million days of other out-

dAonr roncroatiam sacrk voner Ny Loanraaor ars
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- OZARK. oummns—‘j.
'WADER BAG

Designed For Stepping On
Opened. the Ozark Outfitter Wader
Bag lays tlat, providing a comforlabie
place for shoeless feet. Closed. it

' keeps water, mud, el¢. in the bag ana
out of the car Cloans ansily Proledct.,
ogaingt synlight

¢ DOUBLE LAYER 11 0z. coated
Cordurg® tabric

* Double YKK rustproof zippers

* QOutside pocket for socks. etc.

¢ Large enough for any wader plus
rainwear

* Rugged U.5. made quc/lity

PAT. PEND

Transport your waders the practical
way. Give your waders, car, and feet

- this unique protection. Double layer
constructed to last for your present
and future wader nnvestments

Choice of colors: :

" Black with red straps :
Light blue with black straps
Camo with black straps

..$46.00 plus $3.00 shipping. Add $1.50
per bag for shipping additionai bags
(Missouri residents add 4% sales tax).
Satisfaction. Guaranteed

VISA or MASTERCARD
ORDER TOLL FREE

1-800-325-9877

{Missouri, bAlasko. Hawail,
1-314-966-7949) (

Check. Money Order. or Card Number plus
expiration date.

OZARK

OUTFITTERS
P.O. Box 28562
Dept. 96
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they the lands nobody wants.
The Department of Interior re,
**preliminary’* inventory of

that
public

Min indicates that only a small percent-

age—much of it small tracts near urban
areas—might be considered for’ eventual
sale, Thus far BLM has identified 4.3 mil-

™ lion acres, exclusive of Alaska, for poten-

-

tial sale to private ownership. <.
About half of the 4.3 million acres that
BLM has listed for potential sale was iden-
tified through a well-organized land usc
planning process. It is conccivable that the
entire acreage is more than the public necds

and should be sold. But because this isonly

a first cut at disposing of public domain
land, there will be other inventorics and
more land could hit the market. Also. his-

tory teaches us to be very wary becausce

there arc- many ways to get rid of public
- property other than sales.

Sclling targe tracts of public land at fair
marhet value sy e a paper tiger that we
worry too much about. Realistically. who s
going to buy it? Cattlemen can’t afford it
and alrcady graze the range for fees
amounting to half or less of the forage val-

ue. Miners can get the land free under the
antiquated 1872 Mining Act. Oil and gas
companies want only the fossil fuels from
public land. In fact. some are giving land
they already own to the federal government:
to keep from paying taxes on it. One com:

pany recently donated 100,000 acres of outs
" standing recreational land :in New Mexico

to the Forest Service. R
A latent fear is that the sale scheme may
become an old-time give-away. Unfortu-
nately there is a precedent for this. The rail-
roads were given an arca of public domain
nearly twice the size of Colorado to encour-
age their building of transcontinental lines.
The Northern Pacific received 45 million
acres. including nearly one-quarter of North
Dakota and 15 percent of Montana. A U.S.
scnator. through a masked conveyance.
once received SO,000 acres of formerly
public fand in California’s San Joaquin Val-
Iy for helping the ruilromds pet grant Land
sty Numwerows other Liud rids took
place under such guestionable statutes as
the Timber Culture Act, Timber and Stone

" Act and Timber Cutting Act. These 1870s

laws permitted millions of acres to be trans-

YRR
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ferred to private interests for logging and
cattle grazing.

So far it appears that the national forest
system could lose more land than could the
public domain in the administration’s **pri-
vatization’" ploy. But the dust has not set-
tled and no one knows the full extent of this
threat to public rropeny Those who have
a favorite hunting spot or fishing stream
on national forests or BLM lands and
want to keep it had best take precautions.
Contact the forest supervisor's offices for

the national forests you are interested inand

request to be kept informed on any potential
land sales in those forests. For possible
BLM land sales. contact the appropriate
district or state offices.

Historically, the battles against numer-
ous attempts to divest the public of its lands
have been joined by hunters, tishermen id
others wha rely on the arcas for free, acces-
sible outdoor recreation. The “privatiza-
tion”" threst deserves their attention also

Make no mistake. vou will be hearning
more about this.. The bookkeepers in Wash-
ington, D.C.. seem determined to ﬂ

PLANTS POISON GROUSE
continued from page 37

don’t do so well when green pastures are
dominated by the wrong grasses. For all our
intelligence, many humans don't eat a prop-

- diet, and grouse are no wiser. So the

-.«sfiformation that a certain item is caten by a

e

~ group of grouse tells us little about the real
value of that food. Even carefully con-
trolled, experimental feeding studies in a
laboratory may be meaningless if the
researchers fail to select the identical
materials that animals choose at the time
- they'd be choosing them.

On the basis of nearly 25 years of ruffed
grouse studies on the University of Minne-
sota’s Cloquet Forestry Center, near Du-
luth, it is beginning to look as though

changes in the availability of certain food -

materials may have a major impact upon the
abundance of ruffed grouse. -+ -

It appears that it is not solely a matter of
physical availability of food but, as Lauk-
hart postulated 25 years ago, it may be a
matter of chemical availability. This prob-
lem arises when the food resource is avail-
able but the tree has loaded it with sub-
stances that make the food unusable. The
occurrence of these substances, which pro-
tect plants against insect attack, have long
been known by biologists working in this
field. But wildlife researchers have been
slow to recognize this.

In the early 1960s, at Cloquet it was rec--
ognized that the male flower buds on the
aspens were the most important winter food
item caten by ruffed grouse. In a study that
covered cight years, it was shown that ruf-

. ‘ed grouse preferred these flower buds by a

.

2% margin of nearly 13 to 1 over all the other

buds available. Heavy dependence upon
this single food material continued through
1971, and the grouse population surged
from scarcity to its greatest abundance in
the past 20 years. If the aspen flower bud
crop had not fallen in 1967-&c and there had

not been poor snow conditions the same
year, Minnesota grouse might have reached
an all-time high in the early 1970s. Then in
1971 and 1972, the flower bud crop fell and
Minnesota grouse turned to filbert, birch
and ironwood catkins as their primary food.
Bird numbers plummeted by 70 percent in
two ycars. '
Identifying the cause for this abrupt
decline in the population was complicated
by two other events. Northern Minnesota
had bclow-avcrage snowfall during 1971
and 1972, so the grousc didn’t have the
snow cover that they needed to survive the
winter. The problem of this lack of cover
was compounded by a major invasion of

==~ I’snotsolelya:
 matter of physical

' availability, butit ** -
. .. maybeamatterof

- | 3
hawks and owls from farther north. In the

fall of 1972, Duluth’s annual hawk count -

was more than 5,000 goshawks compared
to the usual counts of 200 or 300. The gos-
hawk probably.is the most efficient predator
of grouse, if not the most important.
Until 1973 the relationship between
grouse and aspen buds scemed to be simple.
When the flower buds—which are formed

in late July and available until April—were -

abundant, ruffed grouse thrived. When they
were not, grouse became scarce. Then in
1973 the situation changed, for although
flower buds were abundant. grouse ignored
them. This samc scenario was repeated dur-
ing 1974 and 1975. Minnesota's ruffed
grouse numbers continued to sag in spite of
favorable snow conditions and reduced
pressure from predators. Ruffed grouse did

getarid of your public lands.
not winter well on diets of birch, filbert cat-
kins and cherry buds.

In the fall of 1976. grouse began to feed
on aspens again and this continued the fol-
lowing year Ruffed grouse increased in
1977 and again in 1978.

Instead of centinuing to feed on the aspen
buds. Minnesota’s ruffed grouse ignored
them in 1978 and the population surge
stalled. Even though the buds still were
available, grouse made little use of them in
1979. A _crop failure in 1980 ended the
buds’ availability. This failure. coupled
with very poor wintering conditions. set the
stage for the decline in grouse numbers in
1981.

The puzzle surrounding the birds’ change
in diet became more mystifying because the
birds fed heavily on the extended catkins
that develop from the male flower buds in
early April. Although for five years ruffed
grouse didn't feed on these flowers while
they were still encased in bud scales, they
did feed on these flowers once they were
free from the buds. Something in or on the
flower bud scales affected the ruffed grouse
feeding habits. One guess was that it had
something to do with the gummy resin cov-
ering the buds. =

Recent research by Dr. John Bryant at the
University of Alaska suggests a solution to
this puzzle. He found that the plant resins
like those that cover the aspen bud scales
are largely composed of terpenes and phe-
nols. This group of chemicals interteres
with the digestive processes in various
plant-eating animals. When the terpene and
phenol content in the resin is high. ruffed
grouse in Minncsota shift to alternate food
resources, such as thc male flowers or cat-
kins of filbert. ironwood, birch and, rarely.
alder. But Bryant's research has shown that
this group of plants has similar resins in the
twigs and catkins.

There is still much to leam, but the
present hypothesis is something like this:
When the aspen flower buds are relatively
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JOHN HOOPER

INCE THE BEGINNING of the Reagan
administration, environmentalists
have objected to appointment after
appointment, and policy after policy.
In recent- months, however, many of the
specific proposals and attitudes environ-
‘mentalists protested have coalescedinto one
-generaland pervasive threat, It 'scalled “pri-
vatization” and it sounds innocent and sim-

federal property and uses the proceeds to
balance the budget. Animportant variation
‘on the theme calls for long-term leasing of
..energy and mineral resources to private cor-
porations at minute fractions of their true
value. Environmental economists have esti-
mated that the Reagan administratiof’spro-

equivalent to virtually the entire budget
deficit for fiscal 1983. Both privatization and
giveaway leases transfer publicly owned
wealth to a few large companies.

Two of the most controversial candidates for
privatization. Left: Fort DeRussy, the last open
space on Honolulu's Waikiki. Above: Califor-
nia's Point Sur Light Station perches on the mas-
sive rock in the foreground.

ple: the government “sells off “excess”

e posed oil and gas leasing policy will'end up
+ " costing the taxpayers $97 billion, an amount -

“Privatization” takes the Sagebrush Re-
bellion banner under which Ronald Reagan
rode into office, and carries it one step

- further. Rather than simply transferring the

management of federally administered

“lands to the western states in which they are

located, as the Sagebrush Rebels had origi-
nally advocated, privatization would skip
that intermediate step and sell public lands
outright to private interests or give away
natural resources through long-term leases.
The ostensible purpose of the program is
to reduce the national debt; as James Watt
says, “What better way to raise some of the
revenues that we so badly need than by
selling some of the land and buildings that
we don’t need?” Another administration
spokesman told Time, “It is the best way we
can think of to relieve the debt because it
doesn’thurtanyone. It doesn’t raise taxes. It
doesn’t cut anyone’s budget. It just raises
money.”
' 'The five-year program would involve the
sale of roughly 5% of all federally owned
lands, a total of some 35 million acres, an
area the size of lIowa. These sales would
bring in a total of $17 billion over five years.
In terms of the national debt, this is an
insignificant figure. Year by vear, the reve-
nues would reduce the debt by about .003%.
The administration also believes that
“surplus™ federal land could become more
economically productive—more profitable
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—in private hands. In announcing the land-
_sale program, Watt explained, “A sheep
' ¢ will become anindustrial site, desert.
" lands will be used for hotels and resorts.”

The actual workings of the program seem

~'a bit 'unclear as yet. A newly established -
Property Review Board will provide policy .

direction for the disposal of propertics. So
far, the Reagan administration has identi-
fied some 307 parcels totalling 60,000 acres
. for sale in the near future. Some of these
- lands are not ¢ rsial; even environ--
mentalists agree. that they can be sold to
private interests-with little danger to the
public interest. Others, however, are items
of contention; a light station at Big Sur, for
example, is reportedly up for sale, as is the -
last remaining open space on Honolulu’s
Waikiki Beach, ~~ *. - :

At present, about one third of the land in

‘refuges, wilde

this country is owned by its citizens. A com-

mon misperception is that these lands be-

long to some distant landlord called th

-“federal government.” While it is true that
federal agencies administer this land on be-
half of the citizens of the United States, we, . -
in fact,are the true owners. There are nearly

three acres of federally administered public
land for each citizen of the United States.
The totat 740 million acres of public lands
are more than just national parks, wildlife

them are half the standing timber, untold
minerals and most of the energy resources
known in the Unitcd States. At present,
federal lands are protected from overex-

areas, forests and des-
erts. A nation remains great only as long asit -
~ protects its natural resources, and public
lands-hold some of the most tangible ele-.
ments of the American dream. On orin

ploitation and abuse by a great numberof "

regulations and a set of key:Jand-use. pr

icies, such as multiple-use:and’ sustained-

.yield management. Privatizati :

move 'such restrictions—an

lands vulnerable to the so

profit taking that many co

tice in time of economicstress, . L
The concept of the “public domain™ is as

old as our country. The issue of how the

snewly established United States would han

western lands and futureterritorial

additions was one of the most discussed at =~
 the Second Continental Congress. Several

of the original states held claims to large

- areas of western “reserves,” which each -
In August 1982, the Forest Service approved oil .

and gas leases for all available acreage in.the
Hoosier National Forest (below). .~ -
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perceived to be under its exclusive jurisdic-
ylon But in 1779 the Continental Congress
resolvcd'that lands ceded to ‘the United

of pubhc‘land in return for which they relin-
~quished claims'to other lands within their
" borders. Today, state and local governments

own about 6% of the total U.S. land.
- The question of how best to manage pub-

~ lic lands has been 4 topic of intense debate

w _ever since. Until the late 1800s, Congress
was very generous and made major land
grants, not only to the states for schools,
roads and other purposes, but also to the

# railroads, to miners, to timber producers
and, through the Homestead Act, to indi-

-~ viduals. Ofthe U.S.’stotallandarea of some

w« 2.2 billion acres, the federal government

W  once owned about 85%, some 1860 million
acres. It has since disposed of about 62% of
its peak holdings; today, the federal lands
constitute about 34% of the total.

™ Congress gradually came to realize that

the federal land base was being dismantled,

mismanaged and even destroyed, and that
there was a pressing need to protect it.

In 1976, Congress passed the Federal
Land Policy and Management Act, estab-
,lishing firm, updated objectives for the ad-
hi “ministration by the Bureau of Land Man-

agement of the remaining public lands. In
adopting the law, Congress said: “It is the

' policy of the United States that the public

s lands be retained in federal ownership, un-
less as a result of the land-use planning
procedure provided forin this act, it is deter-

mined that disposal of a particular parcel will -

W serve the national interest.” This legislation

was pushed through Congress by some of-

" the same legislators who are now bent on
_dismantling the public domain.

- The phllosophlml premise on which pri-
vatization is justified was summed up quite
simply by Steven Hanke, who was until
recently the senior economist on the Presi-

™ - dent’s Council of Economic Advisors and -

- the man most directly responsible for put-
- ting privatization on the President’s agenda.
*“Pointing to a myriad of examples of how

public lands are mismanaged and how terri-
bly inefficient government ownership can
be, Hanke stated: “Land, like all other re-
-  SOurces, is most productive when in private

hands.” The implication is that everyone
would benefitif the publiclands were owned
and managed by the private sector and man-
. aged exclusively for their highest economic
. retun. But the record indicates otherwise.
Q "The proponents of privatization ignore en-

’

tirely the environmental abuses—the “cut
and run” tactics—that private management
has allowed in this country and that govern-
ment has repeatedly attemptcd to control.

MEASURING Beusms
Economic return cannot be used as the
sole measure of publicbenefit from federally
owned property. The economic return is
most likely to benefit the private owners of
land that undergoes privatization—or else,

why would they want it?. Furthermore, pub-

lic benefit must be assessed using a more
complicated formula, ‘one -that considers
other values; what serves the public interest
does not always provide the highest eco-
nomic return. The public interest may at
times be best served by using a particular

parcel for a park, a hospital or other use that -

may not be as economically attractive as
private development.

The question of private and publicowner-
ship of natural resources involves many en-
vironmental issues, some of which are not
usually considered part of the ongoing de-
bate over privatization and energy re-
sources. Forest management and grazing
policy are two issues that exemplify the
conflicting goals and management objec-
tives of private and. public-land manage-
ment. During the 19th century, vast forested
areas of the Midwest and West were cleared
for farmland and timber production. But
careless techniques and severe overcutting

‘produced tremendous problems, including

ruined watersheds, unsuccessful forest re-
generation, severe loss of wildlife habitat
andovergrazing. Eventually, public concern
over the deteriorating condition of the na-
tion’s forests led to the creation, in the 1890s,
of forest “reserves,” which evolved into the
national forest system.

There followed a long period during
which the national forests were managed on
a custodial basis; relatively little timber har-
vesting took place. However, since World
War I1, the timber industry has been vastly
overcutting its own private inventory, par-
ticularly in California, Oregon and AWash-
ington. This rapid overcuttmg has resuited,
over the past 25 years, in a 50% reduction in
the timber industry’s private inventory of
uncut timber. Now, after decades of cutting
far beyond a sustained-yield level, the tim-
ber industry is pressing the federal govern-
ment to increase the level of allowable tim-
ber harvests from national forests. In
particular, the timber industry is pushing for
permission tocut the last remaining stands of
valuable virgin timber.

The national forests have acted as a kind

of “buffer” that has limited the extent of
private-sector mismanagement. Federal

forestlands have not been as severely over-~ - 2
cut because they are managed according to Lo
the “multiple use™ principles; that is, the

forests are managed not simply for the high-
est dollar return that can be achieved by

cutting timber but also for fish and wildlife

habitat, preservation of water quality, recre-
ation, forage and wilderness. Multiple-use
management reflects the diversity of the
users (and inhabitants) of the forests, rather *
than the private economic interests of one
powerful industry.

Increasing the cut on the national forests
doesn’t make ecological or economic sense;
overexploxtatlon cannot be sustained. Nev-
ertheless, the pressure todosoisintense and
originates ata high level,

' President Reagan's Assistant Secretary of
Agriculture, John Crowell (formerly gener-
al counsel for Louisiana-Pacific Corpora-
tion, dne of the largest buyers of federal
timber), believes the annual potential yield
from the national forests to be an astounding
35 billion board feet, more than triple the
cxxsting 11 billion board foot level. Increas-
mg the allowable cut on national forestlands
is not a giveaway of the land itself, but of
irreplaceable natural resources. Such har-
vest levels jeopardize future timber supplies
as well as endangering the ecological viabil-
ity of forests for years if not centuries to
come. Soil erosion would increase, and
water quality would be harmed. Wildlife
habitat wouldsuffer; recreation and aesthet-
icvalues would be damaged. Finally, there is
no need to increase the timber cut during a
period of deep recession. Housing starts are
at an all-time low, and the backlog of timber
that has been sold but not cut in the national

forests is approaching 40 billion board feet. -

In fact, the timber industry is trying to
convince Congress to pass legislation allow- -
ing companies to terminate or extend exist-
ing contracts.

Only about 20% of our tlmber supply
comes from national forests. The vast ma-
jority of our most productive timberlands is
already privately owned. What we need is -
not privatization but improved manage--
ment techniques on private timberlands.

Grazing livestock on public lands pro-
vides another example of how advice from -
the private sector is exacerbating poor man-
agement. More than one third of the Bureau
of Land Management'’s 170 million acres of
grazinglandsare in poorcondition asaresult
of overgrazing. The numbers of grazing ani-
mals must be reduced if the range is to be
restored, but the Reagan administration has
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taken the opposntc course by circumventing
a court order.to perform environmental

studies of federal grazing lands by continu-

There s plentyof opportu itytoincrease
livestock production of private lands. More
than 400 million acres of rangeland are pri-
vately owned, and 86% of livestock is pro-
duced on these lands.

These situations illustrate the differences
between public-lands and private-sector

‘ managemcm. Managers of privately owned .

lands are in business to make money; they
must pay close heed to the stockholders and
the annual report. But public-land manag-

ers are required by law to regard the conse-

quences of their policies and actions from a

broadet. pcrspectwe How. will a proposed- .
timber sale ‘affect wildlife; water quality,
fisheries and recreation? Public-land man- ..
agers must ‘also weigh values that are not
casily quantifiable, such as wilderness, wild: -
life and aesthctlm, against oommodlty val--

ues. They are required to sanction only
activities that can be sustained over time,

This is not t6'say that publlc-land man

ersdonothavealottolearn from the private -

sector. However, the fact that government

management is sometimes inefficient does

‘not necessarily mean that the private sector
should take over ownership of the public

lands orofkey resources..

INCREASING REVENUE -

The government already supports private
industry by subsidizing the production of
virtually all commodities taken from public
lands: timber, forage, oil and gas, water and

giveaways have beendeemed necessary. For
the land sales will inevitably include Forest

minerals. But to generate $17 billion in
revenue over the next five ycars, as'the
Reagan administration anticipates, further

DEBBIE SEASE

ROPONENTS OF PRIVATIZATION

sometimes try to play down the

potential impact of selling off

public lands by depicting the
areasproposed for sale aslittle more than
vacant lots, deserted buildings and small
parcels of useless wasteland. Were this
true, the program could never generate
the revenues projected for it. Moreover,
even a cursory examination of even the
limited list of areas already identified for
disposal ‘will quickly correct this mis-
representation.

- Privatization promoters cite Fort De-
Russy in Hawaii as a prime example of
the kind of land that should be soid; they
decry the existing military resort hotel as
a boondoggle and a waste of taxpayers’
money. But Fort DeRussy is a 117-acre
remnant of open space within highly ur-
banized Honolulu; it includes one of the
few beaches in the city not owned by
private interests, Though it may be inap-
propriate for the Defense Departmentto
retain the property, the citizens of

- Hawaii have made it clear that they care
deeply about this small patch of green
space in Honolulu and that they will
vehemently opposc its sale to the
developers. . - .

Far to the east, the citizens of Boston
are similarly concerned about the pro-
posal to sell a 756-acre federal tract in
Hingham. State officials have sought to
acquire this area of dense woods and
open fields as an addition to Wompatuck

Privatization Close Up

State Park. The state of Massachusetts
wantstouse the area forhikingandriding
trails and for picnic and playgrounds for
the Boston area, which has very little
recreational land available.

‘A small but scenic and historically sig-
nificant parcel, Point Sur Lighthouse on
California’s Big Sur coast is another of
the areas on the administration’s “for

. sale” list.

These are but a few examples of the
“useless” lands that may soon be put on
the auction block. In years past and un-
der previous administrations, such “sur-
plus” lands would have first been offered
to other federal, state or local agencies
for parks, recreation areas, wildlife ref-
uges or other public uses. In fact, it was
through this policy that such popular
urban parks as California’s Golden Gate
National Recreation Area, Seattle’s Dis-
covery Park and New York’s Gateway .
National Recreation Area were estab-
lished. But important additions-to these

parks are now threatened by the Reagan. -
administration’s policy of selling surplus

property to the highest bidder ‘without

first considering whether a transfer to -

“another government ‘agency, ‘at rates
lower than commercial market values,

would serveimportant public purposes— -

and make more sense in the long run.
Most of the 35 million acres Reagan
proposes to sell over the next five years
are lands managed by the Forest Service
and the Bureau of Land Management.
The administration describes such lands
as unimportant—small, ‘scattered and

- watching spot for local residents;, ‘and is: -

isolated ‘tracts that are hard to manage
and of little public value, Unquestion-
ably, some federal lands meet this de-
scription and might be sold. But “small”
and “isolated” does not necessarily con-
note “valueless.” Many of the lands are
scattered parcels located in valleys that
have been largely cultivated and irri-
gated for agriculture. These small, iso-
lated tracts are sometimes all that remain -
of unplowed, natural landscapes.

For example, the Forest Service man-
ages 797 acresin California’s San Joaquin
Valley—a small remnant of the original
San Joaquin desert grassland ecosystem.
It is the habitat of many rare endemic.
plant and animal species; in fact, it is
designated critical habitat for the San
Joaquin blunt-nosed leopard lizard, a
reptile listed by both the state and federal
governments as rare and endangered.
Therare and endangered San Joaquin kit
fox has been sighted in the area, which is
also, coincidentally, a favorite" bird-

only two miles from a national wildlife -
refuge. But in August the Forest Service
announcedthat thisparcel was partofthe -
acreage that had been desngnated for
immediate sale.

This is only one example of the sort of
lands selected for privatization whose
value and uniqueness might not be im-
mediately apparent. How many more ~
such areas are also rich in wildlife and
other values? It's impossible to know at
this time; the administration won't dis-
close details. It confines its information
to generalizations, acreage summaries
and vague categories. O

Debbie Sease works on public lands issues in

the Sierra Club’s Washington D.C. office.
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Service and Bureau of Lancl Management

-

- Block has stated that he will send legislation |
. to Congress to give him authority to sell off
-+ Forest Service lands, and that he may even- .
tually identify some 15 million acres for sale. -

-

lands that could generate
because they are currently fiot.
‘well managed. Infact, , Agriculture Secretary

It isn’t necessary or desirable to sell “un-

profitable™ Forest Service. and Bureau of .
‘Land Management.lands, however; reve-
~2'nues could be- mcreased ‘substantially by -
~ charging fair market | prices for resourceson |
public lands: forage, timber, minerals and -§:

oil and gas. Since the common justification

for privatization (and long-term leases) is to -
increase the revenues to the federal govern- " -

ment, it is. important to note that these
proposed policies will end up costing the
American public an immense amount of
money. Leases such as those planned by
Secretary Watt are contracts that shift the
ownership of natural resources from the
public to corporations. Some leases last 50
years or more and cannot be cancelled with-
out due process and just compensation to
the corporationsinvolved. The leases orsale

arrangements guarantee little environmen-

tal protection and ensure only minimum
payments to the owners of the land—the
American people The leases do assure,

dﬁowever, maximum profits and corporate

control over public land. Bern Shanks, as-
sistant resources secretary of the state of
California, was one of the early analysts of
the consequences of privatization. His find-
ings were seminal and cogent, and his con-
clusions were startling. The public will end

. up losing the future market value of Watt’s
leases; at today'’s prices, the losses may ex-

ceed $1 trillion—enough to liquidate the
nationaldebt. Incontrast; the five-year Rea-
gan privatization program would raise a
total of $17billion, anamountequivalentto a
little more than 1% of the national debt. -

What is needed is not a “fire sale” of large
amounts of publicly owned acreage and not
long-term leases of energy resources—pro-
posalsthat will enrich only afewlarge corpo-
rations.

.+ If “free market” bidding for the privilege

of using resources from public lands were
practiced, revenues could be increased by
many billions of dollars. Removing existing
subsidies, which represent asignificant drain
on the treasury, and replacing them with
lease arrangements that would guarantee a
fair return would have much greater value to

_the public than a one-time sale of our

z; sritage.
, One of the largest sources of fossil-fuel
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energy in the nation is the estimated 400
billion tons of coal underlying western pub-
liclands. Watt has opened these landstocoal
leasing as part of his plan to “restore” Amer-
ica’s greatness. He has repeatedly com-
plained of “radical environmentalists” who
blocked new coal leases for a decade. The
factis this: There was a ten-year moratorium
on leasing imposed in 1971 by Richard Nix-
on. The reason was simple. At that time,
more than 16.5 billion tons of coal had been
transferred to corporate ownership by more
than 500 coal leases on nearly a million acres
of publiclands. But each year an average of

only .004% of this leased coal was actually.
produced. At that rate, federal coal dlready-
leased would take about 200 years to be

exploited. Why lease more? Flooding the

market with coal from public lands has one.
simple economic result: it lowers prices for

the corporations buying the coal and conse-
quently reduces income for the federal gov-

ernment. A similar situation is now occur-

ring with oil and gas. About 75% of the oil :

and gas leases now issued on federal lands -

expire without any work whatsoever being
- done on them; selling still more leases won't

lower energy prices for consumers or guar-
antec that federal revenues will increase
significantly. Yet Secretary Watt is persisting
in this uneconomical process, flooding the
energy market with publicenergy and trans-
ferring wealth and control to corporations.

Secretary Watt recently authorized the

Powder River coal lease in Montana, the
largest coal lease in history, 2.4 billion tons.
Another billion tons in the Fort Union area
is scheduled for sale in 1983. A 1.5-billion-

ton sale is planned for Utah'’s Book Cliffs in -

1983, and a 3.3-billion-ton lease in south-

“ western Utah is expected. In all, Watt has

scheduled coal sales that will last 50 years or
more on top of the old leases. At the same

time, he has proposed regulations that slow.

the production of coal from federal lands.
Why? Again, the reason involves the tre-
mendous value of the leases themselves.

Existing leases on unmined land are worth *
“approximately $550 billion; Watt's planned

leases are worth about 8750 million—at to--
‘day’s pnces Ifwe pro;ect even conservative

increases in ‘energy. prices, these sales of

public resources will ‘be worth approx-"

‘imately $4.5 trillion to energy corporat:ons '
by the end of the century, when the mines
eventually reach maximum production. Yet

‘Watt’s leasing terms assure that the Ameri
can people will receive  only pennies on the

_dollar for their own resources.

TheReagan adnumstratxomsdxsmanthng

- decades of slow progress thathasbeenmade. -

in public-lands management. The wealth
of the nation—our very strength and heri-
tage—is being turned over to private in-
terests. O

John Hooper is the public lands specialist in the
Sierra Club’s San Francisco office.
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The proposal; unveiled last Feb-

ntary in_the Reagan budget for fiscal -

1983, prompted sharp questions dur-
ing House and Senate hearings in May
and. June. -Vague answers as to just
what property ~will -be sold have
aroused ebngretsional anxieties and
fueled -suspicions that administration
revenue estimates are too lugh (Bud-
get, Weekly Report p. 267) -

: . Still, the administration is gomg,
o  8head with 'its' “Asset Management

Program.”  Interior ‘Secretary James

‘ G. Watt said June 10 that the govern-

ment plans to sell up to 5 percent of
federally owned land — or more than

\

the Senate ‘Energy-and Natuiral Re-
sources. Subcommlttee

Eco! rchdvnsers. and
the director of the Office
ment and Budget. . .
-+ 7 ~The administration says many of
e the targeted lands are unused under-

used, or ‘poorly used — small, scat-
tered tracts that are too costly to man-

+ age and that serve no public purpose.
. - Some properties’m'urban areas,
ulthough small in terms of acreage, are’

i- . -—By Joseph A: Davis

35 rmllron acres. an area about the size

 of Manage-

local ‘governments could- put these

- holdings to good use and manage them

more effectively than the federal gov-
ernment. And land-sale proceeds
could help reduce the national debt.

“ “It is just plain vanilla good man-

agement,” says Assistant Interior Sec-

retary Garrey E. Carruthers, whose
department manages the largest share
of federal land.

He stressed that the administra-
tion “will not sell” National Park Sys-
tem lands, National Wildlife Refuge
lands, Indian Trust lands, or “other
lands with unique characteristics and
national “value, such as wilderness
areas, designated wild and scenic riv-

ers, and other areas havmg formaly

congressnonal designation.”

.- = Critics of the plan say today s de- -
pressed real -estate market cannot -

"+yield the “fair market value” the ad-
- ministration’ hopes to get for these
. lands.” They say dumping so much

_Trevenue targets before ldentl_fyxng sur-:

‘high in‘market value. Interior Depart- -
ment officials say the private sector or

,. land on the market wnthm a few years \
“would further depress prices, possnbly
- injuring private landowners trymg to

sell at the same time,
. Furthermore, environmentalists
worry that if the administration sets

o couraged to-sell whatever lan s they,
“have. until those targets are met —

rather than to select only lands that
are unneeded or have no public value.
'Environmentalists . ‘are ' particu-
larly worried about possible sales of
grazing lands in_the West, a concern
shared by many ranchers who lease
such lands but fear they will pot be
able to afford to buy the tracts. -
The administration regards such
concerns as premature at best. “Ini-
tially we will be looking first for high-
value lands, generally those in or near
urban areas, which are not essentxal
for important federal programs,” said
Robert F. Burford, director of Interi-
or's Bureau of Land Management, in
an Apnl 27 departmental memo. .

Targeted Parcels
“The July 1 list of parcels targeted

: for sale by the Property Review.Board
~included properties in every state but

Alaska, plus the District of Columbla,
Puerto Rico and Guam. > " ,
~ The lwt mcluded propertxes :

COPYRIGHT 1987 CONGRESSIONAL QUARTERLY C
Roproducton probubaod in whele or in port sstopt by sdwenal chorn.
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Management and Budget at $221 mil- .

lion. It cannot be ‘sold without con-
gressional approval, under a 1968 law
sponsored by Sen.' Daniel K. Inouye,
D-Hawaii, who is opposed to the sale.

o The old New York Assay Office
on Wall Street, a now-vacant five-
story building assessed at $8.3 million
this year by New York City.

o A Coast Guard hghthouse at Bng
Sur, Calif.,  one of the most scenic
areas along the Pacific Coast.

e An 1l-acre portion of the U.S.
Penitentiary at Terre Haute, Ind.

e A two-acre National Guard vehi-
cle storage facility located in Elizabeth
City, N. C

Aulhonty fo: Sales S .
Public land sales are nothing new;
indeed they date back to the earliest
days of the rep,ublié.; (Box, p. 1689)
A welter of existing federal land
laws gives the presxdent the interior
secretary, and other age ncy heads au-

: g program
" Feb. 25 with Execuuve ‘Order 12348,
,which invokes the: authonty of the
Federal Real Property and Adminis-

* trative Services Act of 1949; Because

i that law covers dlsposal ‘of surplus

~ federal property by the. General Ser-

I' vices -Administr mé’congres-
| sional critics say it does not apply to
public domain lands
They . note that -since . the en-
actment in 1976 of..the Federal
Land Policy and Management Act
(FLPMA), congressional policy em-
phasis has been not on the disposal of
public lands but rather on their reten-

tion and management. for the common .

w goud. (FLPMA, 1976 Almanac p. 182)
While FLPMA itself allows land
sales, it sets conditions.that in prac-
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. greatest portion belong to the Depart-
. holds some of

:Cabnnethouncxl on Economic Affairs
‘warned ‘the president that new laws

. tlme-consummg. lf not practxcally im-

p mmnve. mdlscnmmate
sales, l"or ‘example, it entitles Con-
to: : Lof |

an,

and regulauom mnght be needed to

possible,” the memo said.

Congresstonal Interest ‘
Congress is taking a definite in-

-terest this year as the outlines of the

land-disposal program slowly emerge.
Resolutions (S Res 231, H Res
265) in support of the concept have

" been introduced by Sen. Charles H.

Percy, R-Ill., and Rep. Larry Winn Jr.,
R-Kan., and both the Senate Commit-

tee on Energy and Natural Resources -
and the House Committee on Interior

and Insular Affairs have held hearmgs
on the matter.

The non-binding Percy resolution
was introduced Oct. 20, 1981, several

-months before Reagan unveiled his

own proposal. It urges the president to-.
liquidate surplus properties to reduce -
the national debt.’

" The resolution calls on Reagan to

direct executive agencies to inventory
their assets, estimate their value, iden-
tify the uses to which each is being
put, and identify those which are sur-
plus. All this is mandated under exist-
ing law, but the process has dragged
on for years wnthout ‘completion. The

 resolution urges the president to rec-

ommend to Congress any legislative or-

administrative changes needed to lig- -
uidate surplus assels. in_an orderl\'
““~li¢c Lands and National Parks during a
" Juné 11 hearing. .
Rep. John F. Seiberling, D-Ohig,
“the subcommittee’s chairman, ‘ques: -

way.
Percy's resolutlon specnft;allv ex-
cludes national parks, monuments,"

_.and hijstoric sites as possible sales tar-
" gets. And it specifies that the proceeds

of property sales should be used only*

to reduce the national debt. :
The resolution was scheduled fur

markup in the Senate Governmental

Affairs Committee on June 17, but it -

was abruptly laid aside — because,
according to commitiee staffers, the
administrationh is planning to intro-
duce its own bill. . -

That measure, which has not vet
been submitted, is expected to include
binding language allocating proceeds

COPYIGHT 1982 COMGRESHIONAL QUARTERLY INC
Soproducngn prohiboed it whob o it por eacapt by edvurigi chomn.

‘a reductl

' How Much l.and?

trom sales o government pro rtles w
‘of the nati nalrl’pe How-

Exactly how much land the: ad-

. ministration can or will sell:remains, . -
unclear. Right now, it'is. hard tosee’ "
““where the 35 million acres Watt has:
- cited will come from. - T

The two: likeliest sources are the
two_biggest federal landholders, the

_ Interior Department and the U.S. For-

est Service, an arm of the Agriculture
Department. Excluding Alaskan lands
covered by legislation enacted in 1980,
Interior has about 516 million acres
and the Forest Service about 190 mil-
lion acres of total federal holdings es-
timated at between 738 million and
770 million acres. (1981 Weekly Re-
part p. 1900)

The lands bureau holds by far the
largest chunk of Interior’s land: about
397 million acres. Most of the remain-
der is held by the National Park Ser-
vice (68 million acres) and the U.S.

.Fish and Wildlife Service (43 million

acres), whose lands are not generally
-available for legal sale or disposal.

The Interior Department June 17
put out a summary of BLM property
that it considers suitable for disposal:
a total of 4.3 million acres with an
estimated ‘fair market value of $2.5
billion.

*" " But Jand-use plans, requlred un-
> der the 1976 federa; land management
. Jaw,  have been completed only for af
" fraction of that acreage. =~ -

4. % have‘encouraged the Bureau o

- Land Management- to' accelerate the

- planning process,” Carruthers told the
House Interior.Subcommittee on Pub-

tioned whether accelerated: planning

-was possible, noting that the lands bu- »: '

reau “has dramatically slashed fund-
ing in. personnel for planning func-
tions. Some state office planning staffs
have been cut by as much as 50
percent.”

The  other major federal land-
holder, the Forest Service, may not
add much to the tota) acreage avail-

able for sell-off beyond the 42,730

acres it identified in May. Forest Ser-

vice chief- R. Max Peterson told




, W ol
settlers to ﬁll them,

- man farmers. Early public land laws such as the North-
_ west Ordinance’of 1785 and the Public Lands Act of
1796 were primarily land-dxsposal acts.”

Hamrlton. the nation's first Treasury secretary, saw

“lands in the public domain as an important source of
revenue for the fledgling, cash-starved national govern-
ment. But the $2 per acre price for parcels no smaller
than 640 acres was beyond the reach of the average
pioneer.

As new states opened up to the West, there was a

growing demand for land for settlement. The sell-off -
policy yielded to a giveaway policy, The Homestead Act
of 1862 gave a 160-acre plot to any pioneer who would -

‘remaming pubhc domain. hnds. 3 =
- More recently, a growmg national mterest in con-
servatlou — stronger ‘in‘the East. than in the West — -

-among others —sought
~to encourage rapid settlement: of the continent by yeo-

arms erelargely:taken.':federal land policies grew. ob-:
lete.. Stockmen ‘had used the unappropnated pughc-»
" 5 ut

brought passage in 1976 of the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act (FLPMA). It largely replaced some
2,500 individual laws that had been patched together in
the 19th and 20th centuries. (1976 Almanac p. 182)
FLPMA, as well as other laws like the Wilderness
Act of 1964 and the National Forest Management Act of
1976, reversed the historic policy assumption that public

- domain lands were to be dlsposed of,; declaring instead

that they were to be kept in pubhc ownership and

- managed- for: the benefit of the ‘entire nation, unless
- disposal of a particular parcel were in the public inter- -
“ est. (Wilderness Act, Congress and the Nation Vol. I,

live on it and improve it for five years. Other land grants

p. 1061 Forest Act, 1976 Almanac p. 192)

" Seiberling's subcommittee that his
agency had so far identified 833 acres.
- for disposal — out of its 190 million-

acre holdings. -

"Peterson said that most Forest
Service land “cannot easily be as-
signed clearly to retention or dis-
posal.” But he left open the possibility

“that more land would be targeted after
his ‘agency’s submittal is analyzed by
~the Property Review Board. =

‘Minor amounts of land have been
earmarked for disposal by other agen-
cies. The U.S. Army Corps of Engi-
neers, for ‘example, administers ap-

proximately . 12 million -acres.. The

corps told the Property Review Board
that it had 34,844 acres of civil works

land, worth an’ estimated $24 mllllon..

that were'av 'ilable for disposal.”

The Revenue Estlmates
Reagan,s fiscal 1983 budget pro-
- jected ‘revenues from the Asset Man-
agement Program at $17 billion over
five years: $1 billion for fiscal 1983
“and $4 billion annually during fiscal
1984 1987. .
While the 1983 fi igures are wuthm
ythe realm of feasibility, it is not clear
whether that much land actually will

be sold by the end of the fiscal year.
lt is' even less clear whether or

_ cit estimates are understa

under the Land and ‘Ws

how revenue pmjectlons for the later -
_.’years can be achieved. Acreage identi- -
~fied this year !for posslble sale” was -

gleaned from a review of all federal
lands, making: it difficult’ to- locate

large amounts of addltwnal surplus =

land. And if land-sale revenue projec-
tions are overstated, then  budget defi-

Furthermore. there

irrigation pro;ects in those sta §s.-And

the sale of certam “other federal lands

are earmarked for federal ‘and 'state

acquisition of land for parks. ‘w1ldllfe

refuges, and- sumlar purposes.’

Good Nerghbor l’rogram

The administration’s program to
raise money by selling-land seems to
conflict with its program to give land

away to state and local governmentsin- -
the West under the “Good Neighbor™ .

program, one of: the centerpieces of
the Reagan administration's effort to
Give (e 4siey.

COPVRIGNHT 1982 CONGRESSIONAL QUARTERLY INC.
Roproduction prohibited i whole o it past cacept by sdoerial chovtr.

defuse the “Sagebrush Rebellion” and
please’ its. Western. backers.
The federal govemment is a big

presence in ‘the Western “neighbor-
hood,” where it holds about 48 percent

-of the total land. In Nevada, 86 per-

cent of the land is federally owned.-
Many Western towns have long com-

-~ plained that federal landholdmgs con-
me: ges- o ‘
“funneling: -
e general

ef'crt.‘ Pl

The Reclamatxon Act of 1902 re- -
- quires proceedsj_from land sale ' 'n 16 -

strain their development.”" - :
“The *Good Neighbor""; progra'n is
authorized under the Recreation and
Public Purposes Act of 1954 and goes
back as far as‘the Recreation Act of -

- 1926. This law gives the interior secre- -

/+.-tary :authority to convey: certain par-

.- cels'of federal land to state and local -
'govemments”for a range of publlc pur-

ary
retary Watt invited ‘Western gover-

“nors to identify parcels of federal land

that ‘could serve local needs. The gov-

- ernors came: back “with 361" separate

requests from various state, county,
and municipal entities for a total of
951,028 acres. Property Review Board
officials say almost a third of that land
is not eligible for disposal.

By April 1, the Interior Depart-
ment had authorized use or disposal of

- 12,666 acres of land under the “Good

Neighbor™ program.
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; waty ‘eye on Presnden Reigan's: prqpqsal to:

P

" Local governmem,s may gel the
land freé or &t s very'low price (a so-
called “"discount conveyance"). For ex-
ample, Grand' County, ‘Colo., leases »
40-acre landfill. for $10. per vear.

The Property Review Board st s
May 21 mc-eung settled the ‘spparent
conflict” between the iwg administra-

tion prugrams by ruhng that parties
who _hm‘ “submitted- their  “Good
Neighber” land Tequests ‘before Rea-
gan's Febi 25 eu-cunve ord(—r would
get pnmn\ umsnder n." Lucal gov-
nl, Sepx 3w

lhdh the n—dna! xcv\tinnnen,
Sen. Paul Laxali R-Nev,
ampl .

‘fur'(‘fv

Las calivd tob sole to graving

- permit- huld«—n orothers of sume part.
of the 155 million actes of grazing land
manaped by BLM

“} beheve tngt some torm . of
privatization would benefnn all of us
with, thet posaible exception of the by
resucraty. cwho  manage the - publi
Iﬁua- Ladalt suid Apnil 167

]husc v\hu aepcnd i the land

PAGE ussu---.luly 1. 1982

sell olf surplus

; Would have the security ofrtenure Lo-
“cal govérnments would see private
<lands added to their tax rolls. The fed-

eral government, which spends more

- than it _garners in nine of the 11 West-
ern states, wuuld end n~ negative cash
flow,”

he said.
()ther.\-mLon'grwsremain skepti-
ul.-The June 11 hearing of Seiber-
ling’s- subcommittee highlighted some

-of_the built-in institutional conflicts

between the Interior Department and
the . Interiot  Committee over - who

.mnhea, federsl: land managemem and

Sﬂbﬂlmg was not happ\' \mh el-
‘the ci mpleltnexs or the timeli-
information he received

o xn.m ¢ anuthen

Hu- sub(mnmnm- chairman said

"_lu had asked W au by letter on May
19 for ~peuhc mlmmauuu on the

lands o be lransfenf-d 1o state and

JO7 program, as well

b mturmalum on property w be sold
under the  Asset Managemcm Pro-

pram.

Interior did not pm\'ld( the infor-
mation Seiberling wanted. however.
Cartuthers explained that most of it
war stli bemip pathered and was not
vet avasilable,

i Seiberling then produced leaked
!menm “Depariment . documents,
dutmg frony:: before “his request 1o

COPYarimT 1992 (ONGRESNO~NAT QUARTERLT Wl
Soprsturre. prohang ¥ whels 4 ® part saiep! by eptural thonn

. was Rep. James- D ‘Santini; D-Nev., a
ndrr Jhr seCre-

. “hardly ‘the behavio

federal property Many fear they could nol allord to buy the
N hnd lhey now are usmg. :

Watt, that contamed the mformatnonﬂf

he had requested. - o
- Carruthers said the. leaked :figures | ‘
were still preliminary and incomplete -
and did not reflect administration de- -
cisions on what to sell S
" “I don't" consider
ation. I consider it to be
the  House,” : Seiberlin &
threaténed - to . subpoena’ documents -
and put’ thnesses,under oathy; Adf he

Commnttee criticism o :
sales proposal was not limited to di
closure issues. .. . :

 One member who vocally objected\ -
to the entire * pnvatxzat:on concept

self:proclaimed . “origina
the Sa;.,ebrush Rebellion

“Privatization misse:
Santini said, calling’ the

from a ‘Good Neighbor." " S
*Rather than chase:a- tnlhon dol-
lar debt with our national heritage,
Jet's look carefully at just what land is
excess.” Santini said. “If ‘we do sell O
some of it, let’s put the proceeds in‘a ) B
trust fund for the environmenta! and ; -
recreational needs of the future. o
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“PRIVATIZATION"—SHORTHAND FOR THE _

. disposal of public lands to private interests to help .~ .

<= pay off the national debt-—continues to’ generate Lt

" debate between ‘conservationists and the * ,
Administration, as well as an increasing amount of
attention from the national news media. While
Administration spokesmen continue to insist that

- massive disposal of Forest Service and BLM lands is
not intended, Interior Secretary Watt has said as
much as five percent of the public domain might be
sold and Agriculture Secretary John R. Block has
announced that from 15 million to 18 million acres of
National Forest lands will be studied for potential
disposal.

New legislation would be needed for sales of such
magnitude, and even as strong an Administration
backer as Senator James McClure (R-ID), Chairman
of the Senate Energy and Natural Resources
Committee, has vowed to block any legislation until
the lands to be sold are specifically identified.
McClure joined with Senator Dale Bumpers (D-AR) to
successfully attach an amendment to the Continuing
Resolution that requires the Administration to provide

for public and Congressional review of any
proposed sales. Although the Continuing Resolution
remains in effect only until mid-December, the
McClure-Bumpers provision-is a clear signal of
Congressional skepticism and mistrust of the way
the Administration has handled (or mishandled) its
land-sales effort.

Rex Resler, American Forestry Association
Executive Vicg President, issued a statement to the
press in early November in which he said: “We
(AFA) strenuously oppose changes in the law that
would permit wholesale disposal of public lands.”
Resler characterized massive dlsposal of public
lands as an insidious dangerand "an irresponsible

fraud whnch we beheve the American public. wm
-reject.”



Institute in Wuh!ngton, D.C.

Reader comment .

etitleolltrighten!ng article pub-
lished by  the ‘Wildlife Management .

lation in the 98th Congress expanding

the secretary of agriculture’s author- -
ity to sell national forest land. A plan

to do this has been prepared by the
president’s Council of Economic Ad-
visers, and the reason, so they claim,

I to reduce the national debt.

This effort to divest the public of ”

its lands is the latest in a long line of

S similar effombeginnmg in the 19303~ .

and 1940s. -

In 1981, ‘this notion ‘'was betterf*

" known' as .the Sagebrush Rebellion.

Today,

. lion. The administration

the proposal has no name tag,

. mal; supposedly quick and easy way,’.

‘to extricate the federal government -

o - from its gloomy economic position.

L fOurpresidentwillintroducelegi»,; , ,
: e eonstmintsonthedisposalofpublic

- .of agriculture -

" has limited authority today to dispose -

.Congress has always maintained
lands. The secretary .
of -national forest land, but the ad-

" ministration now. wants - unlimited -

authority for wholesale disposal. The
pational debt exceeds $1 trillion. The
interest paid by the federal govern-
ment on that borrowed money
1983 alone is estimated at $113.2 bil-
ts to col-
lect $17 billion from public land sales
during the next five years, which is

‘Federal lands managed ‘under

»ﬁmulhple-use represent a vast store-
~house of publicly owned resources
: such as outdoor recreatlon. timber

in

tering “No Trespassing” signs.
" Federal lands are now available

foruseandenjoymentbyallAmerl '

can citizens. Control of these lands,

therefore, should remain in federal -

ownership since - public - ownership

‘will ‘ensure continued multiple-use

management and public access. This
nation cannot rely on the vagaries of
private ownership to conserve, coor-

dmate ‘and develop these resources. -

- We urge the state Legislature to

send a resolution to the president,
. only one-fifth of the interest owed in Congress
1983 It won't reduce the debt at all! *

and the Montana congres-

sional delegation to oppose any legis- .
‘lation *‘to_sell our forests” when it .
‘emerges- in the 98th Congress. —
Neal M. Rahm, 1852 35th St Mis-
 soula..

-

e sdiivrme e A s

v Mr;*;owllq ::,j -
t S ///3/"

~wildlife, range and minerals which
- provide  millions of hunters, fisher- -
‘men, campers, picnickers, backpack ,
~ers, skiers, snowmobilers and others -
‘a place to recreate without encoun- .

":-..A-:.o-talu.nn-acacnl'-«a-unin-n:o-t‘alalkulibhﬁc
% " . . haledadh
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— Box 1176 Helena, Montana ,
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TESTIMONYJOF ON JUDGE ON HOUSE&JOINT RESOLUTION 12 BEFORE THE SENATE NATURAL
RESOURCES COMMITTEE ‘FEBRUARY 28, 1983 '

51 am Don Judge represent1ng the/Montana State AFL-CIO speak1ng _

1n support of'House Jo1nt Resolutlon 12.

S e have a convent1on pos1t1on which was proposed by the Montana o A E
State Bui1d1ng and Construction Trades Council and overwhelmingly concurred
in by a convention of delegates from our affiliated unions all acrosé Montana.
This positfon strongly expresses our opposition to any move to transfer
the ownership of public lands from their present owners, especially if the
eventual owners of those lands would be those who would like to profit most
?ﬁfor themse]ves and not for the public. Working people would certainly not -
be able to afford to compete with wealthy individuals and corporations to
purchase these 1ands
Workers in Montana believe in the baaic rights for themselves
and their chi]dren to enjoy”the recreational opportunities in this state

prov1ded by pub11c lands ‘They are concerned about the poss1b111ty that

these 1ands w111 become subject to public sale, and therefore, no 1onger
be pub11c Iands The1r concern is for the accesswb1]1ty both now and in

the future, to Montana s outstandlng recreat1ona1 3pportun1t1es for hunt1ng,,

f1sh1ng and other outdoor act1v1t1es
we urge, you to g1ve House Joint Resolution 12 a "do pass”
recommendation.

Thank you.
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Robert M. Heldlng, representing the Montana Wood Products Assoc1at10n
~-speaking in oppostion to House Joint Resolution 12

I was a membgtnof the Montana land law review committee which reviewed
this issue. If we consider that 65% of the total land owned by Uncle
Sam is located West of the Mississippi and 35% of the 'land is East of
the Mississippi and that the suggestions concerning lands in the West
that were presented were good proposals but few were adopted, you can
see the Eastern influences dominate the federal land issues, but
that is only a political reality.

(Helding then referred .to-:an article from the Missoulian, 9-27-79)

Just reading a little from the article: The federal government

should get rid of its large land holdings in the West, delegates
representing governments of 13 Western states declared Wednesday.

The policy statement was contained in one of the nine resolutions
on public land policy adopted by overwhelming voice vote on the final
day of the annual western conference of the Council of STate Governments.
Attending the conference were legislators and other officials represent-
ing Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado, Hawaii, Idaho, Montana, Nevada
New Mexico, Oregon, Utah, Washington, Wyoming and the possessions of
American Samoa and Guam. (end)

I have spent much of my professional life in the tax business and

I had occassion last fall to speak on this problem. If you look at
these maps and the 1979 statistics you will see that the United States
is taking private lands off the tax rolls and converting them to the
core of engineers, the defense department and other agencies. If
we are going to lose the tax base in the West we are going to be in an
even worse financial situation than we are in now. If you add all
of the federal lands you will find that 41% of the lands in Montana
are not in the land base used for taxation and the private lands are
used in determining taxes. According to Newsweek, 63.5 % of the

land area belongs to the United States and 42% of each state on
average is federal land.

I had the pleasure of telling Governor Brown that 48% of the land

in California was federal land. About one-half of our economy is based
on the development of resources from our public lands. When we interfer
with the federal land situation we only create problems. For example--
RARE I and RARE II have been in the works for 17 years and have tied up
62 Million acres of public lands that continue to be in limbo. We have
had a recent adverse law suit completed in California that will add
another few years to the delays. We can't work with a study that
lasts more than 20 years. And here you want to add .another study.

The federal directive was to look at some of your proposals to see if
something could be done, to see if lands would be better served by the
private ownership of that land rather than through the public ownership.

(165 mllllon acres were to be reviewed by the proposal??? .wur int: e 250

Look at what will happen to the Western economy. Take a look, however,
to see whether the public or private ownership of the land is better.



Helding diééléys map dffall the public lands--95% of the land
owned by the United States is loeated in the West. The Easterners
don't even know what public lands problems are!

Heldind{showed.uap«of»the=Clean»Air Problem locations in the West--
commentlng on the impacts of federal lands on the economy. We must
take a good .look at what is happening in our economy and take

a really good look!

We are entitled in the West to find out what is going to happen to
our economy.

Why:-are big firms leaving-:the West? These firms are leaving because
of the unpredlctablllty of the resources in theWest. You can't plan
any more in the West and that is a tragedy. In Montana with 35% of
our MOntana wilderness devoted to the timber industry we must be able
to predict the availability of resources. We in the timber industry
will never come back to the levels of production that we once had,
but we want to resume production.

Helding showed Map of BLM lands.

I don't think that it hurts one damn bit if we look at the public
.ownership and see if we can do better with private ownership of
the land.

Helding cited examples of land publically owned in several Montana

counties--Beaverhead has over 2 million acres, Valley and Philipsburg

each with 1 and 1/2 million acres, Lewis and Clark with 1 million acres.
we :

These are the questions that are going to be looked at by the federal

gnvernment on the problem of federal ownership.

We have had in the past the frustrations of the Sagebrush Rebelllon.

I see good reason to study the federal lands situation. The peopl

have a right to know what type of flow of natural resources will be

available inthe state.

As stated in the resolution:

The sale of public lands could be made to the highest bidder, the result

could' be the elimination of the small rancher, timber operator,

and other small commercial enterprises" . . is a bunch of blarney

We have the problem now with the ongoing studies and now more

study is proposed. You have to bit the bullet sometime. ' We . should
work to pay off the federal deficit. It's an admirable thing to do
in my opinion.

¥
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ny"chaav 3. Mom b “Each ‘state s best qualified
: : — to judge and evaluate any |

change in designation of pubuc ,
lands within its own borders,” -
the resolution said. PR

Titah,
e  Another resolution condem- -
lamoa _ned tederal efforts “to circum- , 4
T “"vent and ignore. the primary .-
A more detaﬂed land-pollcy role of the states to allocate and .
‘gesolution endorsed ‘a. bill. by , manage the water resources
,-US. Sen. Orrin Hatch, R-Utah, within their jurisdiction.” " -
" to.divest :the federal govern- ' The conference’s official pro-
ment of the public domain and nouncements on energy in-.

give it to the states. ~ ™ c¢luded resolutions:

It took special exception to - e Endorsing the versions of
the Bureau of Land Manage- Dbills creating President Carter's -
'M“ _ment’s recent decision to with-

prohibit any overriding: ,'*

T w2 .- 'draw “Areas of Critical Eavi- would
l‘;:nmue:mal Onafan"tl;om pud- : ml:mun ::a‘te and lo?l‘ﬁ
le access, with greater restric-  laws'in pursuit of approval for,
tions than apply to national wil mﬁonll pelority  energy pro-a

muw“jugun the five-day roeet- mwm.u L ad
ing focused almost entirely on F
energy, nearly half the resolu- ' ship.™**
tions approved dealt with the f - Al

demess areas. “Such areas .
represent an’ additional - efton
by the federal govenment to in-'
hibit and restrain the orderly,
appropriate and responsible de-
velopment of the resources of
the public lands located within
the western states,” the resolu-
tion said.

The conference, also adopted
' comprehenslve, ll-polnt

S St oo pi
Wi tates's: to
Western’ Redongol the Council
of State Governments and West-
ern Interstate Reglon of the Na-
tional Association of Counties in

new efforts for local control of

public lands.

That I'gi statement %

u&“ﬂ !lnds And it called for
modifications of the act to ““de-
crease the arbitrary authority of
the secretary of the Interior In
dealing with such actlvities as
mlning grazlng and rlghh o(

way.

The policy statement ulled
for land transfers to end the
checkerboard pattern-of public
and private land ownership in
the West and for greater weight
to state and local government
opinions than those of special
interest groups in development

: oCduugtorcmgmdonalll-,,,
censing of the Arizona Power
Authority to construct the
Hualapal Dam on the Colorado—
River. ' :
o Encourging the state and
federal authorities to promote
every known potential source of
energy supply from — fossil and
synthetic fuels to exotic tech-
nologies and conservation. :

¢ Calling on the 13 members
states to examine and revise
any of their laws that might re- -
strict'car-, bus- and van-pooling
manganents )

Another set of resolutions
. “called for more state power and -
flexidility in- using federal
grants and challenging federal

. One advocating a

““federal regulatory rebellion”

called for a kind of civil diso-
bedience by Western legisla-
tures, through concerted enact-
ment of laws defying federal
statutes and regulations. -
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NAME: .,'Dﬁx‘ 1S SawpasR, DATE: &) - 253-8%

-
ADDRESS_ P047/ /\/5/5”/)/1"4" N

PHONEr('ﬁ OO 325- S294  —MHesawmal ~449-4357

REPRESENTING WHOM? K ENIELO C osl-FEehn £LO LASIEICAT/ 6%
V T 2T Ak WATE

" APPEARING ON WHICH PROPOSAL: HIS ﬁ 2.

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

COMMENTS: (DL 7 /o & 7 0 SQEC ReT7A2Y

PLEASE LEAVE ANY PREPARED STATEMENTS WITH THE COMMITTEE SECRETARY
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e v 2/ 28/83 -

ineco-Coal.Gasification, and:Intake Water Co... .

hﬁvv, ik
11, 0pen1n9 | . S SR NS
TCGC pTans thf]]e under Montana 's. Maaor Fac111ty S1t1ng Act on Apr11 1 1984
Great P]ains 1s-approx1mate1y 39% complete emp]oylng 34100+
| ) -~ 3,700
111; Tenneco Coa] Ga51f1cat1on Co. Status-

" We-need . at:Jeast one:year-of: successfoi:operatxon at.Great P1a1ns.

" Most of: the—communtty ‘growth . induced::by our.project-is: expected to beAhstr1butedf
' along th1s 100" mlTe corr1dor from G]endlve to Dickinson.

. IVt Intake Water Co. Status

The Draft: Environmental: Statement on- the Yel]owstone D1vers1on Project vas
filed W1th the EPA December 22 1982

V. Tenneco Coal Co. Status - | -
Approx1mately 70% of the coa] 1s 1n Montana, 30% in horth Dakota.

oVI. Transportat1on System

.';;Plans are-to: transport the plpe]1ne qual1ty gas from Great P1a1ns in' 1984 and.

. -from Beach-WibauX-intthe: early'1999 S through the new Northern Border P1pe}1ne
'”~jto markets 1n the Mldwest ‘ s

VII. Summary .

Montana has an exce]lent opportun1ty to have the nat1on s second commerc1a1 sxze
. coal gasificat1on proaect S t

.
111, c1os1ng

This project needs the support of both states before it can become a reallty.



\

~

ualBpM ‘W elaueg abeusy a01j0
13300 Q Sawer 110198110 dMINI8XT

10965 LN ‘BuaiaH
8Alig |ejuojoD L0OEC
[1ounoY 180D BUBJUOW

‘110 ubtaio) uo sousp
-uadap s,uoneu sjyi Buronpal pue s8oinos
ABious onsewop Jo juawdojarsp 8yl o}
peaj |1im Jey) Aojjod ABiaue jeiapa) B 10} pasu
ay} sazjubooas 0s[e |JOUN0D 8yl 'SPJEPUB)S
[BID0S pUB [BIUSWUOIIAUS [BUOIIBU pUR 3]B)S
o/1S1je8s Jioddns apy ‘BUBJUOW U] [BOD JO UO/}
-onposd 8y} uj PaAJOAU] BJe SIaQUIBLY 8SO0UM
UoI}BI00SSE 8pBJ] B S| [Jouno) [80D BUBJUOW
ay] ‘pajonb s$a80IN0S |BUOIIRUIIONU] JO 8oUB]
-SISSE 8y} YlIm |Iounod [80D BUBJUOW a8Y)

ﬂo Jiels ay) Aq pasedaid sem 8.1nyo0.q S|yl

261 ssl

UILEIM § £19,85 4O NEUNG ‘u0ISIALQ LOIITSUIND) SIINION - PUTILON
0861 *Bujwokn 40 SIUYY O 403DdSU] BIEIS U 4O 3400y |enuuy - BulwoAN

1834n08

0861 6L61 8161t st 961 §¢61 6t £isl sl wel sl

ouR UK

e

(uoywpo0ssy
Buiujy Buyamody
£q paiewyysy)

0'v0L

Bujwokp

S

02

rot

Join

s b1 ca”

-4

| X9

13

kA

oL

(24

£y

00t . I3 rez 29, ~
[l N ey s ey PSS

0201 -SUBJ} PUR (BOD sNOUIWMIQ

.
<
LA

730°%y

/ "2861 ubnoIy) seyms
/ oM} @y} AQ sejes uopINp
] / -0sd enjor sejensnj ydeid
o oyl ‘suopsw)l uopeOd

-qns eyy jo Ayenb ey
“fWis 94} jo 28NBIOQ 19xivwW
1209 @y} uo Jo|leduwiod 180
<1200 8, 2UBjUOW 8] BUlWOAM

Bujwiokm pue susjuoK 119npo.d {#0d

I

$u0T VoY |||

Montana

Coal

1983

Every ton of Montana coal
replaces 32 barrels of

’

wmu..*m\.n: oil.
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Tenneco Coal

A Tenneco Company

Dennis G. Sandberg
Energy Development
Representative
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1983 Legislative Address
2301 Coloniat Drive \
Helena, Montana 59601 \
(406) 449-6357 \.\
\

Glendive. Montana
(406) 365-5294

Tenneco Coal Gasification

Intake Water
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‘JanUary 21, 1983

REGARDING INTAKE'S YELLOWSTONE DIVERSION PROJECT

- DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT

. . . flows will not be reduced below 4400 cfs
during the irrigation season when water is needed
by LYID (Lower Yellowstone Irrigation District). . .

D-13, D-14 Letter of Understanding with the Board of

Control - Lower Yellowstone Irrigation Project
Nos. 1 and 2 . . . reflects intentions of IWC
(Intake Water Co.) . . . to provide a share of the

'operatlng and maintenance (0 and M) costs of the

existing dam . . . at Intake . . . beglnn1ng the
first year IWC actually diverts water . . .

D-4,:Dh5, D-6  Periods of Restricted Pumping (For example,
- 1f IWC had been diverting water in 1961, 74 days of no
pumping would ‘have avoided’ 1nfr1nglng on senior water

right holders. The reservoir has sufficient capacity
to allow 90 consecutive days of no pumping.)



IWC will also notify MDFWP of intended pumping plans when river
flows fall to or below 5000 cfs during those months (Exhibit C-3).

Also, flaws will not be reduced below 4400 cfs during the irrigation

season when water is needed by the LYID; ' .

Assisting MDFWP in the construction of recreational facilities on
) Jpe's Island. The facilities would be constructed at the same time

as the YDP facilities using the all-weather road for access.
MDFWP will obtain all necessary clearance for the facilities aud be

responsible for their maintenance. (Exhibit C~4);

Allowing public access to the reservoir for recreational purposes;
however, MDFWP will have sole responsibility of maintenance and
policing the facility. IWC will have sole right to the water for
beneficial use and limited liability for recreational use of the

reservoir as defined in current statutes (Exhibit C-5); and

Upbn 'cbmpletion, facilities would be painted to blend into the -

surrounding environment.

c-3
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Intake Water Co. .pany Mo sron © > %63

A Tenneco Company (113) 757-213.1

September 25, 1982

Exhibit D-1

Boara of Control

Lower Yellowstone Irrigation
‘Project Nos. 1 & 2

P.0. Box 112

7th Avenue S. W

" Sioney, Montana 59270

Gentlemen:

Pursuant to paragraph e, page 2, of Intake Water Company's License to
Construct, Operate and Maintain a Pumping Plant and Its Facilities Upon,

" Under, Over and Across Reclamation Land, dated June 19, 1973, by and between:
intake Water Company (IWC) and the Unlted States Departmant of the Interior,
Bureau of Reclamation. The Board of Control (BOARD) of the Lower °

~ Yellowstone Irrigation Districts Nos. 1 and 2 (LYID) desires to enter into a
Letter of Understanding, which reflects the intentions of IWC to enter into
a contract with the BOARD, to provide a share of the Operating and
Maintenance (0 and M) costs of the existing dam across the Yellowstone River
ang related equipment at Intake, Montana and known as the Lower Yellowstone
~ Irrigation Project (LYIP). :

Paragraph e states as follows:

"It is contemplated that the Licensee will enter into a tontract _

with the Board of Control of the Lower Yellowstons Irrigation Districts
Nos. 1 and Z, present operators of the Lower Yellowstone Project, under
vhich the Licensee will accept an appropriate share of the 0 and M
costs of the Lower Yellowstone Diversion Dam; also that the Licensee -
shall make appropriate arrangesments with the existing leasze of the
lands sbove gescribed.”

Equipment to be included in this agreement for the purposes of determining 0

and M expenses are the north and south wooden towers, boiler house, bridge

. over the gates, north and south buttress and und°rwater dam. For the

purposes of this agreement, a year shall be defined as beginning on January

1 and contlnulng through the following December 31

BOARD shall provide IhC with historical 0 and M costs of thz Lower
Yellowstone Diversion Dam and related facilities, and shall at the earllest
possible date each year, provide IWC with its proJected 0 and M budget for
the following year, so as to facilitate IWC's planning process.

IWC shall commence payment to LYIP of its share of the actual 0 and M
expenses for the facilities, as set forth above, beginning the first year
IvC actually diverts. water. No payment shall be made for any year prior to
actual diversion of water by IWC.

" BOARD shall allow IWC, at its request, the right to examine all records
pertaining to the O-and M of the facility.

D-13



INTAKE WATER COMPANY N | bt 5

Boaro of Control Exhibit D-1

September 29, 1982
Page 2

_IMC shall pay LYIP Fifty percent (50%) of the total 0.and M expenses for'the
-equ1pment set forth above, not to exceed a total payment of $25,000 by IWC
in any year.

In any year in which Fifty percent (50%) of the 0 and M exceeds Twenty-five
. Thousand dollars ($25,000), IWC and LYIP shall meet and by mutual agreament

determine what, if any, portion of the amount in excess of $25 OOO is to be
. borne by IWC.

BOARD agrees that IWC may, at its own risk and expense, undertake to raise
the height of the existing Lower Yellowstone Diversion Dam by the addition
of flash boards, or other mutually acceptable means, to enhance IWC'S
ability to dlvert so long as said diversions do not reduce 20ARD’'S ability
to divert its full water rlght ‘

After IWC has cbtained all the _necessary permits, legal documents and
licenses necessary, and after construction commences, IMC will enter into a
contract with the BOARD which reflects the contents of this Letter of
unogerstanging. Please sign, date and return the original anc three :
ocuplicate copies -to IWC indicating accej.ance of this understanding. Retain-
the remaining cuplicate copy for your records. ‘ '

Sincefely,

Richard L. Echols
Agent and Attorney-in-Fact

vAccepted and agreed to this
__5thday of October , 1982.

/&QZ / / //u;f

‘ltle PrOJect Manag
RLE:ac

;,cc: File - YDP

D-14
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TABLE D-2
PERIODS OF RESTRICTED PUMPING FOR THE YDP FACILITY .
, SIDNEY GAGE )
PERIOD OF RECORD (29 YEARS) 1952-1980
" Number of Days A " Number of Days
Water No Pumping - Restricted Pumping* ©
Year - Irrigation " Non-irrigation Irrigation Non-irrigation Total
- 1952 e 7 — - 4
1953 - 4 . 1 , - 5
1954 -~ 14 2 - - 16
1955 . 29 - - E 1 - 30
1956 - , 5 - - 5
1957 : - ' - - » - -~
1958 - - - - -
~ 1959 - -- - 1 1
1960 . - 41 "9 2 : - 52
1961 B Y . 6 2 3 79
1962 - ' 9 . - _ - 9
1963 - . 7 - 1 - 8
1964 , —— 7 , . - - 7
1965 - - - ) - -
1966 . 20 - 5 -— . 25
1967 , - - ’ - - K
1968 - - . - - -
1969 - -- , - - ==
1970 . T e _ —~— R D - -
1971 o - B - , - - -
1972 - -_— - - L -
1973 - - : = ' -— -
1974 - -~ - - - -~
1975 - - - - -
1976 : - - - - : -
1977 ' -— - : - 3 3
1978 - 7 - . 1 8
1979 : - - L - L -
1980 - : - - -- ‘ -

- *Pumping restricted below the mazimum rate of 200 cfs.

D-4
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> ' TABLE D-3

PERIODS OF RESTRICTED PUMPING FOR THE YDP FACILITY
- : MILES CITY GAGE o :
PERIOD OF RECORD (52 YEARS) 1930-1981

v
b _ Number of Days = Number of Days
w Water . No Pumping Restricted Pumping* .
Year Irrigation Non-irrigation ~ Irrigation Non-irrigation Total
™ .. o : :
1930 - 3 . - ' 4 , 7 -
1931 63 - - 2 : 65
" 1932 - 14 3. 9 26
1933 8 10 4 ' —~— 22
1934 74 - . 4 L 78
1935 35 : 12 - 11 6 64
™ 1936 27 A 15 - 3 6 51 ,
1937 46 19 ' - - 65 ¢
- 238 2 : - 1 ’ —- 3 e
w1939 - 37 D | 2 : -- . 40
1940 53 11 - ) - 64
1941 3 7 2 : 2 14
o 1942 18 9 ‘ . 6 - - 33
1943 o - ' 2 - —- 2
1944 - -- 3 - .3
1945 - 7 - 1 8
¥ 1946, ' 7 6 3 - S 16
. 1947 . - - 4 - - 4
1948 11 L= 6 L = L1
" 1949 .19 1 ’ .. 3 ' 2 25
1950 . - S 2 — 3 5
1951 - e - . -— --
e 1952 -« - 1 X - ‘ - 1
. 1953 . 1 L e , "9 —-= 10
1954 . 4 2 i == 7
o 1955 - 30 L - 2 N 32
1956 IR 5 - : - 5
1957 - . 7 g - . - 7
1958 - - - - : - . - -
w 1959 2 - 2 8 A N 12
-
- ¢

D-5



TABLE D-3 (Corcluded)

Water
» Year

" Number of Days
No Pumping

Irrigation

Non-irrigation

Number of Days

Restricted Pumping*

Irrigation

Non-irrigation

Total

1960

" 1961
1962

. 1963
* 1964
1965
1966

w 1967
1968
1969

» 1970
1971
1972
w1973
¥ . 1974
1975
1976

¥ 1977
1978
1979

., 1980
. 1981

62
75
5
8
2
1

*Pumping restricted below the maximum rate of 200 cfs.

2 r)fffj
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13016.0100 v
: 1/ 2. z§43

ORI HOUSE CONCURRENT

Legislative Assombly
of North Dakote RESOLUTION NO. 3002
Introduced by

Legislaz:ive Council l/\

(Interim Tenncco Plant Committee)

A concurrent resolution directing the Legislative Council to create
a special Legislative Council interim committee to conduct a study
of the impacts on North Dakota from the proposed Tenneco coal

gasification plant at Wibaux, Montana.

WHEREAS, it appears that a coal gaéification plant will soon
be constructed at or near Wibaux, PFontana; and »

WHEREAS, the city of Beach, North Dakota, and its surrounding
area will in all probability be heavily impacted gy the Tenneco
project, due to its size and proximity to the Beach area; and

WHEREAS, the initial mining plan submitted by Tenneco calls
for coal to be mined in both North Dakota and Montana but it is
estimated that the quth Dakota coal will not be mined for
apprbximately 20 years after plant production begins; and

-WHEREAS, ihe precedent has.been established that coal
development impact aid made pursuant to Norgh Dakota Century Code
Chapter 57-62 may be used only to mitigate the adverse effects of
development of North Dakota coal; and‘

WHEREAS, dépendinq upon the minihg progression established by
Tenneco, the Beach area may be heavily impacted for a number of
years before bécominq eligible for coal development impact grants if
no coal is mined in North Dakota éuring those years; and

WHEREAS, the Tenneco project, because of its need for large
water supplies, may affect water rig is in North Dakota; and

WHEREAS, since Tenneco may provicde murnicipal water supplies.
to'the city of Beach, the proposed Southwest Pipeline Project in

North Dakota may be affected;

Page No. 1} 33015.0100
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11
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13
14
15
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18

28
29
30

Forty-eighth
Legislative Assembly

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES OF THE STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA, THE SENATE

CONCURRING THEREIN:

That the Legislative Council create a speciai interim

. committee with one member chosen from the area that will be impacted

by the proposed Tenneco project; and
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the special Legislative Council
interim committee conduct a study of the ‘potential impact of the

Tenneco coal gasification plant upon the city of Beach, North:

Dakota, and the surrounding area, with special emphasis placgdlon

alternative methods of ensuring continuous impact assistance to the
area throughoué.the life of the plant; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the spgcial Legislative Council
interim committee conduct a study of the potential impact of the
Tenneco coal gasification plant water supply projects upon water
rights in North Dako;a and upon the proposed Southwest Pipeline
Project; and .

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the special Legislative Council
interim committee communicate and meet with an appropriate committee
or entity from the state of Montana to arrive at a solution mutually
acceptable to both gtates; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the special Legislative Council
interim committee oéerate according to the statutes and procedures.
governing the operation of other Legislative Council interim
committee and make its report and recommendations to the Legislative
Council; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Legislat}ve.Council report
its findings and recommendations, together with any legislation

required to implement the recommendations, to the Forty-ninth

Legislative Assembly.

Page No. 2 33016.0100



T 170 B . JOURNAL OF THE HOUSE

¢ EB 1192 wvas placéd on the Sixth order of business on the calendar

for the succeeding legislative day.

*MADAM SPEAKFER: Your Committee on Natural Resources to which wvas

referre has had the same under consideration and
recommends by a vote of )7 YE3S, O_NAYS; O ABSENT AND NOT VOTING
that the same 5E AMEMNDID AS FOLLOWS and when so amended,
recommends the same.DO FASS: T ’

On page 2, delete lines 18 through 21, and insert in lieu
thereol: oL

£

"BE IT FURTHER RESOLVEDO, that the state of
Montana be respectfully reqguested. to designate or
establish a similar committee to meet with this
special Legislative Council interim committee. to

arrive at a solution mutually acceptable to both

states; and

BE 1T FURTHER RESOLVED, that a copy of this
resélution be respectfully submitted to the Govelnor
of Montana, its Senate, and its House “of

Representatives; and”

And renumber the lines. accordingly

REP. BROKAW, Chairman

HCR 3002 was placed on the Sixth order of business on the
calendar for the succeecding legislative day.

MADAM SPEAKER: Your Committee on Judiciary to which was referxred
H8 1056 has had the same-under consideration and recommends by- a
vote of 15 YEAS, O RAaYS, 1 ABSINT AND NOT VOTING that the same DD

BASS. »
REP. E. POMEROY, Chairman

H5 1056 was placed on the tleventh order of business on the
caYendar for the succeeding legislative day.

MADAM SPEAKER: Your Commitiee on Education to which was referred
HS 1073 has had the same under consideration and recommends by a
vote of 17 YEAS, O NAYS, O ABSENT AND NOT VOTING that the same DC

PASS,
REP. JACOBSON, Chairman

HB 1074 was placed on. the Eleventh order of business on the
calendar for the succecding legislative day.

MADAM SPEAKER: Your Committes on Education to ghich_was referred
HB 1076 bas had the same under consideration and recommends by a
vote of 13 YEAS, 4§ NAYS, O ARBSENT AND. NOT VOTING that the same DO

PASS. ,
: REP. JACOBSON, Chairman

-
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INTRODUCTION

Tenneco Coal Gasification Company, a subsidiary of Tenneco Inc.,
hereby files‘its 1982 Long-Range Plan under the'Montana Major Facility
Siting Act (MMFSA), in accordance with Section 75-20-501, MCA.

The efforts of Tenneco Coal Gasification Company to proceéd with
preliminary engineering and site related environmental analysis for
the location of a coal gasification plant in Hibaux or Dawson County,
Montana are outlined in this plan. The plant will consume 13.5
million tons of lignite feedstock annually and produce approxjmate]y
280 million standard cubic feet per day (MMSCFD) of synthetic naturalv
gas (SNG). The plant's life is projected to be at least 30 years, and
the available lignite reserves are well in excess of requireménts for

the life of the plant.

The SNG will be transported through a pipeline constructed to connect
the plant with the Northern Border pipeline in North Dakota, or

through a pipeline constructed from the plant to Joliet, Illinois.

Either pipeline will deliver gas into the facilities of Midwestern Gas

Transmissibn Company, a subsidiary of Tenneco Inc., near Joliet,
I1linois. From there the gas can be delivered by displacement to
other marketing areas of Tenneco Inc.'s divisions or subsidiaries in
the Northeastern part of the United States during the early 1990's and

beyond.

2. 2463
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Tenneco plans to complete Phase I work consisting of preliminary
engineering, site confirmation, and environmenfal analysis by the epd
of 1985. Phase Il - which includes detailed engineering, procurement,
and construction is projected for completion in 1990 with the plant -

operating at full capacity by early 1991.

To the extent possible, this Long-Range Plan furnishes information in
each of the areas required under Section 75-20-501, MCA, including: |
(1) the general location, (2) the coordination of the project with the
overall energy needs of the region, (3) the attention to be given to
environmental protection and land use planning in the planning
process, and, (4) a description of the projected demand for the

services to be made available by the project.
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THE GENERAL LOCATION, SIZE, AND TYPE OF ALL FACILITIES TO BE

OWNED AND OPERATED DURING THE

ENSUING TEN (10) YEARS, AS WELL

AS THOSE FACILITIES TO BE REMOVED FROM

SERVICE DURING THE PLANNING PERIOD

The coal gasification project will involve the following components,
all of which may not be facilities as defined by MMFSA: (1) a coal
gasification plant, (2) a surface mine, (3) a water supply system,

and, (4) a natural gas pipeline and all ancillary facilities.

COAL GASIFICATION PLANT

Tenneco proposes to build a coal gasification plant in Wibaux County,
Montana to produce 280 MMSCFD of synthetic natural gas from coal.

This location is shown on the project location map, Figure I.

The preferred plant site is within a nine section area located
approximafely 5 miles southeast of Wibaux, Montana. This area lies on
the western outcrop of the coal deposit and will not cover mineable
coal; Based on existing information, Tenneco considers the project
site to have no excluding environmental constraints. The region is a
Tow seismic risk zone with relatively simple structural geology, and
does not have any other significant natural hazards such as

f]oqqplains.‘
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The preferréd plant site area will allow mine-mouth operation of the
plant which will result in lower raw material costs, easier ash
handling and ash disposal, and lower environmental impacts related to
coal transportation. A better net energy balance will also be:
obtained with a mine-moufh plant. The alternate project site shown on
Figure I offers none of these advantages. The available resource is
large, assuring continued coal supplies for the plant. Rail
»'ﬁtransbortatipn can be made avaijable to the site by the construction

of a spur from the Burlington Northern line just to the north.

Preliminary results of air emission modeling indicate that a plant of
the size contemplated can meet the Class 1 air quality standards over
Theodore Roosevelt National Memorial Park. Finally, the loss of

habitat, both temporary and permanent, does not appear to involve any

critical areas such as wetlands or culturally sensitive areas.

The Beach-Wibaux coal gasification project will use the commercially
proven Lukgi process to produce SNG having a higher heating value of
about 970 BTU/SCF. Products of the plant will be about 280 MMSCFD of
SNG, 168 tons per day (TPD) of anhydrous ammonia, and 223 TPD of
elemental sulfur. By-products such as tars, oils, phenols, and
naphtha that are normally associated'withifhe coal gasification

process will be converted to SNG using Texaco's partial oxidation

process.

2 2693
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The plant requires a coal supply of 41,000 TPD and an annual water
supply of about ]0,000 acre-feet. Lurgi gasification tests have been
performed on representative coal samples from the two Logical Mining
Units (LMU) shown on Figure I, and the results'of these tests show.
that the Beach-Wibaux coals will make excellent feedstock for thé

Lurgi process.

The coal gasification plant includes all process systems, utilities,
and support facilities required for a grass-roots plant. Lurgi's
process design forms the basis for the ‘gasification, shift conversion,
gas cooling, gas purification, gas liquor separation, and hethanation
units. Engineering/construction contractors will design other pracess
units, offsite facilities, sulfur recovery, waste effluent control
systems, and coal handling facilities. Figure II is a Block Flow
Diagram for the proposed coal gasification plant. Electric power and
high purity oxygen will be produced on-site. The only requirement for

purchased power will be during emergencies and for mining.

Salable by-products from the plant will be anhydrous ammonia and
sulfur. Ammonia is recovered from the products of gasification and
purified by a proven process to produce Qgricultural grade anhydrous
ammonia. By-producet sulfur compounds are also removed from the
products of gasif{cation and treated in a conventional Stretford plant

to produce high-grade sulfur.
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2.5

The only solid wastes from this facility are sludge from the Flue Ga§
Desulfurization System, coal ash from the boilers and gasifiers, and
sediment from raw water treatment. All solid wastes will be disposed
of in-an environmentally acceptable manner. Best Available Control
Technology (BACT) will be used for all air emissions even though

~ emission standards for coal gasification plants have not been

developed.

The’erral] thermal efficiency of the plant (ratio of heating Va]ue of
the products to raw materials) will be optimized during the
engineering design-of the plant and can be expected to be in excess of
60%. Discharge of treated process waste water will be held to an
absolute minimum, and if Phase I design shows it is feasible to do so,

the plant will have no liquid discharge.

The present master schedule for project development from planning
through engineering, procurement, construction and operation is shown
in Figure III. This schedule will be refined and updated as more .

information is developed during Phase I.
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A preliminary mine plan has been developed on the LMU South of
Interstate 94 to produce 13.5 million tons per year. During Phase I
of the project, alternate mine plans and other studies relating to
supplying a uniform feedstock to the gasificatioh plant will be .
required. The following is a 1ist of Phase I mining activities

}planned:

Confirmation of the Logical Mining Units
Test Pit Development

Crushing, Séreening and Drying Tests
Mining Equipment Selection

‘Mine Development Plan

Mine Reclamation Plan

Infrastructure Development Plan
Various methods of transportation of the 1fgnite from the mine to the

gasification plant will be investigated. Rail, truck and conveyor or

combinations of these three methods will be evaluated during Phase I.

-11-
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WATER SUPPLY

The two alternatives for water supply by Intake Water Company (a
subsidiary of Tenneco Inc.) for the coal gasification plant are the
Yellowstone River Diversion Project and the Yellowstone River

Divgrsion Project supplemented with the Beaver Creek Project.

The Yellowstone River Diversion Project, the primary source of water
for the coal gasification plant, consists of a diversion structure
with pumping plant, offstream regulating reservoir and a pipeline
connecting the diversion structure to the reservoir. Water market
analysis, preliminary engineering, preliminary geotechnical,‘and site
evaluation studies have been performed. Further project development
Qi]l include final engineering design of the diversion structure, pump
station, requlating reservoir and connecting pipeline. An
Environmental Impact Statement is currently being prepared by Bureau
of Reclamation and is scheduled to be complete by June, 1983. Section

10 and 404 permits will be obtained from the Corps of Engineers.

As an alternative, the Yellowstone River Diversion Project could be
supplemented with water from the Beaver Creek Prbject. An impoundment
on Beaver Creek will develop up to 6800 acre feet per year of water.
Intake Water Company has made an Application for a Beneficial Water

Use Permit to the Montana Department of Natural Resources and

-12-
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Conservation (DNRC) for the Beaver Creek Project. The Beaver Creek
Project would consist of an earthen dam, spillway, and outlet works.
Preliminary engineering, preliminary site geotechnical work, and a
water rights study have been completed for this project. To complete
~ the prdject a geotechnical site investigation, pré]iminary dam desigh
and a final dam design»are required. Section 10 and 404 permits will
be obtained from the Corps of Engineers. Intake Water Company and the
DNRC Are operating under an agreement signed in April, 1980 which
provides for joint scoping of required environmental studies, joint
selection of contractors, and the development of én Environmental
Assessment Report by Intake. An Environmental Impact Statement will

be completed by the Montana DNRC.

-13-
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NATURAL GAS PIPELINE

During Phase I Tenneco will explore various options available for
transportation of gas from Wibaux, Montana, to Joliet, Illinois.

These options include:

1) Build a 75 mile pipeline, to the Northern Border (NB) pipeline in
North Dakota and transpoft gas by negotiated agreement with NB to
Dwight, I1linois, and then by a short connection to Joliet, I1inois,
where a Tennéco Company--Midwestern Gas Transmission--has an existing
30-inch line. Eventually, when the NB line is operating at full |
capacity or if the Tenneco plant is expanded, a parallel line to that

of NB can be built to tie into the pipeline at Joliet, I1linois.
2) Build a new line.to Joliet, I1linois. This option will include a

new 30-inch line to Joliet from Wibaux, Montana,va distance of 915

miles.

-14-
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A DESCRIPTION OF EFFORTS TO COORDINATE THE LONG-RANGE PLAN
WITH OTHERS SO AS TO PROVIDE A COORDINATED REGIONAL PLAN
FOR MEETING THE ENERGY NEEDS OF THE REGION

L]

As the project development study progresses, Tenneco Coal Gasification
Company personnel will be conducting public meetings in the counties
considered for plant sites to ascertain local and regional support for
the project. In addition, other entities will be contacted regarding
power supply'to connect to the coal gasification plant, along with
product purchase and transportation arrangements. The preferred plant
location is in Wibaux County, Montana, and a Certificate of
Environmental compatibility and Public Need will be sought in

compliance with the Montana Major Facility Siting Att.

-15-



A DESCRIPTION OF THE EFFORTS TO INVOLVE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

AND LAND USE PLANNING AGENCIES IN THE PLANNING PROCESS,

AS WELL AS OTHER EFFORTS TO IDENTIFY AND MINIMIZE

ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMS ‘

AT THE EARLIEST POSSIBLE STAGE IN THE PLANNING PROCESS

Tenneco is committed to obtaining inputs from various agencies and
individuals to encourage development of environmentally sound energy
projects. These inputs will continue to be solicited and used during
the development of the overall project. The company will continue to
encourage state agencies, federal agencies, private citizens, -and
private groups to become familiar with the project and to make

pertinent observations and comments on its action.

Major federal permits will include, but not be limited to,
requirements by the US Environmental Protection Agency, the US Army
Corps of Engineers, the Bureau of Land Management, and the Office of

Surface Mining.

In Montana, major permits will be obtained from the Montana Department
of Natural Resources and Conservation, the Montana Department of State

Lands, and the Montana Department of Health and Environmental Sciences.

In NHorth Dakota, major permits will be obtained from the North Dakota .

Public Service Commission and the North Dakota State Department of

-16-
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Health. In addition, the company will comply with other federal,
state, and local regulations 'and requirements. Table 1 lists the

major permits and administering agencies.

In accordance with the provisions of the Montana Major Facility Sit%ng
Act; power or energy'faciiities may not be constructed or operated
within Montana.without a Certificate of Environmental Compatibi]itx
and Public Need. This certificate is issued by the Montana Board of
Natural Resources and Conservation. Careful consideration must be
given to environmental and socio-economic impacts of this facility and

adequate state review time is provided.

A detailed, comprehensive site evaluation will be prepared in
conjunction with this application. A number of the elements required
in this effort will coincide with requirements of other state agencies

such as air and water quality evaluations and the siting studies.

The Montana DNRC will prepare a state Environmental Impact Statement.
Information developed from Phase I studies will provide the
information necessary for this agency to complete its task. 1In '
addition, Tenneco may contract in advance of its application to tﬁe

Montana DNRC for baseline studies.

-17-



TABLE 1

e

MAJOR PERMIT AND ADMINISTERING AGENCIES

MAJOR PERMITS

ADMINISTERING AGENCY

Certificate of Environmental Compatibility
and Public Need
State EIS

AIR

~ State Air Permit

1
PSD New Source Review
New Source Performance Standards
Review : -
National Emission Standards for
Air Pollutants Review

WATER

Montana SPDES 9
‘Groundwater Discharge Permit

Intake Structure--316(b) Review
Section 10 and/or 404 Permit
Beneficial Water Use Permit -
Beaver Creek

Montana Section 310 Stream Crossing
Permit

Montana 5g Authorization

Montana Board of Natural Resources
and Conservation _
Montana Department of Natural
Resource and Conservation

DNRC :

Department bf Health and
Environmental Sciences
(DHES)

EPA Region VIII
EPA Region VIII

Montana DHES
Montana DHES

EPA Region VIII
Corps of Engineers
Montana DNRC

Local Conservation District

Montana DHES

SOLID WASTE

Montana Solid Water Permit
Resource Conservation and Recovery
Review

Solid Waste Permit

-18-

Montana DHES
EPA Region VIII

North Dakota State Department
of Health



MAJOR PERMITS

3
Permit for Coal Exploration
Permit to Surface Mine Coal
Surface Mine Permit

Safety Standards

Certificate of Site Compatibility
Permit to Construct

Permit to Operate

Rights of Way

Antiquities Permit

MINING

2- Z;'i}

ADMINISTERING AGENCY

Montana Department of State Lands
Montana Department of State Lands

- -North Dakota Public Serv1ce

OTHER

- Commission

Occupational Safety and Health
Administration

North Dakota Public Service
Commission

North Dakota State Department
of Health

North Dakota State Department
of Health

North Dakota State Highway
Commission

Montana Historical Society

1 Expected to be administered by the Montana Department of Health and Environmental

Sciences.

2 To be implemented in 1982.

:3Portions of the Logical Mining Units are located in North Dakota,

-19-



The Region VIII Office of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in
Denver currently administers the PSD New Source Révieﬂ Program of the
Clean Air Act, the 316(b) Review Process of the Clean Water Act and
the regulation of waste disposal as required by the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act and Underground Injection Control
program. EPA is also involved in the review of air and water quality
_ standards and in devélopment of guidelines for air and water
emissions, as well as developing Guidance Documents for the Synthetic
fuel industry. We recognize that the state of Montana will have

administerfng authority over these programs in the near future.

Tenneco plans to coordinate with the states of Montana and North
Dakota qnd EPA in preparation of environmental impact statements.
Tenneco will also coordinate environmental impact abatement activities
in cooperation with federal, state and local interest groups and

agencies.

Local agencies such as cities, counties, and regional planning
commissions will be involved in granting permits and rights-of-way
under their authority. These can include approvals for zoning
varaiances, water diversion, road crossings, and a number of other
activities. The details for each of these permits and approvals will
be determinéd when plant sites and pipeline routes are determined

during Phase I of this project.

~20-
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PROJECTIONS OF THE DEMAND FOR THE SERVICE

RENDERED BY THE COMPANY AND EXPLANATION OF THE BASIS

FOR THOSE PROJECTIONS, AND A DESCRIPTION OF THE MANNER

AND EXTENT TO WHICH THE PROPOSED FACILITIES WILL

MEET THE PROJECTED DEMAND .

Tenneco is the operator of one of the nation's largest interstate
pipeline systems, servinglzs states through its three interstate
pipeline companies: Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company, East Tennessee
Natural Gas Company and Midwestern Gas Transmission Company. Thesev
three.companfes sell to other interstate pipelines as well as to gas

distribution companies, utilities and townships.

Figure 1V, showslthe service area of Tenneco Inc,'s three fnterstate
pipelines and the proposed location of the Beach-Wibaux plant. The
service area currently accounts for almost 60% of the nation's
population and personal income. Within this 25 state area Tenneco

serves on the average about 16% of the natural gas market.

Tennessee Gas Tranmission (TGT) is the organization which provides
administrative control over the natural gas transmission companies
engaged in the business of purchasing, traqsporting and selling

natural gas in interstate commerce, under authorization granted by and
subject to the jurisdiction of the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (FERC). Over 16,000 miles of pipe connect the traditional
6ulf Coast supply area with the principal markets for gas on the east .

coast of the United States.

-21-
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The traditional supply areas of TGT are onshore and offshore Louisiana

and Texas where long-term contracts are made with gas producers. 1In

addition, natural gas is imported from Canada and Mexico. Gas from

the Beach-Wibaux project will become a part of the total system supply

for Tennessee Gas Transmission.

A significant supply/demand gap in the Tennessee Gas market is
projected through the year 2000. Based upon an analysis of the mest
probable projected gas demand contrasted to current reserves, the
trend for gas supply additions in the ]pwer 48 states, and currently
certified supplemental gas supplies, supplemental gas sﬁpp]y projects
will definitely be necessary to meet the long-term energy needs of
TGT's gas market area. The most probable projected gas demand in the
TGT market area, excluding additional boiler fuel demand, is
illustrated in the‘attached graph identified as Figure V. As shown on
Figure V, starting in 1985, the deficiency betweeﬁ the projected gas-
demand and toté] supply increases each year. The same holds true for
the supply/demand situation in the Midwestern states in the TGT market

area as shown in the attached graph identified as Figure VI.

Gas is expected to remain price competitive in all applications
throughout the Tennessee Gas market area. The marketability of SNG
from the coal gasification project is predicated on producing it at

prices competitive with other supplemental supp1ie§ and with imported
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0il in the context of the applicable supply/demand framework. The
projected economics of the proposed plant indicate this SNG to be

price competitive.

Several assumptions were made in ca]culating the most probable
projected gas demand. These assumptions were made in the areas of
general energy price increases, general economic indicators in the
market area, and the rate of real energy (crude oil) price increases.
Energy prices were assumed to increase on the averagé at 3%- 5% per
year in real terms for the period 1982-2000. In addition, all
economic indicators in the market area exhibit positive growth over
the planning horizon. The indications are of (1) a 0.6% per year
population growth, (2) a 2.0% per year to 2.5% per year real income
growth, (3) a 3.0% per year value added in manufacturing growth, (4) a
slowed demographic redistribution of populatibn to the Sun Belt
eventually ending by 1990, and (5) the retention of tremendous
strength and potential for future growth in the Tennessee Gas market
area. Furthermore, the relevant energy price elasticities of demand
use per customer for specific energy types are dependent on the rate
of real energy price increases incorporated in the study. Taken
together, they demonstrate a steady increase in demand for natural gas

4

in this market area.

As shown in Figures V and VI, supply in the entire Tennessee Gas

market area, as well as the Midwestern's market area, is expected to
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increase slightly from 1982 to 1985 and then decline from 1985-2000.
An analysis of the anticipated supply includes projections of the most
probable lower-48 gas supply additions trend. Several key as§bmptions
have been adopted in examining this trend: (1) gross reserve

additions of 13.5 trillion cubic feet per year, (2) a minimum RLI

(Reserve Life Index) of 9.3 years, and (3) attaining the minimum RLI

in 1982.

The total supp]y/demand balance for natural gas in the Tennessee Gas
market -area definitely supports the need for 280 MMSCfd of SNG
production via this coal gasiffcation p;oject. The supply/demand
balance in the Midwestern states where the SNG could be transported by
pipeline indicates specific regional need for the SNG without market

displacement to the remaining market area of TGT.
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