MINUTES OF THE MEETING
SENATE NATURAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE
MONTANA STATE SENATE
March 25, 1985

The twenty-fifth meeting of the Senate Natural Resources
Committee was called to order by Chairman Dorothy Eck
on March 25, 1985, Room 405, State Capitol Building.

ROLL CALL: All members of the Senate Natural Resources
Committee were present.

ACTION ON HJR35: Senator Christiaens moved HJR35 BE CONCURRED
IN. The motion carried.

ACTION ON HJR27: Senator Gage moved HJR27 NOT BE CONCURRED IN.
The motion carried with Senatcor Fuller abstaining and Senators
Eck, Weeding and Mohar voting in opposition.

CONSIDERATION OF HB750: Representative Bardanouve, sponsor
of HB750, introduced Mr. Larry Fasbender, Department of
Natural Resources and Conservation (hereafter DNRC).

PROPONENTS: Mr. Larry Fasbender, Director of DNRC, submitted
written testimony (Exhibit 1) in favor of HB750.

Mr. Russ Brown, representing Northern Plains Resource Council,
submitted written testimony (Exhibit 2) in favor of HB750.

Mr. Brown proposed changing "uncontested" to "contested" on
page 5, line 4.

Mr. Dan Heinz, representing the Montana Wildlife Federation,
supports HB750 with Mr. Brown's proposed amendment.

Mr. Wilbur Rehman, former director of the Montana Wildlife
Federation, feels DNRC should be able to negotiate with the
federal government. Mr. Rehman had experiences working with
the federal government on the Kootenai Falls project and
stated working with a federal agency on a project of this
size is difficult. Mr. Rehman urged the committee for a do
pass recommendation, so the citizens of Montana will be
adequately represented in the federal process.

Mr. Don Reed, representing the Environmental Information Center,
testified that Montana does not recognize total preemption

with regard to the Facility Siting Act, and needs to have
control over facilities like Kootenai Falls. Mr. Reed feels
Montana's evaluation of this project was much better than the
federal government's and contained more information. Mr. Reed
supports HB750 and the amendment proposed by Mr. Brown.
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Mr. Lee Tavenner, an interested citizen from Maxville,
Montana, supports HB750 and the amendment proposed by Mr.
Brown. Mr. Tavenner feels the people who are most affected
by these projects are the least informed. Mr. Tavenner
also feels the people should have the opportunity to

become involved in the federal process.

There being no further proponents, the hearing was opened
to opponents.

OPPONENTS: Mr. Michael Zimmerman, representing The Montana
Power Company, submitted written testimony (Exhibit 3) in
opposition to HB750.

There being no further opponents, the hearing was opened to
questions from the committee.

Upon question from Senator Gage as to whether DNRC would
object to amending Section 2 to make Montana responsible for
costs incurred, Mr. Fasbender stated DNRC would object, and
these costs would be a burden for the State of Montana.

Senator Fuller inquired how the State would get involved with-
out duplicating the work of the federal government. Mr.
Fasbender gave Kootenai Falls as an example of the way the State
would get involved, unless the State passes legislation
requiring its involvement in the hearing process. The State

can only become involved in the hearing process at its own
expense.

Senator Weeding stated a case questioning whether the
Bonneville Power Administration was required to abide by the
Major Facility Siting Act had gone to federal court. It

was this court's decision that the federal government had to
abide by the substantive parts of the Major Facility Siting
Act.

Senator Weeding questioned whether a joint Environmental

Impact Statement prepared by the State and federal governments
would be a possibility. Mr. Zimmerman said this was a possi-
bility, illustrated by the Kootenai Falls project. Mr.
Zimmerman asked the committee to remember this cooperation took
place without the requirements of Section 2.

Senator Mohar questioned Mr. Zimmerman whether he really
believed the State would proceed as an intervenor without
conducting a study prior to filing. Mr. Zimmerman stated
he believes this study should be done at the State's expense.
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Senator Weeding questioned how people's concerns would be
addressed. Mr. Zimmerman informed the committee the State
would be able to participate in the licensing proceeding
as they have always done. Mr. Zimmerman feels HB750 would
not make a difference.

There being no further questions from the committee, Repre-
sentative Bardanouve closed the hearing by stating the people
of Montana want to be a part of the federal process.

There being no further questions from the committee, the
hearing on HB750 was closed.

CONSIDERATION OF HB396: Representative Spaeth, sponsor of
HB396, is introducing this bill at the request of the

DNRC. The DNRC wants authority to determine when an appli-
cation for water rights is not made in good faith. Representa-
tive Spaeth feels if the DNRC does not make this determination,
it will have to be done by the courts.

PROPONENTS: Mr. Larry Fasbender, representing DNRC, submitted
written testimony (Exhibit 4) in favor of HB396.

Mr. Russ Brown, representing Northern Plains Resource Council,
supports HB396.

There being no further proponents and no opponents, the hearing
was opened to questions from the committee.

Chairman Eck questioned what types of applications to appro-
priate water would be deemed speculative by the DNRC. Mr.
Gary Fritz, DNRC, stated the DNRC would evaluate closely
applications which want to take water out of state or tie

up water for long periods of time. These applications are
often not submitted in good faith.

Senator Gage inguired why the DNRC could not turn down any
application submitted which would not "beneficially" use water.
Representative Spaeth stated speculation adversely affects
those who wish to use the water beneficially, but because
there are proper procedures which the DNRC must adhere to,

the DNRC often cannot limit speculation.

There being no further questions from the committee, the hearing
on HB396 was closed.

CONSIDERATION OF HB859: Mr. Don MacIntyre introduced HB859
at the request of the sponsor, Representative Ramirez. HB859
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would give the DNRC the ability to certify to the diistmici
courts certain matters dealing with adjudication of ger#ain
rights. HB859 provides that in a situation where tite apmlii—
cant or objector determines there are legal issues witin the
water right which need to be addressed, they may szmd Hiat
issue to the district court for a determination. ¥EIS® wounld
apply to any case pending before the DNRC at the presendt time,
but would exempt cases which have already been submitizd for
a proposal for decision. Mr. MacIntyre submitted = Twrogosed
amendment (Exhibit 5) for the committee's ceonsideratiom.

PROPONENTS: Mr. Ted Doney, representing the Montams Water
Development Association, supports HB859 with the prumrosed
amendment. Mr. Doney feels the proposed amendment iz wewy
important because without the amendment, every chamgesdl azpmli-
cation proceeding would go to court.

Mr. Don MacIntyre, representing DNRC, supports HB8%% and the
proposed amendment.

There being no further proponents, no opponents and za suestions
from the committee, the hearing on HB859 was closed.

ACTION ON HB859: Senator Fuller moved the amendmer# rorosed
by Mr. MacIntyre to HB859 BE ADOPTED. The motion rammrised..
Senator Fuller moved HB859 BE CONCURRED IN AS AMENIED. The
motion carried.

ACTION ON HB638: Senator Halligan moved HB638 BE CUNMITRARED IN.
The motion carried.

ACTION ON HB396: Senator Gage moved HB396 BE CONCILRRED IN.
The motion carried.

ACTION ON HB912: Mr. Thompson submitted a proposed amemimremt
to HB912 for the committee's consideration (Exhibii &) ..
Senator Shaw moved the proposed amendment BE ADOPTED. The
motion carried. Senator Shaw moved HB912 BE CONCUERED: INW 2%
AMENDED. The motion carried.

FURTHER CONSIDERATION OF HJR25: Senator Mohar stafizdl there was
broad support for this bill, even though it is genszally
recognized there is a problem and the delegation has: aliready
been asked to resolve the issue. Senator Mohar fexls passage

of HJR25 will not add any incentive for resolving ihe wilderness
area issue. Chairman Eck wondered if by not passimy HIF2%,

the delegation may determine the legislature is not zoncermed
about designating wilderness areas.
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ACTION ON HJR25: Senator Tveit moved HJR25 NOT BE CONCURRED
IN. Senator Shaw made a substitute motion HJR25 BE CONCURRED
IN. The motion carried by roll-call vote (Exhibit 7).

There being no further business to come before the committee,
the meeting was adjourned.

W gk

Senator Dorothy Eck, Chairman
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TEST IMONY ON HOUSE BILL 750
My name Is Larry Fasbender and | am Director of the Department of Natural
Resources and Conservation. The Depariment supports House Bill 750.

32 SOUTH EWING

As part of the recent rulemaking process, the Department thoroughly studied the
Major Facility Siting Act. This in-depth study, combined with our experlience in
administering the Siting Act, plus recent litigation, has resulted In Identification
of several areas of the Act that need to be clarified. The purpose of this proposed

blll is to clear up these areas and facilitate better administration of the Siting
Act. | would llke to outline and describe the major changes to the Act proposed In
this blil. '

In 1983 the Board of Natural Resources and Coﬁéerva+l6n‘adop+ed rules for
exempting certaln facilities from review as provided for In the Siting Act., These
rules require the Department to do an evaluation of an exemption appllication.
Section 1 provides reasonable funding for the Department If it Incurs expenses In
processing an exemptlon application, The Department's only experience with an
exemption required expenditure of state general funds, which the applicant was
willing to reimburse, but there was no statutory provision for such an arrangement.

Section 2 of this biil concerns energy facilities that are subject to Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) jurisdictlon, Over the past decade the
Department has taken a position that It has limited Jurlédlcflon under the Major
Faclllity Siting Act in regulating facilities that are also covered by the Federal
Power Act. Proponents for the development of hydroelectric facilitles in the State
of Montana have arqued that because of the Federal Power Act, the State of Montana
has no Jurisdiction under the Siting Act., To litigate this matter would be costly
and time consuming. The purpose of this amendment Is for the leglislature to
precisely define how the State of Montana will Involve itself In facility siting
projects that are subject to regulation by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission.

Under Section 2 an applicant who proposes to construct a facllity that Is
subject to the jurisdiction of the FERC must flle an application and pay a filing
fee as Is presently required by the Siting Act. The Department will then compliete

the study required under the Siting Act. The change Is that rather than the
SENATE NATURAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE
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|
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Department simply making a recommendation to the Board of Natural Resources and
conducting a hearlng under the contested case provisions of the Siting Act, the
Department will also be required to participate In the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission proceedings and make a state recommendation based on the study to the Y
FERC. By making this change In the Siting Act the State will be assured that It can;,%

have Input In the decislionmaking process whether It be at the state or federal
level.,

[ A

Sectlon 3 provides for monitoring the site for a facility that has been
certified prior to construction, Currently, the Act provides that sites can only be
monitored once construction begins. A number of years may lapse between
certification and actual construction and, in this time frame, environmental

conditions In the area surrounding a facillity can change considerably. The

Department's recent experience near Bozeman, Ennis, and Missoula Indicates that such
monitoring is Important to prevent costly mitigation for Impacts that could not be %
fully anticipated at the ftime of certification,

Section 4 codifies the centerline process the Board has been using since 1976
Into the statutes. A recent court case chal lenged; the vaildlfy of the Board's
process but was dismissed for other reasons, To avoid any future lltigation over

the current process, and to clarlfy the Board's authority, it Is necessary to make
the process explicit In the statute.

The Siting Act Implicitly and the current Board policy explicitly requires the ‘;3
Board to certify a route which Is a strip of land within which the actual
transmission line wlll be located. The applicant then comes back to the Board and %;
has a flnal centerline approved within the route prior fo construction. The
centerline Is the exact location for the transmission line. This process is %i
extremely practical slnce many opportunities for minimizing and mitigating Impacts
are apparent only when a centerline Is selected. |t also saves both the applicant
and the depariment time and money because a smaller area Is examined for specifics %a
such as pole and tower placement. Without this type of a centerline process, the
applicant would have to provide more information. Much of this information would be?
unnecessary because It would not be specific to finally locating the |ine and would
be a waste of time and effort to collect and to review., In additlon, the Board's 4
center|ine process reduces the applicant's right-of-way acquisition costs and mimics
thelr Internal routing processes.

A primary Issue raised in this section Is whether the Board should have a
contested case hearlng or a noncontested case hearing for the centerline process.,

The Department feels the current process of a contested case hearing at the route %i
-2- | u%




level and a noncontested case hearing at the centerline approval stage provides
several opportunities for public Involvement and involvement of those Impacted by
the 1ine without duplicative contested case hearings. An additional contested case
hearing would substantially Increase the costs to the Depariment and the applicant,
with no commensurate benefits, A contested case hearing at the centerline process
would jeopardize the applicants! likellhood of belng able to build a transmission

Ilne at reasonable costs, with reasonable certalnty and within a reasonable time
period.

Sectlion 4 also llmifg fees pald by applicants for centeriine review to 25
percent of the original filing fee pald., The Board has been requiring applicants to
reimburse the department for center!ine expenses, but has not-put an upper |Iimit on
these fees, The Depariment feels the 25 percent (imit Is reasonable,.

Sectlon 6 exempts I1nes 230 kV or less from the requirement that they must be In
long range plans at least two years prior to acceptance of an application by the
Department. It Is the Department's experience that the current requirement Is
unnecessarily burdensome for small transmission |ines, There Is adequate public
notice of these facllities In the certification precess and the Department does not
need two years advance notlce to process a small transmission |ine application,

This change will shorten the regulatory timeframe for siting smaller transmission
lines.

Sectlon 8 repeals the notice of intent provisions and the five percent filing
fee reduction for flling such a notice. This provision Is not used because It
requires applicants to pay the entire fillng fee at the time of application.
Applicants have been contracting with the Depariment for reimbursement of actual
expenses as they are Incurred, which Is much better from their cash flow perspective
than a lump sum payment.

House Bil| 348 makes several changes to the Major Facllity Siting Act. We feel
these changes Improve the siting Act and avold future litigation that could be very

costly to the state. | urge the committee to give House Bl|| 348 a "do pass"
recommendation,



TO: SENATE NATURAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE 3-21-85
FR: RUSS BROWN

RE: PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO HB 750 (before Senate Natural Resources Committee
Monday , March 25th)

Dear Members of Senate Natural Resources Committee,

We would like to propose an amendment to House Bill 750. We have
informed the sponsor and the Department of Natural Resources of our
intentions;

AMEND HB 750 SO THAT:
On page 5, line 4, we would like to change the word "uncontested" to "contested"

The present siting act sections dealing with powerline siting, allow for
a contested case hearing at the time that a siting corridor is selected.
These corridors can be two miles or greater in width.

Our concern for the property owner facing condemnation is that::.Twe:o
miles is an awfully large path in which the landowner must make his case
concerning the least damaging route. Further, years may pass between the
time a corridor is selected and the final centerline location. This uncertainty
would make it difficult if not impossible for a farmer, rancher or other
property owner to plan and manage their property with any degree of certainty.

We feel that by only allowing the opportunity to have a contested case
hearing at the time of corridor selection, denies the property owner the
ability to address the site specific concerns that will be more readily
identifiable when a final centerline is determined.

This would not be an opportunity for a landowner to stop any construction,
but would provide them with the chance to have their concerns weighed against
the proposed location.

We will try and contact you prior to the hearing. We support HB 750 with
this amendment.

Russ Brown
NPRC Staff

SENATE NATURAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE
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HB 750 - Extension of DNRC Jurisdiction

When the Major Facility Siting Act was enacted, the

legislature recognized that construction of some facilities

would be subject to regulation by the federal government.
Acknowledging that federal reqgulation preempts state regulation
and that federal regulation is subject to the stringent
requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act, the
legislature exempted "any aspect of a facility over which an
agency of the federal government has exclusive jurisdiction." An
example 1s a hydroelectric facility subject to FERC regulation
under the Federal Power Act.

This exemption was deleted in 1983. HB 750 takes another
step away from rationality. MPC objected to the action of the
1983 legislature. Likewise, we object to this proposal.

The DNRC has testified that HB 750 is necessary so that the
state may participate in federal license proceedings and endeavor
to protect the state's concerns for the environment and efficient
use of its natural resources. How could this proposal be
objectionable?

It is objectionable because it is not necessary. It is
objectionable because it attempts to layer another level of
bureaucracy and cost on top of existing federal bureaucracy and
cost. A brief examination of the bill will illustrate.

HB 750 proposes that any person wanting to construct a
facility that would be subject to federal jurisdiction must (1)
file an application with the DNRC and (2) complete a study as

provided in sections 75-20-211 through BENATE-NATBKAL RESBL ™S, (G0N fee
EXHIBIT NO.
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routine tasks. 1In fact, they are the very tasks that would be
required of any applicant subject to the Major Facility Siting
Act. The applicant must:

. describe the facility

. describe the proposed location

. summarize environmental studies

. explain the need for the facility

describe alternate locations and the relative
merits of each

. provide baseline data for each location
. outline an environmental study plan
fund the DNRC's subsequent study and evaluation

The information required of the applicant is duplicative of
information prepared and filed as part of the federal licensing
proceeding. It is information the DNRC may obtain through
intervention in the federal proceeding. There is, therefore, no
justification for the cost and burden of a second filing with the
state.

In proposing HB 750, the DNRC discounts the influence it may
exert through intervention in the federal proceeding. As an
intervenor, the DNRC may obtain data and studies prepared and
accomplished by the applicant. It may examine the applicant's
witnesses and present witnesses of its own. It may recommend
conclusions of fact and law. It may suggest conditions and

modifications. It may object to decisions made by the federal

agency. Finally, it may appeal and seek legal redress if the



federal agency errors. Clearly, HB 750 adds nothing to this list
of existing authority.
In my opinion, HB 750 is based on unacceptable logic. The

logic recognizes that the siting and construction of the proposed

facility 1is subject to federal regulation. The logic recognizes
that the State's participation in the federal decision making
process is not hindered. Nevertheless, the logic requires the
non-jurisdictional applicant to fund the state's study and
preparation for the participation. This result is fundamentally

wrong and should not be condoned by this legislature.

For: The Montana Power Company

By: Michael E. Zimmerman



HB NO. 396

TESTIMONTY OF THE DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL
RESOURCES AND CONSERVATION

BY REQUEST OF THE DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES AND
CONSERVATION: A BILL FOR AN ACT ENTITLED: "AN ACT CLARIFYING
THE DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES AND CONSERVATION'S AUTHORITY
TO DETERMINE THAT AN APPLICATION FOR A BENEFICIAL WATER USE
PERMIT IS NOT IN GOOD FAITH OR DOES NOT SHOW A BONA FIDE INTENT
TO APPROPRIATE WATER FOR A BENEFICIAL USE; AMENDING SECTION
85-2-31, MCA; AND PROVIDING AN IMMEDIATE EFFECTIVE DATE AND AN

APPLICABILITY DATE."

. —— — T ————— — T — — —— T —— — —— T - —— - - - —_ = e S = T - ——— — ————

The Department of Natural Resources and Conservation is
proposing through this bill amendment to have the authority of
the Department ciagifigg as to the determination of a non-bona
fide or speculative application to appropriate water for a
beneficial use.

The present law simply provides that, "The department may
cease action upon an application for a permit and return it to
the applicant when it finds that the application is not in good
faith or does not show a bona fide intent to appropriate water
for a beneficial use.”

A problem with the present law is that it gives no criteria
or guidance to the Department (nor to the applicant) to determine
if and when an application is non-bona fide or speculative and

not in good faith. Due to the lack of specific criteria in the

SENATE NATURAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE
EXHIBIT NO
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present law on which to judge non-bona fide or speculative
applications, the Department must turn to and rely on its
interpretation of case law.

The proposed criteria as set forth on pages 3 and 4 of this
bill is the result of legal research of existing case law by the
Department on this subject matter. The proposed criteria is
based on existing case law and is the criteria the Department
would rely on in the absence of specific legislative direction.

This proposed amendment allows the Legislature to set the
criteria it feels‘is important for the Department to rely on when
making decisions on non-bona fide or speculative applications.

It is assumed that the permit processing activity would
remain about the same with or without this amendment, except that
the additional costs of resolving specific problems with non-bona
fide or speculatgve applications would cost considerably more in
rule-making and court litigation without this amendment. This
amendment would actually bring about a monetary savings to the

state in the long run.



AMENDMENT HB 859 (BLUE COPY)

!

1. page 5, line 6 - i " - R S
Strike: "shall"
Insert: "MAY IN ITS DISCRETION" -

SENATE NATURAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE
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Proposed Amendment to HB 912
Third Reading Copy
March 22, 1985

1. Page 8, line 20

Following: '"period."

Insert: "“A mining operation that would qualify as a large-scale
mineral development under this subsection is not a
large-scale mineral development if the mine owner and
operator are small miners as defined in 82-4-303."

SENATE NATURAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE
EXHIBIT NO (O

DATE_ 032585
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ROLL CALL VOTE

SENATE OCMMITTEE Natural Resources

Date 032585 HJIR Bill No. o5 Time 2:26 p.m
NAME YES NO
ANDERSON, John X

CHRISTAENS, Chris

DANIELS, M. K. X
FULLER, David X
GAGE, Delwyn _ X

HALLIGAN, Mike (Vice Chairman) X

HARDING, Ethel X

MOHAR, John X
SHAW, Jim X

TVEIT, Larry X
WEEDING, Cecil X

ECK, Dorothy (Chairman) B X

Oonrins (0 BIEE
Secretary

Y

Motion:  Senator Shaw moved HJR25 BE CONCURRED IN.

SENATE NATU«AL RESOU™"ZS COMMITTEE

EXHIBIT NO
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STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT

o SABCE 250 o 19.83
MR. PRESIDENT
We, your committes on...... KBTURAL, RESOURCES ..o -
having had under consideration.......... BOUSE BILL e, No..S38 ...
THIRD reading copy (_BRUB )
{ECK) color

TO REVISE LAW REGARDING SMALL MINER EXDMPTIONS

-

HOUSE BILL

Respectfully report as follows: That..... ... 0 No...¥»=2= ...

BB _COHCURRED IX
BONRXE
DONOIRRLE

SEUATOR DOROTHY BCX Chairman.



STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT

o JBRCR 28 19.83
} MR. PRESIDENT
We, your committee on.......... AT URAL REOUR RS e
having had under consideration............. ORISR BRI e, ... No...932.....
THIRD reading copy ( _BLGE )
{ECX) color

REVISES THE HARD-ROCK MINING IMPACT ACT AND RELATED BTATUTES

Respectfully report as follows: That............... m BILI: ........................................................... Nog!-v2 ........

ba amended as follows:

3. Pﬁgﬂ 8, 1line 29.

Pollowing: “"paeriod.”

Insart: *A mining operation that wonld qualify as a large-scals
7 smineral development under this subsection is not a large-scale
) mineral development if the mine owner and coperator are small
minors as dafined in 82-4-1303.°

AHD, AS AMRNDED
BE COMCURRED IN

HERASX

SENATOR DOROTHY RCX Chairman.



STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT

LJHAKCH 26 19.83
MR. PRESIDENT
We, your committee on............. JATORAL RBSOURCES
having had under consideration.................. BOUBE BILL e, No. 838 .
THIRD reading copy ( BRUE
— {(FOLLERy color

ALLOWS TRANSFER OF CERTAIR WATER USE PERMIT CASES TO T22 DISTRICT COURT

#OUSE BILL No.BR3 ..

Respectfully report as follows: That......... $3 W3 BbMa
be amendsd as follows:

i. Page 3, line s.

Pollowing: ‘d&garmnt'

Strike: "sball

Insert: “wmay in its discretion®

AND, AB ARENDED
3E COMNCURRED IXN

BERXXX
REARXEAIX

SENATOR DOROTRY ECX Chairman.



STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT

MR. PRESIDENT

We, your committee on

having had under consideration......... BOUBE BILL e, No396 ........
PAIRD reading copy ( BLUE )
{GAGE) color

DHRC TO DETERMINE WHEN APPLICATION FOR ¥ATER PERMIT NOT IN GOOD FPAITH

Respectfully report as follows: That....... ﬁmsazm ............................................................... No 396

BE CONCURRED IR

................................................. B eensateiesoessoatsnaotaaistsnansnan

SERATOR DOROTHY ECK -~ Chairman.
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STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT

LCHBARCH 25 19.83 .
MR. PRESIDENT
We, your committee on........ 3384 WAL RO B R e

having had under consideration.....mg...qgm‘.mmqgg ............................................. No...... 25

THIED reading copy ( BLUE )

(ZBEAN) color
REQUESTISG MONTAMA CCNGRISSIONAL DRELEGATION SUBMIT WILDERMESS 3ILL
IR 1985
Respectfully report as follows: That......... WEJOWWLWIQK .................................... No...?.s. .........

BE CORCURRED IN

SEMNATOR DOROTHY ECK Chairman.



STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT

) MR. PRESIDENT

THRIRD reading copy B__I‘___EE }
(GAGE) color

HOWORING 1956 PASSAGE OF HALLEY'S COMEYT, URGING LIGHTS DIMMED

Respectfully report as follows: That....... BQUSE JOIET RESOLOTION ...

#OT BE COH#CURRED IN

Chairman.



STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT

............ MADCH 28 ... 19.85
MR. PRESIDENT
We, your committee on.................. RATURAL BESOUBCES e,
having had under consideration.............. ACUSE JOIRTY RESOLUTION No.. 35 ...
THIRD reading copy ( _BLUB
{CERISTIAEAS) color

SURPORTING FEDERAL HAGNETOHYDRODYHAMICS (MHD) PROGRAMS

Respectfully report as follows: That....... msgaﬂm RES{}L{}?IQ&’ ...................................... No 35

BE COUCURRED INd

RARZZX
RRNDIRASX

SENATOR DOROTHY ECK Chairman.





