
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 Senator F~ller 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. 

Senabor 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 snudy 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. 

CONSI!)ERl' .. TION 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 inquired why the DNRC could not turn down any 
application submitted which would not IIbeneficiallyll 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 cOTmittee, 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 Cl:i-s,·ttric.tt.. 
courts certain matters dealing with adjudication oj: 'z:er:iiaJ.:i!1l' 
rights. HB859 provides that in a situation where ±lJrice' atlllqplLli
cant or obj ector determines there are legal issues ·:w1l.trlln iifttoe' 
water right which need to be addressed, they may sm:ufl. tr::.!l@:it. 
issue to the district court for a determination. ruIH1S,~¥} \'9.ID.wJLiIl 

apply to any case pending before the DNRC at the pI.~el\l~ tLiiJmE:" 
but would exempt cases which have already been subnci.tl::t~41 ff©.r 
a proposal for decision. Mr. MacIntyre submitted ~ ~~~~~& 
amendment (Exhibit 5) for the committee r s considenrttjQJrn-j~ 

PROPONENTS: Mr. Ted Doney, representing the Monta1OC!fl. \'#u~.er 
Development Association, supports HB859 with the P.1.G!i]l0sv.&il 
amendment. Mr. Doney feels the proposed amendment "!l.s WEElI"}' 

important because without the amendment, every cha]lJ~:;e!ii:la:wp:r;iL-· 
cation proceeding would go to court. 

Mr. Don MacIntyre, representing DNRC, supports HB8x'Sl anw ~ 
proposed amendment. 

There being no further proponents, no opponents anal :z.crv '{!Ul.'fE$ttiiO::n:s 

from the committee, the hearing on HB859 was closedLw 

ACTION ON HB859: Senator Fuller moved the amendmenJl ]p..!l1\.!}1PDs;OO 

by Mr. MacIntyre to HB859 BE ADOPTED. The motion J:;;~:hfrcll •. 
Senator Fuller moved HB859 BE CONCURRED IN AS AMENI':ffiID1_ 'Dh'e. 
motion carried. 

ACTION ON HB638: Senator Halligan moved HB638 BEr..t;JN.1C:lJJ.RillliID: :IN. 
The motion carried. 

ACTION ON HB39 6: Senator Gage moved HB3 9 6 BE CONCIDR'RE'ID ]]N!. 

The motion carried. 

ACTION ON HB9l2: Mr. Thompson submitted a proposeili ii1"ll.enxOOre::!lD.t 
to HB9l2 for the committee's consideration (Exhibitt 6;I~., 
Senator Shaw moved the proposed amendment BE ADOPTl1~'lL_ 'ltfi!J.e 
motion carried. Senator Shaw moved HB912 BE CONCrn,~gm;m;: ]IN .AS; 

AMENDED. The motion carried. 

FURTHER CONSIDE~~TION OF HJR25: Senator Mohar statt~ trn~re ~s 
broad support for this bill, even though i t i~ genF:1Za:]l1~:y 
recognized there is a problem and the delegation h¢t:3, a::illre@xill:l' 
been asked to resolve the issue. Senator Mohar fS"E:1Js> :;p,})J.$S~.:m;r;E 
of HJR25 will not add any incentive for resolving iiL~ w{lij]iler:n:ess 
area issue. Chairman Eck wondered if by not passi~~ ~~~~N 
the delegation may determine the legislature is nott;{:~ncl?:'.T1lD.'ea. 
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. 

Senator Dorothy Eck, Chairman 
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
AND CONSERVATION 

ENERGY DIVISION 

TED SCHWINDEN, GOVERNOR 32 SOUTH EWING 

- STATE OF MONTANA----
(406) 444-6697 ADMINISTRATOR &. PLANNING AND ANALYSIS BUREAU 
(406) 444-6696 CONSERVATION &. RENEWABLE ENERGY BUREAU 
(406) 444-6812 FACILITY SITING BUREAU 

TESTIMONY ON HOUSE BILL 750 

HELENA, MONTANA 59620 

My name Is Larry Fasbender and I am Director of the Department of Natural 

Resources and Conservation. The Department supports House BII I 750. 

As part of the recent rulemaklng process, the Department thoroughly studied the 

Major Facility Siting Act. This In-depth study, combined wlfh our experience 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 

bll I Is to clear up these areas and facIlitate better adminIstration of the Siting 

Act. would lIke to outline and describe the major changes to the Act proposed In 

th Is bill. 
"-In 1983 the Board of Natural Resources and ConservatIon adopted rules for 

exempting certain facIlities from review as provided for In the SitIng Act. These 

rules require the Department to do an evaluation of an exemption applicatIon. 

Section 1 provides reasonable fundIng for the Department If It Incurs expenses In 

processing an exemption applIcatIon. The Department's only experience wIth an 
exemptIon required expenditure of state general funds, which the applicant was 

wll lIng to reimburse, but there was no statutory provisIon-for such an arrangement. 

• 

SectIon 2 of this 'bll I concerns energy facIlitIes that are subject to Federal 

Energy Regulatory CommIssion (FERC) Jurisdiction. Over the past decade the 
Department has taken a positIon that It has limited JurIsdIction under the Major 

Facility SIting Act In regulating facilities that are also covered by the Federal 
Power Act. Proponents for the development of hydroelectric facIlItIes In the state 

of Montana have argued 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 legislature to 
precisely define how the state of Montana wll I 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 facility that Is 

subject to the Jurisdiction of the FERC must fIle an applIcation and pay a fIlIng 
fee as Is presently requIred by the Siting Act. The Department wll I then complete 

the study required under the SItIng Act. The change Is that rather than the 
SENATE NATURAL RESOURCES COMMITTE! 
EXHIBIT NO., __ --=-, _--:=--:--__ _ 

DATEL-__ O~3:...:::::~::...;:?)~-8~5_-'::'-=<1 __ ~"~cf 
AN fQUAl OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYE;ILL NO. ___ -..-JH~B...L-1..L..:::S:::...loo.C).L._ __ _ 



Department sImply makIng a recommendatIon to the Board of Natural Resources and 

conductIng a hearIng under the contested case provIsIons of the SItIng Act, the 

Department wll I also be requIred to participate In the Federal Energy Regulatory 

I 
I 

CommIssion proceedIngs and make a state recommendation based on the study to the ' 

FERC. By making this change In the Siting Act the State will be assured that It can'1l 
have Input In the declslonmaklng process whether It be at the state or federal 

level. 

SectIon 3 provIdes for monItoring the sIte for a facIlity that has been ·1 
certified prIor to construction. Currently, the Act provides that sItes can only be I 
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 facIlity can change consIderably. The 

Department's recent experIence near Bozeman, EnnIs, and Mlss.oula IndIcates that such 
monItorIng Is Important to prevent costly mItIgatIon for Impacts that could not be 

fully antIcIpated at the time of certifIcatIon. 

I 
I 
I SectIon 4 codIfies the centerlIne process the Bo~rd has been using since 1976 

Into the statutes. A recent court case chal lengedlthe valIdity of the Board's 

process but was dismissed for other reasons. To avoid any future litIgation over 

the current process, and to clarIfy 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 

I 
J 

Board to certIfy a route whIch Is a strip of land wIthin whIch the actual 

transmIssIon lIne wll I be located. The applicant then comes back to the Board and II 
has a fInal centerllne,approved wIthIn the route prIor to constructIon. The 

centerline Is the exact locatIon for the transmissIon lIne. ThIs process Is 
extremely practIcal sInce many opportunItIes for mInImIzIng and mitigating Impacts 

are apparent only when a center I Ine Is selected. It also saves both the applicant 

I 
I and the department tIme and money because a smaller area Is examined for specIfics 

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 II 
unnecessary because It would not be specific to fInally locating the line and would 

be a waste of time and effort to collect and to review. In addition, the Board's II 
centerline process reduces the applicant's right-of-way acquisitIon costs and mimIcs 

their Internal routing processes. 

A primary Issue raised In thIs section Is whether the Board should have a 
contested case hearIng or a noncontested case hearIng for the centerline process. 

The Department feels the current process of a contested case hearing at the route 
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level and a noncontested case hearing at the centerline approval stage provides 

several opportunitIes for publIc Involvement and Involvement of those Impacted by 

the lIne wIthout duplIcatIve contested case hearIngs. An addItional contested case 

hearing would substantially Increase the costs to the Department and the applIcant, 

with no commensurate benefits. A contested case hearIng at the centerline process 
would jeopardize the applicants' likelihood of being able to build a transmissIon 

line at reasonable costs, wIth reasonable certaInty and wIthIn a reasonable time 

perIod. 
• 

Section 4 also lImIts fees paId by applIcants for centerlIne review to 25 

percent of the orIginal fIling fee paId. The Board has been requirIng applicants to 

reimburse the department for center I Ine expenses, but has not-put an upper limit on 

these fees. The Department feels the 25 percent limIt Is reasonable. 

Section 6 exempts lInes 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 lInes. Th.ere Is adequate publIc 

notice of these facIlItIes In the certifIcation precess and the Oepartment does not 

need two years advance notIce to process a smal I transmission lIne applIcatIon. 

ThIs change wll I shorten the regulatory tlmeframe for sIting smaller transmissIon 

I I nes. 

SectIon 8 repeals the notice of Intent provIsIons and the fIve percent fIling 

fee reductIon for fIlIng such a notIce. ThIs provIsIon Is not used because It 

requIres applIcants to pay the entIre fIlIng fee at the tIme of applIcatIon. 

ApplIcants have been contractIng wIth the Department for reImbursement of actual 

expenses as they are Incurred, whIch Is much better from theIr cash flow perspective 

than a lump sum payment. 

House BII I 348 makes several changes to the Major FacIlIty SIting Act. We feel 
these changes Improve the sItIng Act and avold future Iltlgatlon that could be very 

costl y to the state. I urge the committee to gl ve House BIll 348 a "do pass" 
recommendatIon. 

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

3-21-85 

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 :L. Twa:::.. 
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 RESOURr,ES COMMITIEE 

EXHIBIT NO .. __ -'~a..-~-;:;----
DATLE _.---.JO~3:u;d.~5~8~· ~5-:--__ _ 
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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 regulation 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 is a hydroelectric facility subject to FERC regulation 

under the Federal Power Act. 

This exemption was deleted 1n 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) 

l file an application with the DNRC and (2) complete a study as , 
provided in sections 75-20-211 through l~NMe -NAJtlitAL tt6S9\l;e"~St ~:At4dfit 

EXHIBIT NO. 3 -
DATLE __ ~O~3t.ad=",,5~~~5~_-

\.+8lS0 
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( routine tasks. In 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 
· descrTbe-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 

l 
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l 

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 is 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 

3 
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HB NO. 396 

TESTIMONTY OF THE DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL 
RESOURCES AND CONSERVATION 

BY REQUEST OF THE DEPARTHENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES AND 

CONSERVATION: A BILL FOR AN ACT ENTITLED: "AN ACT CLARIFYING 

THE DEPARTl1ENT 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." 

The Department of Natural Resources and Conservation is 

proposing through this bill amendment to have the authority of 

the Department clarified as to the determination of a non-bona 

fide or speculative application to appropriate water for a 

beneficial use. 

The present law simply provide~ 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 COMMITIEE 

EXHIBIT NO. ~ 
DATLE __ ~0:3~d6~B-,-,S~ __ _ 

ttB3q fo~~ __ Rill Nn 



, 
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 speculatIve 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. 
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AMEtm~ENT HB 859 (BLUE COpy) 

Page 5, line 6 
strike: - ".§h.alJ." 

I ' 
! 

_I -' "T; , _. ..- .. --.~-.-,~ . ." - ~ ~.-

Insert: "MAY IN ITS DISCRETION" -

SENAT£ NATURAL RESOURCES COMMlTIEE 
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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 COMMIITEE 
EXHIBIT NO. __ ~{e::..-.-:--___ _ 
DATEL._~O~3L!:::.d.:.!.!:3~8~5,,*--__ -
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ROLL CALL VOTE 

~ ~ Natural Resources 

_......;;.;;H;.;;;.J.;.;R~ ___ ~.si.ll No.---.j2 .... S"'--__ Time 2 : 2 6 p. m 1 

YES 
s 

ANDERSON, John I X 

CHRISTAENS, Chris I 
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