MINUTES OF THE MEETING
FISH AND GAME COMMITTEE
HQOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
50TH LEGISLATIVE SESSION

February 5, 1987

The meeting of the Fish and Game Committee was called to
order by Chairman Orval Ellison on February 5, 1987, at 1:00
p.m. in Room 325 of the State Capitol.

ROLL CALL: All committee members were present with the
exception of Rep. Peterson who was excused.

HOUSE BILL NO. 429: Rep. Ted Schye, District #18, sponsor,
stated HB 429 was a rather simple bill which was an act to
provide for Fish and Game approval of the awarding of prizes
for the taking of protected fish in state waters. It would
also provide the department with additional authority and
the flexibility needed to regulate these fishing events. He
explained there was a slight amendment, which he distributed
to the committee (Exhibit 1). Additionally, there was a
statement of intent to clarify rule making authority for the
department and distributed a copy of this as well. (Exhibit
la). With that, he stated he would let testimony be heard
and reserved the right to close.

PROPONENTS : Jim Flynn, Director, Department of Fish,
Wildlife and Parks (FWP) submitted testimony. (Exhibit 2).
He stated HB 429 provides that the commission shall adopt
rules governing fishing contests and will remove the prohi-
bition on awarding prizes based on a bag limit for fish.
With passage of this bill, harmless contest can be permitted
as before, but those that will result in excessive harvest
of a game fish population or damage to the environment or
site can be prevented or scheduled to minimize damage. It
would also provide the department or commission with both
the authority and needed flexibility to regulate fishing
derbies.

JIM BENDER, President, Walleyes Unlimited submitted testimo-
ny. (Exhibit 3). He stated current state law 87-3-121,
MCA, states that prizes cannot be given for bag limits but
can be given "for any one game bird, fish, or fur bearing
animal on the basis of size, quality or rarity." Walleyes
Unlimited is not opposed to fishing contests, they realize
the potential increase in the sales of supplies and services
that would occur in a given area. During tournaments, they
have encouraged conservation of the resource by 1limiting
below the legal limit the number of fish a participant may
take and remain within the rules of the contest. They
believe that changing the current statute to allow the Fish



Fish and Game Committee
February 5, 1987
Page 2

and Game Commission to establish rules for fishing contests
would allow for more flexibility in tournament fishing and
would not be detrimental to the resource.

STAN BRADSHAW, representing Trout Unlimited (TU), submitted
testimony. (Exhibit 4). He stated TU supported HB 429
because it provided another measure of protection for the
fishery in the state that has been lacking in the past.
Under existing law, the only kind of fishing derby that can
be held were those which allowed for the taking of a single
fish, with prizes to be awarded on the basis of size,
quality, or rarity. This has given rise to some heavily
attended derbies for tagged fish. The problem, under
current law, is that if a person chose to hold a derby on a
given water, even if the derby might have adverse conse-
quences of that fishery, the commission and the department
were powerless to stop it. HB 429 providedf the commission
with the authority to control those derbies which might
otherwise have an adverse effect on a given fishery.

NO OPPONENTS

NO QUESTIONS (OR DISCUSSIONS) FROM THE COMMITTEE -

Rep. Schye closed by stating he did want to point out the
statement of intent and hoped the committee would 1look
favorably and give HB 429 a DO PASS.

Hearing closed on HB 429,
HOUSE BILL NO. 535: Rep. Orval Ellison, District #81,

sponsor, stated he knew the committee was limited for time,
so he would let the opponents and proponents speak.

PROPONENTS : JIM FLYNN, Director, Department of Fish,
Wildlife and Parks, submitted testimony. {Exhibit 5). He
stated the department supported the concept of a block of
nonresident deer A licenses to be used statewide. They
support the additional block o0f nonresident deer 1licenses
with the understanding the additional revenue dgenerated by
these 1licenses be earmarked for conservation easements,
lease or fee title purchase of wildlife habitat in the State
of Montana. The Department opposes the use of a resident
sponsor to obtain a nonresident license. They felt the
resident sponsor would do little to help the nonresident
hunter. It would be costly for the department to adminis-
ter, and penalties for noncompliance had not been addressed.
It also sets a precedent for license brokering and could
foster illegal outfitting as it did in the early 70's. The
bill incorporated several aspects that had been introduced
in other legislation before the committee. They suggest
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that it be submitted to the subcommittee addressing all the
bills concerned with the issue.

JO BRUNNER, representing the Montana Outfitters and Guides
Association stated they had proponents and would hand out
testimony for each. With this she introduced the first
proponent.

ANDY BILLINGSLEY, a Glasgow resident, submitted testimony.
(Exhibit 6). He stated most outfitters thought the 5,600
license set aside for their clients in 1985 was a magic
number which would allow the outfitters to live happily ever
after. This is not so. The 5,600 was no more than a
survival figure. He then gave statistics reflected in his
testimony, and stated in order to keep the outfitting
industry in Montana afloat, he urged the committee to give a
DO PASS to HB 535.

RUSS GREENWOOD, a member of MOGA from Southeast Montana,
submitted testimony. (Exhibit 7 and 7a). He stated pres-
ently there were two ways for a nonresident to buy a deer
"A" tag for eastern Montana. Buy a B-10 combination license
for $350, or wait until the B-10 licenses were sold and see
if the Fish and Game Commission issued some nonresident deer
"A" tags for the area you wanted to hunt in. You could then
enter a drawing for your tag. The odds are about one in
four that you would draw a tag. He stated being an outfit-
ter, there was no way to survive on the risky
luck-of-the-draw for the deer "A" tags. He must license his
hunters with the expensive, but available, $350 B-10 1li-
cense. Now, with the squeeze coming on the B-10 license,
his fellow outfitters in the west desperately need the elk
tags his hunters were throwing away. He urged the committee
to look favorably on HB 535 and give it approval so he would
not lose his job.

SANDRA CAHILL, a licensed outfitter, submitted testimony.
(Exhibit 8). She stated two groups HB 535 obviously favored
were the guided hunter and the outfitter. She referred to
her testimony on the economic study done by Montana State
University and gave several facts and figures on guided and
non-guided hunts, She then stated regarding increased
revenue in the state going to outfitters, as the university
study showed, 91% of their gross income is spent within the
state of Montana. Outfitters also provide jobs. By in-
creasing the number of clients available to outfitters, HB
535 would also increase the number of jobs they could
provide. New dollars brought into Montana are spent and
re~-spent in Montana. She urged support and passage of HB
535.
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ART WEIKUM, member of MOGA, submitted testimony. {Exhibit
9) ., He stated consensus has it that the magic number of

17,000 residents permitted to hunt in Montana, in any given
year, was one of social compromise, rather than one with
biological basis. Another social aspect of providing for a
stable outfitting industry in Montana, through HB 535, is
one of opportunity for less fortunate Americans and urged a
DO PASS for the legislation.

RON CURTISS, member of MOGA, submitted testimony. (Exhibit
10). He stated the prior testimony had shown HB 535 to be
valuable to the state. The value lies in not only its
economics, but also in its social values; in the jobs it
provided; in the business it would stimulate., The outfit-
ting industry, through HB 535, has asked first that all
non-resident licenses be set aside for Montanans, and
secondly that their own industry be 1limited to half the
available licenses. Why a set aside? Montana outfitters
need a set aside so they can carry on like any other busi-
ness in the state. He stated they were not asking for any
licensing privileges they have not asked to be extended to
every other resident Montanan. They were also not asking
the committee to 1lock wup half the 1licenses for those
non-resident hunters who had reserved hunts with them. HB
535 gives all Montanans more licenses than they needed;
licensed outfitters, landowner outfitters and residents, and
it accomplishes it without denying even one resident his
opportunity to hunt in Montana.

TERRY ENGLE, a professional guide from Helena, stated he
supported HB 535 because for him, it was his way of life.
The non-residents were important to him and he urged passage
of HB 535.

TRAVIS BARKER, representing Ford Creek Outfitters, submitted

testimony. (Exhibit 11). He stated his family operated
Ford Creek Outfitters and has done so for the last 11
seasons. He stated, the reality of second dgeneration
outfitters is in question. The opportunities available to

tomorrows outfitters depend on decisions made today.
Considering the increasing number of outfitters operating on
private land, rancher-outfitters, and established wilderness
outfitters, the quota of non-resident big game licenses
available to outfitter clients needs to be increased from
its present number, if the industry was to remain healthy in
Montana. By lending their support to HB 535, they promote
tourism in Montana, sound management of Montana big game,
and an enhanced image of their state by people in other
states.

JOHN WILSON, Administrator, Montana Promotional Division of
the Chamber of Commerce, supported HB 535 and stated it
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would enhance the airline industry by bringing additional
nonresidents into the state, also being an added way of
promoting tourism. He urged the committee's support of HB
535.

BILL GAY, a landowner from Powder River County, submitted
testimony. (Exhibit 12). He stated their ranch had been
leasing hunting rights to an outfitter for four years and
expected to continue to lease for the foreseeable future.
The primary reason for leasing was economic. He stated they
can no longer afford to give away anything. He stated the
amount they make from hunting was not a large percentage of
their budget, but it was significant enough to help pay the
bills. Charging hunters was a possibility, but had costs in
time and effort. With an outfitter on the place, they do
not have to worry about trying to collect from each group of
hunters, and they were also supervised so he did not worry
about gates open, camps too close to water holes and four
wheel drives making ruts in the meadows. The arrangements
they used with their outfitter has worked very well, and he
felt has been a positive way to manage hunting on their
property. He encouraged the committee to provide means to
the outfitters to establish stable businesses in their
community.

JOE MORRIS, livestock ranch owner, stated they have also
leased their land to an outfitter and have been very pleased
with the results. He stated the clients also made comments
on how pleased they were. He felt it was more profitable
for them and others who were doing the same thing.

GEORGE ALLEN, Montana Retailers Association, stated they
were in support of the bill and added he felt it would
promote tourism, along with additional economy to the state
that was so badly needed. He urged the committee to give HB
535 a DO PASS.

LARRY STANLEY, representing the airline industry, submitted
testimony. (Exhibit 13). He stated as a representative of
the airline industry, he felt qualified to verify the type
of person who was most likely to use the airlines that serve
Montana during a traditionally slow period, as the same one
who would be inclined to use an outfitters and guides
service. These people leave double the amount of money per
person in the state than the out-of-stater who came on his
own. If they really support the "build Montana theme", they
needed to consider supporting the programs that bring the
most revenue into Montana.

LOREN SEAVER, a Great Falls resident, submitted testimony.
(Exhibit 14). He stated the Montana Outfitters and Guides
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Association represents a statewide industry that is at a
fork in the trail, and depending on decisions made by the
legislature, they will either lose a valuable industry, or
take a step in the right direction to promote the industry.
He stated he respectfully requests the committee to direct
the organization along the right fork 1in the trail, set
aside the additional licenses for the clients of outfitters
and help save a vital industry.

KELLY FLYNN, a rancher from Broadwater County, submitted
testimony. (Exhibit 15). He stated their ranch is a
survivor ranch, and across the years has survived by being
diversified. Today, they are operating a hunting business
and the previous two generations of ranchers in their family
have survived some difficult times. His generation is now
experiencing some of these difficult times. Their hunting
operation is an important reason their third generation is
surviving these difficult economic times. He urged the
committees' support of HB 535.

JACK ATCHESON, representing his consultant firm, submitted
testimony. (Exhibit 16). He stated he was a hunting
consultant, which is similar to an airline travel agent.
Instead of Hawaiian tours, he finds hunters. Contrary to
what people think, the hardest part of outfitting is finding
enough clients who will pay what the outfitter needs to make
profit. To find clients, you must advertise one to three
years in advance. The cost of advertising has nearly
doubled in the last five years, but the pool of prospective
clients has not. If we want to destroy a 34 million dollar
industry, we can do it by making it tough on outfitters. If
Montana is to be a recreational state, we must charge for
what we have. There are many places to go besides Montana.
Non-residents pay two thirds of our Fish and Game bill, and
dump millions 1into our economy. Do not exchange the
non-resident who is willing, with a do-it-yourselfer who
spends little. He urged support for HB 535.

Due to the time limit, the rest of the proponents were asked
to simply state their name and support the bill.

ROGER W. YOUNG, President, Great Falls Area Chamber of
Commerce submitted testimony in support of HB 535. (Exhibit
17 .

JOSEPH J. ABERLE, representing the Ag Almanac, submitted
testimony supporting HB 535. (Exhibit 18).

HAROLD AND JEAN WAHL, Great Falls residents, submitted
testimony in support of HB 535. (Exhibit 19).



Fish and Game Committee
February 5, 1987
Page 7

ROGER F. WOLTER, a Great Falls resident, submitted testimony
in support of HB 535. (Exhibit 20).

BRIAN HOVEN, Hoven Equipment Company, submitted testimony
and supported HB 535. (Exhibit 21),

JERRY KAVANAGH, a Great Falls resident, submitted testimony
in support of HB 535. (Exhibit 22).

THE HORSE CREEK OUTFITTERS, submitted testimony in support
of HB 535. (Exhibit 23).

TAG RITTEL, President of the Montana Outfitters and Guides
Association, submitted testimony in full support of HB 535,
(Exhibit 24).

CHUCK REIN, Anchor Land & Livestock of Melville, submitted
written testimony in favor of HB 535. (Exhibit 25).

AL JOHNSON, Kalispell Area Chamber of Commerce submitted
written testimony in favor of HB 535. (Exhibit 26).

GARY AND VIOLA ANDERSON, Deep Creek Outfitters, submitted
written testimony in support of HB 535. (Exhibit 27).

ANGELO PETRONI, Bert Moocney Airport Authority in Butte,
submitted testimony supporting HB 535, (Exhibit 28).

JOHN AND CAROLYN BACON, of Melrose, Montana, submitted
written testimony supporting HB 535. (Exhibit 29).

DUANE NEAL, a Pray, Montana resident, submitted written
testimony in support of HB 535. (Exhibit 30).

EUGENE LEE, Kalispell Chamber of Commerce, submitted testi-
mony supporting HB 535. (Exhibit 31).

The following proponents are all members, or associated with
members, of the Montana Outfitters and Guides Association.
They all left testimony which can be found as exhibits. The
minutes will reflect their name and their support of HB 535.

CARL SOLVIE, General Manager Grantree Inn (Exhibit 32).

DAVE KUMLIEN, Montana TroutFitters Orvis Shop (Exhibit 33).
SULLIVAN PHOTO WEST, Bozeman, MT (Exhibit 34).

CRAIG FABRICIUS, store manager, Good Year Tire Center
(Exhibit 35).

MARK MACLEOD, Highlander Photographics (Exhibit 37).

MICHAEL S. HAMMOND, Universal Graphics (Exhibit 38).

STEVE SCHNEE, Schnee's Boot Works (Exhibit 39).

HARRY W. NEWLON, President, First Bank, Bozeman (Exhibit
40) .
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DUANE NEAL, a Pray, Montana resident, submitted written
testimony in support of HB 535. (Exhibit 30).

EUGENE LEE, Kalispell Chamber of Commerce, submitted testi-
mony supporting HB 535. (Exhibit 31).

The following proponents are all members, or associated with
members, of the Montana Outfitters and Guides Association.
They all left testimony which can be found as exhibits. The
minutes will reflect their name and their support of HB 535.

CARL SOLVIE, General Manager Grantree Inn (Exhibit 32).

DAVE KUMLIEN, Montana TroutFitters Orvis Shop (Exhibit 33).
SULLIVAN PHOTO WEST, Bozeman, MT (Exhibit 34).

CRAIG FABRICIUS, store manager, Good Year Tire Center
(Exhibit 35).

MARK MACLEOD, Highlander Photographics (Exhibit 37).
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STEVE SCHNEE, Schnee's Boot Works (Exhibit 39).

HARRY W. NEWLON, President, First Bank, Bozeman (Exhibit
40). _

ERNEST FRANKE, a Thompson Falls resident (Exhibit 41).
KATHLEEN PAULIC, Granny's Home Cooking (Exhibit 42).

DARL CUCHIN, Doug's Towing and Auto Service (Exhibit 43).
WISE RIVER SPORTSMAN'S CLUB, (Exhibit 44).

RON COLLINS, Manager, Chevron Feed and Fuel (Exhibit 45).
JEFFREY C. SPADY, Express Photo Lab (Exhibit 46).

CLIFF RENNER, Kwik-Kopy Printing (Exhibit 47).

OPPONENTS: JEANNE KLOBNAK, representing the Montana Wild-
life Federation, submitted an excerpt from a wildlife
magazine, (Exhibit 48). She stated MWF opposed HB 535 as
it was written. She stated the outfitting industry was not
a survival industry. The industry has been provided $3
million plus as a subsidy according to the studies reflected
in her testimony. She stated this so called $34 million
brought into the state by the outfitters was a misleading
figure and felt the committee must take a 1look at the
proposal very carefully before they make a drastic decision
like this for the State of Montana.

KATHY HADLEY, a resident from Deer Lodge, stated she repre-
sented the average sportsmen in her area. She felt HB 535,
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535, in that it would put pressure on an already pressured
resource, He stated the proposal would inevitably force
people to hunt with an outfitter and guide, simply because
it would become more difficult to obtain a license in the
years to come. The felt it was not a fair balance between
residents and nonresidents, and it would specifically effect
the various other special interest groups throughout the
state. He urged the committee to kill the bill.

LEWIS HAWKES, a concerned individual, submitted testimony.
(Exhibit 50). He stated HB 535, as written, is a disservice
to the average working resident in Montana. It unfairly
allocates a portion of the hunting opportunities and is a
move towards the privatization/commercialism of the wildlife
resources in Montana. The dude rancher-outfitter-guide
complex is a powerful special interest group, who put
pressure on the DFWP to set special seasons or longer
seasons for their own financial benefit and push for exces-
sive trophy hunts to draw their clientele to obtain more
money. They are a middleman broker group who contribute
nothing to the raising of wildlife in Montana, and are
helping block access to some 13,000,000 acres of public
lands in Eastern Montana. He stated a random draw should be
held for all non-resident licenses and urged the committee
not to pass the bill.

JOE GUTKOSKI, President, Gallatin Wildlife Association,
submitted testimony. (Exhibit 51). He stated the bill was
a large step in privatizing a public wildlife resource. It
gives favoritism to a special interest group and is unfair
to non-resident hunters that do not wish to employ outfit-
ters. He urged the committee to kill the bill.

M. E. "GENE" QUENEMOEN, a Belgrade resident, submitted
testimony (Exhibit 52). He stated the wildlife resources of
Montana were never intended to figure prominently in provid-
ing an economic base for the state. This resource was kept
in public ownership to provide a recreational amenity for
all citizens. It is wrong to now look at it as a resource
to be exploited for economic development. Further
privatization of this resource will, in the eyes of most
Montana sportsmen, take away a valuable reason for living in
this state. It 1s unfair to non-resident hunters, and
should think, unconsitutional to require any sponsorship by
Montana residents, whether outfitters or just £friends, 1in
order to obtain a -non-resident license. If a guota 1is
necessary, and the demand for non-resident licenses exceeds
the quota, then the licenses should be issued on a random

drawing.
TONY SCHOONEN, Skyline Sportsmen Association, submitted
testimony. (Exhibit 53). He stated his organization

officially opposed the establishment of 6,000 additional
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deer "A" tags in Montana, based upon the increase of approx-
imately 4,200 non-resident elk hunters into our state. They
felt strongly the 4,200 non-residents would congregate on
public lands in the southwestern parts of the state. This
would increase the elk harvest by approximately 800 animals,
and with dwindling habitat coverage due to logging and
limiting the kind of elk to shoot, such as no-spikes, they
felt would lead to more hunter conflicts.

EMILY SWANSON, representing the Montana Wildlife Federation,
submitted testimony. (Exhibit 54). She stated the issue at
hand has been portrayed as an economic issue by the outfit-
ters and she wished to dispute that not guaranteeing outfit-
ters a clientele will destroy their businesses. They have
heard that without a guaranteed clientele, the state will
lose over a million dollars of revenue and X number of jobs.
She emphasized she felt outfitting was an important and
reputable industry in the state, and fully supported the
fine outfitters of Montana. What she feared was it sets a
precedent of preferential treatment for a privileged few,
for the future of our state. Many people live in Montana to
take advantage of its natural resources and, when these are
taken from them by becoming too costly, which is what they
fear is beginning with this precedent, will we undermine
what we hold most dear? We need to draw a firm line on who
controls the public's wildlife and that line begins here.

ED SHEPARD, a local resident, opposed the bill stating he
felt everyone should have an equal and legal opportunity to
obtain a license, and the lottery system is perhaps the best
way to go.

BILL HOLWORTH, a concerned citizen, opposed the bill stat-
ing, it would be added pressure to the elk and deer out in
the field, which is the last thing they need to do to the
wildlife.

NO FURTHER OPPONENTS

REP. GIACOMETTO asked Mr. Gay regarding the fact he does
lease his 1land to an outfitter and wondered if he had
problems with keeping them in certaln areas or did he leave
it up to the outfitter.

MR. GAY stated they have left it strictly up to the outfit-
ter, and so far the results have been great.

REP. ELLISON closed by stating he just wanted something that
would be fair to all persons involved, to give everyone a
fair chance. The game of Montana belongs to everyone, and
is a renewable resource they must take seriously. With
that, he closed.
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HEARING ON HB 535 WAS CLOSED.

Due to the time limit, the hearing was recessed, and Rep.
Asay, sponsor of HB 379, asked if they could hear the bill
upon adjournment of the House stating there were many people
who had waited to testify on the bill all day. Rather than
reschedule, they could have it then. The committee had no
objections.

The meeting was re-convened at 6:00 p.m. A gquorum being
present, hearing was then opened on HB 379.

HOUSE BILL NO. 379: Rep. Tom Asay, District #27, sponsor,
stated he presented HB 379 with the idea that it was a
relatively new concept released here in Montana. He stated
he has been working on the concept for the last few years,
due to the fact that no one seemed to be satisfied with the
present results of wildlife management and recreation. This
bill proposes a landowner or a group of landowners get
together and draw up a plan for their particular lands. The
plan would then be presented to the department for full
approval. Any plan drawn up would be done with the help of
professional biologists, to ensure exactly what was there
and how it should be handled. The plan would include any of
the provisions for access for the local hunters, and would
cover the entire sphere being totally managed by the land-
owner with the approval of the department. The hope is,
with such a plan, the landowner and operator would decide,
and include in his economic plan, to run fewer livestock,
thus enhancing his economics and his ability to survive
economic crisis as well as the ability to enhance the
wildlife resource, which would cause the landowner to grow
as well, Rep. Asay went over the department's figures
stating it was obvious they did not anticipate any great
increase in availability of game for some years to come.
People who hunt, must realize a vast amount of habitat that
can be acquired, is on private land. We need to set our
sights on what is good, we do not need to look only at elk,
we have to realize there are a great deal of cattle that are
not being harvested or managed to a satisfactory level. The
people who own the land should be encouraged to try and live
within the land. Economically, people need to diversify to
survive during economically bad times. He felt HB 379 held
the potential for insuring diversification to some of the
landowners who would be interested in doing this.

PROPONENTS: Rep. Paul Rapp-Svrcek, District #51, co-sponsor
of the bill, stated he is a native Montanan and lived here
all his life. To him, the bill was a radical departure of
the way they have done things in this state in the past. If
there were any possible way to hold back the tide they see
coming, he would find a way. Since they cannot hold back
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that tide, they must then direct it as he sees HB 379 doing.
He stated for many years, the landowners have been support-
ing the public resource on their private land &nd receiving
little or no compensation. Last session they had struggles
trying to directly compensate the landowner for game damage
on their property plus the problems arising from it. That
is why he became intrigued by the idea of management for
wildlife. It appears with this proposal, they take an
adversarial relationship between the 1landowner and the
hunter and the landowner and the department, providing an
incentive for the landowner to manage his land for the best
of the public resource that he has been carrying for so
long. It changes his emphasis so he now has the best
interest of the public resource in mind. It has been found
in other states, where similar proposals have been enacted,
not only does it alleviate many of the game damage problems,
but the game population on public lands has increased as a
result of the partnership between state and private landown-
er. and private partnership in the management game resource.
While this is a departure from the way things have been done
in Montana in the past, there are benefits to be derived for
the public hunter and the public at large who are interested
in preserving the wildlife in the state. This is a concept
which needs to be looked at and needs to be scrutinized very
carefully. Finally, it is a creation of partnership between
landowners and department, and is a lcng term proposal for
the preservation of game animals and recreational game
opportunity we have had in the state,.

BILL MYERS, rancher/outfitter and President of the Montana
Outdoors Association initiated in 1985 by a group of land-
owners, outfitters and business people. He distributed
copies of the studies, done by the group, to the committee.
(Exhibit 55). He stated HB 379 was a result of two years of
research and study which found that several other states
have landowner wildlife management programs. These programs
have proved to be feasible not only to the landowners, but
of managing of wildlife for residents and non-residents
alike. According to the research done, three major areas
would require attention of those interested in game manage-
ment; licensing of hunters, game management laws, and
private land manageability. The other area needing atten-
tion is the private land manageability. The philosophy that
managing game on private lands, is still a gquestion. There
has been a belief that the rancher could not benefit from
game. Ranchers are just now learning the important value
hunting can be to their operations. Considering the limita-
tions put on the private landowner, by restricting his
licensing and/or partnership abilities and forced access on
those acres, the value of those elk is teetering dangerously
toward endangerment in many cases. Through a program such
as private wildlife management areas, it will not cost the
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talked about here is turning what many landowners tend to
look at as a liability, into an asset. The expertise that
could be offered by the department under this legislation in
the area of planning for wildlife and habitat management,
could be invaluable for landowners across the state, not to
mention for the wildlife resource itself.

KEN ARTHUN, rancher, stated on the north of the Crazy
Mountains, they have about 121 head of elk. At the begin-
ning of hunting season, they probably had 21 bulls, three or
four branch antlered bulls, no mature bulls whatsoever and
the rest were spikes. At the end of the season, of the 121
elk, there were 100 elk and there was not one bull left
alive in the bunch. He questioned what is wrong with
economic growth in Montana. HB 379 provides a new concept
for the State of Montana, and what is wrong with going after
it. He stated they have let people hunt on their land for
the last 50 years and have finally shut their land off to
hunters because they got tired of having people abusing
their lands. He challenges the Montana Wildlife Federation
to prove who pays the taxes on these private lands, who
feeds the animals that are there, or who pays for the feed
the animals take, and who fixes the fence after the animals
have been run through by our "Montana hunters". He urged
support for HB 379.

REP. LEO GIACOMETTO stated for the record, he was a propo-
nent to HB 379.

OPPONENTS: Jim Flynn, Director, Department of Fish, Wild-
life and Parks, submitted testimony. (Exhibit 59). He
stated the intent of the bill is to encourage the propaga-
tion, conservation and utilization of wildlife resources on
private lands is commendable. However, the means to accom-
plish this intent cause them to oppose its passage. The
bill is not practical for a number of reasons, and contem-
plates the creation of a unique relationship among landown-
ers, sportsmen and the department which is of concern. From
a practical standpoint, it would be physically impossible
for the department to meet the bill's requirements and meet
their present obligations without a major addition of
personnel, If only a small percent of the total eligible
landowners took part in the program, the amount of time to
approve and monitor the proposed plans 1is large. The
implementation of the program in a state with 1limited
non-resident hunters would seem to be impractical. The bill
would seem to facilitate the paying of a trespass fee by the
sportsman to the landowner. Such transactions would be
costly and burdensome. They see no need for it, and suggest
the bill should not be approved.
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Fish, Wildlife and Parks anything and the landowner is
responsible for coming up with the money. Fish, Wildlife
and Parks would benefit financially from not only having
these additional monies available, but from extra license
revenues as well. Through proper allocation of licenses,
whereby the landowner would also profit, the income would
not only insure wildlife already in place, but would elevate
the importance of wildlife which would be a real "winner" in
trying to solve the problem in the state.

BASSET HOINESS, concerned rancher, submitted testimony.
(Exhibit 56). He stated the intent of HB 379 was to allow
the private landowner a monetary incentive for the game that
is managed on his property. The incentive is a guarantee of
licenses for out-of-state hunters. The Fish and Game
Department is saying their main problem with the bill is the
cost of biology work that is needed for each operation.
What about using private biologists. They say no, they
would not take the expertise of these people. In many
cases, this would eliminate the problem of winter range for
elk. He felt the bill is a winner because HB 379 could help
keep the farmer-rancher on this ground and help eliminate
the over supply of cattle on the market. They have been
looking for a diversionary crop for agriculture that would
not add to their bulging surplus. This bill would help.

KEITH BALES, landowner from Otter, MT, submitted testimony.
(Exhibit 57). He stated he felt a landowner compensation
law must contain the following things: more hunting opportu-
nities for the residents, higher quality hunting, be expand-
able to take in as many landowners as want to participate,
compensation must be equal to, or greater than, the loss
caused by the wildlife, majority of the cost should be borne
by the out-of-state sportsman, and not adversely affect
landowners who do not participate. When the sportsmen and
the landowners agree on some form of compensation, Montana
could become the premiere place to hunt in North America.

LORENTS GROSFIELD, cattle rancher from Big Timber, submitted
testimony. (Exhibit 58). He stated there are a number of
bills before the legislature regarding improving the wild-
life resources of the state. Some of which, like this one,
regard the purchasing or leasing of habitat and recognize
the a lot of critical habitat, for many if not most species,
occurs on private land. An obvious gquestion concerned
whether purchasing some limited gquantities of habitat the
best and most effective way is to approach the problems of
our wildlife resources. State wildlife agencies simply must
recognize this and deal with it in a constructive manner if
they are to significantly improve the public wildlife
resource and maintain improvements once made. What is being
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REP. JERRY DRISCOLL submitted testimony by Lee Fears, who
represents the southeastern Montana Sportsmen Association,
in opposition to HB 379. (Exhibit 60).

HARRY MCNEIL, member of the Gallatin Wildlife Association,
stated he wanted to point out that it has been their own
Fish and Game Department personnel, with verbal and finan-
cial support of sportsmen, who are responsible for the
recovery of Montana game populations from near extinction in
the early part of the century. HB 379, under consideration
here, was simply another attempt by special interest groups
to capitalize on the success of those wildlife management
programs. This is a bill to legalize the privatization of
our wildlife. He reminded the committee it is the sportsmen
who have organized meetings and tried to work out ways to
improve landowner/sportsmen relations in the state. It was,
also, the sportsmen who emphasized and worked for the
purchase of wildlife ranges, to help relieve some of the
grazing pressure on private landowners and who foot the bill
to allow the DFWP employees to help landowners protest their
crops and recover from wildlife damage. He felt it would be
the ultimate insult to Montana sportsmen, to grant the
landowners the right to obtain and distribute permits at
their own discretion. It has long been accepted, that the
state is a trustee of wildlife for the use and enjoyment of
the people. He interprets this to mean all the people and
not just a select few.

DAVE MAJORS, representing the Ravalli County Fish and
Wildlife Association, submitted testimony. (Exhibit 61).
He stated the RCFWA opposed the bill which recognized the
important role that the private landowner plays in providing
habitat for the public game animals. The concept of compen-
sating a landowner to encourage the enhancement and conser-
vation of wildlife on their property was laudable, He
stated the mechanics of the bill, for the most part, are
unsatisfactory. The idea of including any public land in a
private wildlife management area was totally unacceptable to
most sportsmen and recreationists. If this committee is
serious in pursuing this concept, he suggested they work
with the DFWP to put together a package which is acceptable
to both the landowner and the sportsman, in order to benefit
the resource both groups prize, Montana's wildlife.

LEWIS E. HAWKES, Bozeman resident, submitted testimony.
(Exhibit 62). He stated HB 379 is similar to legislation
passed in California, allowing "private wildlife management
areas," which he felt was a further attempt to privatize and
commercialize the wildlife resources in Montana. He stated
the legislature should reject this proposal of the private
wildlife management areas now, because it would serve to
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further aggravate the already intolerable conditions con-
cerning public access to public lands in Montana.

JEANNE KLOBNAK, representing the Montana Wildlife Federa-
tion, stated they opposed such a system for Montana. She
stated they are creating a law which allows for a few to
handle wildlife of Montana, that which Montana believes
belongs to all of them. Wildlife was once nearly diminished
in the early 1900's. Gradual reintroduction of the wildlife
population came to be from the public policy, public support
and public dollars, reestablishing wildlife, not only to
public land, but to private land as well. Between 1953 and
1955, legislation was introduced to protect the environment
and further advance the healing process. The policy to
protect the wildlife habitat was established. 1In conclu-
sion, the cumulative effects is that we have restored
wildlife to a resource of unparalleled abundance and is the
envy of the entire nation. The system that holds all of
this together is that this was done by all of us, for all of
us, and there were no privileged categories. There has been
a common effort to preserve and protect common resource
endowed with common respect. HB 379 is an elitist proposal
which seeks to capitalize on that which belongs to us all.
MWF encouraged a DO NOT PASS on HB 379,

TONY SCHOONEN, representing the Montana Wildlife Federation
and the Skyline Sportsmen Club of Butte, submitted testimony
(Exhibit 63). He stated the bill would allow public lands
to be locked off to the general sportsman which was strictly
illegal. State school lands, BLM lands and forest service
lands can only be used for those purposes that are stated on
the lease. Since all of those 1lands are public lands,
hearings would have to be held to change the descriptions of
the leases. The general public cannot afford to 1lose
anymore access due to the ever increasing demands being
placed on the land and wildlife resources. Public lands are
blocked off by adjoining private land and then used by a
small group of individuals that can afford the trespass fee,
thus allowing the public wildlife to be privatized by a
select few. Only private deeded land can be managed as the
landowner sees fit, be it for wildlife, livestock, or some
other beneficial use, not leased land or public land.

EMILY SWANSON, representing the Montana Wildlife Federation
submitted testimony. (Exhibit 64). She stated the bill
puts them on the path toward hunting for a privileged few
who can afford to pay the price. Rather than this form of
providing for wildlife habitat, she suggested that it 1is
considered using hunting license revenues to purchase, lease
or provide for easements by the DFWP of suitable lands to be
managed for the public. This 1legislation is modeled on
similar concepts at work in other states where population
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pressures have forced these measures. She did offer sug-
gested amendments to the bill and included them in her
testimony.

RON COLLINS, Deerlodge resident, stated others have testi-
fied regarding loss of public access, the loss of private
and public land, and the reluctance they have with private

landowners that control the sale of hunting licenses. He
suggested the effect the bill could have on the youth of our
state. It seemed Montana possessed the inability to hold

youth here, or attract youth from other states. Most of the
youth in this state grow up learning to hunt and fish, and
is a big reason they do stay in the state. 1If their oppor-
tunities are taken away, in essence, we are taking the youth
away. He pointed out a state without its youth is a state

not worth 1living in. This bill is patterned after the
California and Texas bill and is almost identical to their
plans. He stated they will never see the day in Montana

that our population equals that of California or Texas. We
are not solving our problem by using someone else's plan, we
are really creating a whole new problem for our state. It
must be considered that when passing this bill, we would be,
in a way, selling our birthright.

KATHY HADLEY, licensed outfitter, stated she was opposed to
the bill because she felt they were taking public resources
and private lands and giving them up. She stated they must
also think about what the public subsidizes, and in this
case, she felt they were subsidizing their resource to make
up for our failing economy and she urged the committee to DO
NOT PASS this legislation.

JOE GUTKOSKI, President, Gallatin Wildlife Association,
submitted testimony. (Exhibit 65). He stated the bill gave
favoritism to a special interest group that was unfair. It
was a step toward overcommercialism and privatization of a
public resource. He stated GWA realized that a free ranging
wildlife resource was important to the citizens of Montana
and this bill would inhibit that free ranging wildlife. He
urged the committee to vote against the bill.

STAN BRADSHAW, on behalf of Trout Unlimited, submitted
testimony. (Exhibit 66). He stated that no longer would
the right to fish be subject only to reasonable regulation,
but it would also be subject to the whim of the particular
landowner, regardless of the character of the water or the
needs of the fishery. For example, he stated, a landowner
whose wildlife management area encompassed a reach of the
Madison River, could, under the auspices of this bill,
require every person fishing that reach of the Madison, to
purchase a permit even if the person had floated in from
upstream. One of the things which has set this state apart,
was that here, fish and wildlife have not been considered
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objects of property. Instead, they are considered to be
held in trust by the state for the use of its people. This
bill would begin the erosion of that principle by endowing
landowners with attributes of ownership of the fish and game
that may occur within the reaches of their 1land.

SCOTT ROSS, representing the Montana Bowhunters Association,
submitted testimony. (Exhibit 67). He stated HB 379 holds
the potential for a redistribution of hunting privileges the
likes of which Montana sportsmen have not imagined. Not
only would the private wildlife management area manager have
the final say as to who has access to the property, he also
has direct control over who may be licensed to take game on
that property by having control of the permit applications
as well. It seems that the non-resident hunter would be
given the same opportunity as a resident in obtaining a
license for a particular private wildlife management area.
While sportsmen in general, support the concept of limiting
landowner liability when it comes to use of private lands by
recreationists, the system would be entirely another matter
if the availability of hunting permit applications 1is
controlled by any monetary consideration. The uncertainties
posed by this measure prompt us to not only ask your support
in defeating it, but also to ask that you voice your "no"
vote so strongly that Montana's citizens have reassurance
that our wildlife and recreation heritage will be protected
intact for our generations and those that will follow.

L. F. THOMAS, representing the Anaconda sportsmen, stated
they stand in opposition to HB 379.

JANET ELLIS, representing the Montana Audubon Legislative
Fund, submitted testimony. (Exhibit 68). She stated if
private wildlife management areas are to be established,
they want to make sure that our wildlife resources truly
benefit from the management plans, and that cost money.
Without adequate funding for this program, the resource will
suffer when management plans are not adequately examined and
corrected. They are also concerned that inadequate plans
will end up in a district court, taking additional time and
money from the DFWP. MALF cannot support HB 379 until they
are assured that this program will pay for itself and really
does protect our wildlife resource.

Due to the time factor, the rest of the audience who wanted
to testify were asked to simply state their names and
position on the bill.

M. E. QUENEMOEN, Secretary/Treasurer of the Gallatin wild-
life Association, submitted testimony in opposition to HB
379. (Exhibit 69).
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CURT WILSON, a Great Falls resident, submitted testimony in
opposition to HB 379. (Exhibit 70).

QUESTIONS (OR DISCUSSIONS) ON HOUSE BILL NO. 379: Rep.
Rapp-Svrcek asked Jeanne Klobnak what she was as the role of
the landowner in the interaction of the public wildlife
resource in Montana.

Jeanne stated her personal thoughts were that they play the
role of a caretaker, someone who has regard for the land
knowing that the wildlife were there before that individual
and will still be there when the individual is gone. She
agreed there must be some incentive provided to landowners
to manage their land, and to care for the wildlife popula-
tion for the benefit of all.

Rep. Rapp-Svrcek asked Jim Flynn in regard to his testimony,
he stated he had concerns involving the development of the
plan and how this would tax his staff and wondered what
problems he sees, if we were to have the plan developed by
professional wildlife bioclogists and not necessarily by the
Department.

Mr. Flynn stated they have no problem with a private wild-
life biologist developing the plan on a contract basis, with
the private landowner.

Rep. Cobb asked Mr, Flynn if the Department has been working
on this type of program for some time.

Mr. Flynn stated that other than the involvement they have
had with the conservation easements program, he was not
aware of any work done on this type of program.

Rep. Moore asked Lorents Grosfield if he had suffered game
damage on his land, and wondered if he had ever received
federal compensation for this damage and if he could include
those losses on his income tax.

Mr. Grosfield stated he has not received federal compensa-
tion for game damage, and he did not report it on his income
tax because there is very little to receive. However, he
has been federally compensated in instances where someone
has driven over a fence or torn down a gate, but nothing for
game damage.

Rep. Ream commented there must be room for compromise when
it comes to private management areas, and wondered if a
neighbor with a ranch not in this program, who had started
to have problems with game damage, would be on his own when
it came time to do something about this damage.
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Rep. Asay stated this would most normally impact a small
area, with several ranches in a specific area, in hopes a
number of people would express compromise for a management
plan, when they can see how well their neighbors do who are
in the plan, which usually involves better hunting, and
better controlled land.

Rep. Ream wanted to know who was responsible if the game
moved from one area to another, perhaps from private land to
federal land.

Rep. Asay stated the federal lands could not restrict the
game, and the plan cannot restrict the game from moving from
one area to another. However, with the plan set up the way
it is, hopefully with better controlled herds and land, this
type of situation would be rare.

Rep. Phillips stated he saw no reference of a fee that would
be charged by the landowner and wondered if he was in fact,
going to charge a fee, to let these people get on his land.

Rep. Asay stated the landowner is going to sell his services
to the public. Under this plan, the landowner had the
opportunity to sell his services, somewhat like trying to
develop a product, an example would be similar to trying to
locate his trophy elk and be able to extend this as a
service they obtain from his land.

Rep. Phillips stated that was fine; however, he assumes they
also sell a permit, and he wondered what the fee for this
permit would be.

Rep. Asay stated they would have permission from the Fish
and Game. There would be no guarantees made that a certain
species may be filled.

Rep. Grady asked what this fee would be.

Rep. Asay stated at this point in time, he could not give
them a definite answer.

Rep. Asay closed by stating the fiscal note on the bill was
in his estimation a "joke sheet" that could not even be used
in regard to the bill. He emphasized again, that this is a
new idea, a new concept from the way things have been done
in the past regarding hunting in Montana. He felt it was a
step in the right direction for Montana, and the way things
must be looked at for the f£future. This bill offered an
experimental idea, that might be worth a trial period, then
evaluated to see if, in fact, it did offer some additional
help to the private landowner and the Department of Fish,
Wildlife and Parks. It was a way that private landowners
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JANET ELLIS, representing the Montana Audubon Legislative
Fund, submitted testimony. (Exhibit 68). She stated if
private wildlife management areas are to be established,
they want to make sure that our wildlife resources truly
benefit from the management plans, and that cost money.
Without adequate funding for this program, the resource will
suffer when management plans are not adequately examined and
corrected. They are also concerned that inadequate plans
will end up in a district court, taking additional time and
money from the DFWP. MALF cannot support HB 379 until they
are assured that this program will pay for itself and really
does protect our wildlife resource,

Due to the time factor, the rest of the audience who wanted
to testify were asked to simply state their names and
position on the bill.

M. E. QUENEMOEN, Secretary/Treasurer of the Gallatin Wild-
life Association, submitted testimony in opposition to HB
379. (Exhibit 69).

CURT WILSON, a Great Falls resident, submitted testimony in
opposition to HB 379. (Exhibit 70).

QUESTIONS (OR DISCUSSIONS) ON HOUSE BILL NO. 379: Rep.
Rapp-Svrcek asked Jeanne Klobnak what she saw as the role of
the landowner in the interaction of the public wildlife
resource in Montana.

Jeanne stated her personal thoughts were that they play the
role of a caretaker, someone who has regard for the 1land
knowing that the wildlife were there before that individual
and will still be there when the individual is gone. She
agreed there must be some incentive provided to landowners
to manage their land, and to care for the wildlife popula-
tion for the benefit of all.

Rep. Rapp-Svrcek asked Jim Flynn in regard to his testimony,
he stated he had concerns involving the development of the
plan and how this would tax his staff and wondered what
problems he sees, if we were to have the plan developed by
professional wildlife biologists and not necessarily by the
Department.

Mr. Flynn stated they have no problem with a private wild-
life biologist developing the plan on a contract basis, with
the private landowner.

Rep. Cobb asked Mr. Flynn if the Department has been working
on this type of program for some time.
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Mr. Flynn stated that other than the involvement they have
had with the conservation easements program, he was not
aware of any work done on this type of program.

Rep. Moore asked Lorents Grosfield if he had suffered game
damage on his land, and wondered if he had ever received
federal compensation for this damage and if he could include
those losses on his income tax.

Mr. Grosfield stated he has not received federal compensa-
tion for game damage, and he did not report it on his income
tax because there is very little to receive. However, he
has been federally compensated in instances where someone
has driven over a fence or torn down a gate, but nothing for
game damage.

Rep. Ream commented there must be room for compromise when
it comes to private management areas, and wondered if a
neighbor with a ranch not in this program, who had started
to have problems with game damage, would be on his own when
it came time to do something about this damage.

Rep. Asay stated this would most normally impact a small
area, with several ranches in a specific area, in hopes a
number of people would express compromise for a management
plan, when they can see how well their neighbors do who are
in the plan, which usually involves better hunting, and
better controlled land.

Rep. Ream wanted to know who was responsible if the game
moved from one area to another, perhaps from private land to
federal land.

Rep. Asay stated the federal lands could not restrict the
game, and the plan cannot restrict the game from moving from
one area to another. However, with the plan set up the way
it is, hopefully with better controlled herds and land, this
type of situation would be rare.

Rep. Phillips stated he saw no reference of a fee that would
be charged by the landowner and wondered if he was in fact,
going to charge a fee, to let these people get on his land.

Rep. Asay stated the landowner is going to sell his services
to the public. Under this plan, the landowner had the
opportunity to sell his services, somewhat like trying to
develop a product, an example would be similar to trying to
locate his trophy elk and be able to extend this as a
service they obtain from his land.
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Rep. Phillips stated that was fine; however, he assumes they
also sell a permit, and he wondered what the fee for this
permit would be.

Rep. Asay stated they would have permission from the Fish
and Game. There would be no guarantees made that a certain
species may be filled.

Rep. Grady asked what this fee would be.

Rep. Asay stated at this point in time, he could not give
them a definite answer.

Rep. Asay closed by stating the fiscal note on the bill was
in his estimation a "joke sheet" that could not even be used
in regard to the bill. He emphasized again, that this is a
new idea, a new concept from the way things have been done
in the past regarding hunting in Montana. He felt it was a
step in the right direction for Montana, and the way things
must be looked at for the future. This bill offered an
experimental idea, that might be worth a trial period, then
evaluated to see if, in fact, it did offer some additional
help to the private landowner and the Department of Fish,
Wildlife and Parks. It was a way that private landowners
could offer compromise involving private management areas,
and increase the control of their lands and their game
animals., He urged the committee to look favorably on the
idea of HB 379, which would in the long run, offer better
relations between the landowner, the hunter and the Depart-
ment of Fish, Wildlife and Parks.

HEARING CLOSED ON HB 379.

ADJOURNMENT: There being no further business to come before
the committee, the hearing was adjourned at 7:50 p.m.

[LL L"u’,("l Zﬁ ’/;’ {(é-&-‘n
ORVAL ELLISON, CHAIRMAN
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Amendments to HB 429

1. Page 1, line 24.
Strike: "a"

2. Page 1, line 25.
Strike: "is"
Insert: "are"

(Introduced bill)
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50th Legislature LC 337
STATEMENT OF INTENT
HR Bill No. 429

A statement of intent is required for this bill because it
grants rulemaking duties to the fish and game commission with
regard to the awarding of prizes for the taking of protected fish
in state waters. It is the intent of the legislature that the
commission adopt rules that address an approval process for the
conditions or operations of fishing tournaments, derbies, or
contests in order to protect and preserve the fish resources in
the state from potentially harmful practices or results of such
events.

It is the intent of the legislature that the commission
adopt rules that are designed to prevent adverse impacts on the
fish resources. To accomplish the purpose, the commission may
adopt rules that include but are not limited to:

(1) the duties of the department of fish, wildlife, and
parks to recommend approval or disapproval of a tournament,
derby, or contest or its conditions, based on sound wildlife
conservation criteria; '

(2) reporting requirements for the rules and conditions of a
tournament, derby, or contest that awards a prize for the taking
of fish;

(3) purse or participation limits for such events;

(4) time limits for reporting such events to obtain
commission approval or disapproval; and

(5) details of the approval process, including any appeal
process.

Notwithstanding the general rulemaking areas listed, it is
the intent of the legislature to permit the commission to adopt
rules that allow the commission enough flexibility to consider
the merits of each tournament, derby, or contest on a case-by-
case basis.
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February 5, 1987

Testimony presented by Jim Flynn, Dept. of Fish, Wildlife & Parks

This bill provides that the commission shall adopt rules
governing fishing contests and will remove the prohibition on
awarding prizes based on a bag limit for fish.

At this time the Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks and the
Fish and Game Commission's only involvement in fishing contests
is: (1) authorizing introduction of tagged fish if from another
water or a commercial hatchery, (2) regulating the use of
department-managed recreation areas and (3) insuring that
contestants are properly licensed. There is no mechanism for
preventing too great a harvest of game fish populations from a
single or series of derbies.

Fishing derbies with significant cash prizes tend to concentrate
large numbers of fishermen and if held during times of the year
when catch rates are high can result in a heavy harvest in a
short period of time removing fish that would have been available
to sport fishermen the rest of the year. In some cases these
fish are stocked at the expense of licensed fishermen.

With passage of this bill harmless contests can be permitted as
before, but those that will result in excessive harvest of a game
fish population or damage to the environment or site can be
prevented or scheduled to minimize damage. Passage of this bill
would provide the department or commission with both the
authority and needed flexibility to regulate fishing derbies.
The department supports HB 429,
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TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT OF HB 429  —

Current state law 87-3-121, MCA, states that prizes cannot be
given for bag limits but can be given "for any one game bird,
fish, or fur bearing animal on the basis of size, quality or

rarity.

Walleyes Unlimited of Montana believes that this law promotes
the tagged fish "derby" where a single fish is gither introduced
to or removed from a body of water and tagged and released for
the contest. This single tagged fish normally has a large dollar
value assigned to it, $10,000 is noﬁ uncommon, énd;therefore
draws large numbers of fishermen to a lake or reservoir in hopes

of catching this single fish.

Due to the handling of the one tagged fish, normally within 24
hours of the start of the contest, this individual is seldon
harvested. The large number of fishermen on the water do, how-
ever, harvest large numbers of resident game fish during the
contest. The large harvest over a short period of time may be
detrimental to the management of game fishes because restrictive
limits, based on increased pressure are not incorporated into
contest rules. So long as the participant remains within the
legal 1limit for the body of water, he is within the rules of
the contest. This, in itself, may not appear detrimental until
you consider thg increagsed pressure placed on the lake by the

large advertized prize.
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The Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks current invoIvement

in fishing contests is limited to selecting the times a contest
may be held on an area they manage, determining additional re-

quirements to handle the increased use of that area, and grant-
ing permission for the introduction of tagged fish. We belleve

they should be more involved to properly manage the resource

based on biological data.

Walleyes Unlimited is not opposed to fishing contests, we realize
the potential increase in the gales of supplies ané services that
would occur in a given area andrhave, in fact, sponsered three
tournaments over the past two years. We have tentatively sched-
uled three tournaments around the state in 1987. During these
tournaments we have encouraged conservation of the resource by
l{imiting below the legal limit the number of fish a participant
may take and remain within the rules of the contest. We have re-
quired the participant to decide immediately after a fish is re-
moved f;om the water whether or notbhe will tag the fish for pos-
sible entry in the contest, or reiease it unharmed. A participant
found with untagged fish in his possession is immediately dis-

qualified from the contest.

We believe that changing the current statute to allow the Fish
and Game Commission to establish rules for fishing contests will
allow for more felxibility in tournament fishing and will not be

detrimental to the resource. -
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1,8, 429
TESTIMONY OF STAN BRADSHAW ON BEHALF OF
THE MONTANA STATE COOUNCIL OF TROUT OUNLIMITED, 2/5/87

Mr. Chairman, .aempers of the committee, my name (s Stan
Bradshaw., I am here today on benhalf of the Montana State Council
of Trout Unlimited, an organization to the protection of the cold
water fishery in Monntana. We appear in support of H.,R3, 429
because it provides another measure of proection for the fishery
in the state that has been lacking in the past.

Inder the existing law, the only kind of fishing derbies
which can be held are those which allow for the taking of a
single fish, with prizes to be awarded on the 0asis of size,
quality, or rarity., This has given rise to some heavily attended
derbies for tagged fish, The problem under the current law is
that if a person chooses to hold a derby on a given water, even
if the derby might have adverse consequences for that fishery,
the commission and department are powerless to stop it,

A.8., 429 provides the commission with the authority to
control those derbies whinhc inight otherwise have an adverse
effect on a given fishery. Therefore, Trout Unlimited urges a DO
PASS recommendation on H.B.429,
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HB 535 HB.S3S

February 5, 1987

Testimony presented by Jim Flynn, Dept. of Fish, Wildlife & Parks

The department is on record as supporting a specific allocation
of big game licenses to outfitters. How they are allocated and
the number to allocate are two of the issues facing this
committee.

The department supports the concept of a block of nonresident
deer A licenses to be used statewide. We support this additional
block of nonresident deer licenses with the understanding that
the additional revenue dgenerated by these licenses be earmarked
for conservation easements, 1lease or fee +title purchase of
wildlife habitat in the State of Montana.

The department opposes the use of a resident sponsor to obtain
a nonresident license. We believe the resident sponsor would
do 1little to help the nonresident hunter, it would be costly
for the department to administer and penalties for noncompliance
have not been addressed. It also sets a precedent for license
brokering and could foster illegal outfitting as it did in the
early 70's.

We also see some problems with the proposed dates of sale for
the nonresident 1license. The current department drawings for
big game permits are June 1. The final sale date in this bill
of May 15 will prohibit some nonresidents from entering this
drawing because they will not know if they have obtained a
nonresident license in time to enter the June 1 drawing. The
nonresidents would be better served if the department could set
the date of nonresident 1license sales that will correspond to
our on-going drawing and license sales.

This bill incorporates several aspects that have been introduced
in other legislation before this committee. We suggest that
it be submitted to the subcommittee addressing all the bills
concerned with this issue.
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TESTIMONY SHOWING NEED FOR MORE LICENSES FOR OUTFITTERS' CLIENTS

Let me demonstrate the present need for the increase in licenses for outfitters'
clients reflected in HB 535. Some think that the 5,600 license set aside for
our clients in 1985 was some kind of magical figure that allowed outfitters to
live happily ever after. This is not so. The 5,600 was not more than a survival
figure.

First let's look at how the 5,600 came about. This number was based on the
average number of outfitted clients in 1982, 1983, 1984 and 1985. Those years
averaged out to 5,793 clients and the Director reduced that number to 5,600.

Now we have to look back at those averaged years and see what was going on in
our nation at that time. Do you remember? 1In 1982, we were just starting to
climb out of the worst recession since the Great Depression; unemployment was the
highest since that same depression. That recession had adverse effects on out-
fitting just like every other business in the country. The recession improved
slowly during all those "averaged" years (1982-1985). The guided non-resident
set aside was based on some of the poorest economic years in five decades. So,
as you see, the 5,600 set aside was nearly 200 licenses less than the average of
four of the worst economic years in our lifetime.

To further substantiate our present need for well over 5,600, let's look at the

last year coming out of the recession when outfitted clients' licenses were not

limited in numbers. In 1985, 7,694 hunters used outfitters. This is 2,094

hunters over the 5,600 limit imposed the following year (1986). Can we then say

7,694 is the magic number? NO! let's look at those four averaged years again.
Outfitted Hunters

1982 4,779 Additional Hunters 7

1983 5,324 Up 545 or 117 increase
1984 5,747 Up 423 or 8% increase
1985 7,324 Up 1,577 or 277 increase
1986 5,600 Down 1,724 or 317 decrease

As you can see, outfitting economics were following the national economic trend
except our upswing was cut off in 1985 by the 5,600 set aside. The national
economy is still improving, and it hardly seems logical to hold a valuable Mont-
ana industry at recession levels; especially considering the up trend the outfit-
ting industry was experiencing prior to the 5,600 set aside of 1986. Let us look
further.

In 1985, 301 outfitters used power of attorney forms and served 7,694 hunters,
which averages out to 25.5 hunters per outfitter. In 1986, 324 outfitters used
outfitter certification forms to license 5,600 hunters for an average of 17
hunters per outfitter. If the same number of outfitters used certification forms
this year as last, it would take a set aside of 8,262 licenses in order to just
come up to the 1985 average of 25.5 hunters per outfitter and that would still
be holding the industry at 1985 levels.

Now we have a new number 8,262. In order to allow current outfitters to operate
at 1985 levels it would take a set aside of 8,262 licenses. '

I'd like also to point out that the decrease in clients from 1985 to 1986, that

is from an average of 25.5 clients to 17, cost each outfitter $12,800 in gross
income and cost the state of Montana $3,958,000 in new money into the state. That
would have had an economic effect on the economy of $9,895,000. This is accord-
ing to the study of the economic impact of outfitting done by MSU.
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TESTIMONY FOR 6,000 B-11 LICENSES :

This bill contains a provision for 6,000 combination deer licenses for Eastern
Montana. I'd like to address the concerns and rational behind these licenses.

First, let me tell you why we need these 6,000 licenses.

Presently there are two ways for a non-resident to buy a deer "A" tag for

Eastern Montana. The first is to buy a B-10 combination elk, deer, Black Bear,
bird and fishing license for $350. That gives them a deer "A" tag and several
other tags they could use to start fires with. The other option is to wait

until the B-10 licenses are sold and see if the Fish and Game Commission might
issue some non-resident deer "A" tags for the area you want to hunt. You could
then enter a drawing for your tag. The odds are about one in four that you would
draw a tag.

Being an outfitter, there is no way I could survive on the risky luck-of-the-
draw for the deer "A" tags. I have to license my hunters with the expensive

but available $350 B-10 license. Now with the squeeze coming on the B-10 license,
my fellow outfitters in the West desperately need the elk tags my hunters are
throwing away. And I need an appropriate license to replace the B-10 that was
never intended for Eastern Montana deer areas anyway.

The B-11 combination deer, bird and fishing license is an appropriate license
for Eastern Montana, and 6,000 is an appropriate number.

Some ‘would have you think these 6,000 licenses mean 6,000 additional hunters in
Eastern Montana. This is not true. If you'll follow with me on the support
information I passed out with my testimony, I'll show you why it isn't.

From information taken from outfitter reports and surveys, MDFWP estimates about
3,500 non-resident combination licenses are used each year by those hunting just
deer in Eastern Montana. Each year the department has issued non-resident deer
"A" tags, and even though they are issued too late to help outfitters they are
utilized by non-resident hunters.

In 1982, the department issued 2,111 non-resident "A" tags; 3,136 "A" tags in
1983' 5,076 in 1984' and 2,500 in 1985.

When you combine these "A" tags with the 3500 B-10 tags used in the East, you
come up with the following numbers of non-residents hunting in Eastern Montana:
5,611 in 1982; 6,636 in 1983; 8,576 in 1984; and 6,000 in 1985. This makes a
yearly average of 6,930 non-resident hunters over the last four years. HB 535
asks for 6,000 of these to be issued as B-11 licenses.

As you can see, our 6,000 deer tags have not added hunters to Eastern Montana,
but have simply made useable licenses available at an appropriate time and price
to licensed outfitters' clients, landowner outfitters' clients and other non-
residents who plan their hunts to Eastern Montana in advance.



ExkiziTl_7a)

DATE__2.5 87
HB R3S
SUPPORT INFORMATION FOR 6,000 DEER LICENSES
Non-resident Non-resident Total Deer
Deer "A''Tags Deer B10 Tags Tags Used
1982 2,111 + 3,500 = 5,611
1983 3,136 + 3,500 = 6,636
1984 5,076 + 3,500 = 8,576
1985 2,500 + 3,500 = 6,000
12,823 : 4 = 3,200 27,723 : 4 = 6,930

Last four years averaged 6,930/yr non-resident deer hunters in Eastern Montana.

Last four years averaged 3,200/yr non-resident deer "'A" tags for Eastern Montana.

5,000 New B-11 Licenses
- 3,200 Average Non-resident "A" tags sold in Last 4 years.

sk 2,800 Actual Increase In Non-resident Licenses.

TOTAL DEER LICENSES AVAILABLE

Non-resident Resident Total Non-res. Non-res. and Total Deer

Deer "A" & B10 Deer and Resident Resident "B" Tags Tags Available
1982 19,111 154,943 174,054 21,126 195,180
1983 20,136 159,135 179,271 41,925 221,196
1984 22,076 168,127 190,203 92,344 282,547
1985 19,500 135,500 155,000 75,123 230,123

HB 535 would increase these total licenses by 2,800 deer tags.'*
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For the record, ny name is Sandra Cahill. I grew up on a
ranch and in the outfitting business in iontana. I have 35 yesars
experience and have been a licensed outfitter for 11 years. I anm
a mnenmber of the lontana QOutfitters and Guides Association and
live near Livingston.

Two groups that I3 535 obv1ou“’y favors are the guided
hunter and tae outfitters. Some would have us think that it is
almost c¢riminal to favor any group and not in the best interest
of lontana. Using the economic inpact of the outfitting industry
on tae lontana econouy survey done Doy lMontana State University,
I'd like to show how B 535 benefits many lontanans--in fact all
:lontanans.

Guided hunters have a greater positive offect on the i{ontana
economy than do non-suided hunters. The university study just
nentioned found taat an outfitted client spends 52562 for each day
ne 1is in our state, wnile the non-gulded nunters for that sane
day svends $306.40. So, the ocutfitted aunter spends $175.00 more
fer 2ach day ne 1is in .ontanza. The avera;e outfitted hunter
32,373 per trip in our state, waile the non-outfitted

s 414,391 with the difference veiny 1,437 per aunter.
Jerence, we can calculate that uD 535 will bring an
,0035, OJQ neu dollars to .ontana. Part of this
voulu L2 paii to outfltters and part to other .lontana oualnessea

e

sucia as 2irlines, car rentals, 2z=2s statlons, nmotel
tavarns, s3porting zoods stores xift shopos, ta“iderﬂv shops,
:rocery stores and uneat orocessing plants.

dow =z2tTout tuat vart of the increased revenue 1in tle state

taat woull 2 to outlitters? Taat went into Swiss banl accounts,
riznt? .0, o0t 22lts. The wuniversity survey shows that
outrfitters soent 315 of their s ross incoms within tae state of
.lontana. iaererfors, a3 535 would increase cutfitter spending in
our state on suca thinzs as payroll, soportinz zoods, tack,
n; meat), ecuipren land lsases, stock,

srocieiss, (including ui; t,

‘lontana :rown aay and :rain, venicles, fuel, etec by 3,000,000
iollars a yzar. Jutfitters would also spend an additional
5400,000 a vear advertising out of state to bring tourist dollars
to .lontana. nis amocunt almost ejuals what the Travel and
Pronotion Jureau spends out of state to promote tourism.

3

S
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Page 2, February 5tih, F&G hearing, I(I0GA economics testimony.

Cutfitters also provide jobs. By increasing the nunber of
clients available to ocutfitters, H3 535 would also increase the
nunber of jobs we could provide. That increase would amount to
1,150 jobs.

As you are seeing here, new dollars brought into Montana are
spent and re-spent in liontana. The university survey tells us
this roll over effect amounts to 2.5 times. That is, new dollars
coning into iontana have a 2.5 times effect on the econony.
Therefore, the 512,063,000 H3 535 brings into the state will have
a 931,070,000 effect on the idontana economy, and that makes this
bill for every iontanan.

I urge your support and passage of IB 535. Thank you.
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MONTANA OUTFITTERS AND GUIDES ASSOCIATION
TESTIMONY SUPPORTING SOCIAL ASPECTS OF HBS535

For the record, my name is Art Weikum. I’'ve been a licensed
Montana outfitter for 41 years and am a member of the Montana
Qutfitters & Guides Association and the Professional Wilderness
Outfitters Association. I live near Augusta.

Consensus has it that the magic number of 17,000 non-
residents permitted to hunt in Montana in any given year is one
of social compromise, rather than one with biological basis. My
testimony today, therefore, addresses the social aspects of non-
resident hunting, specifically how by adoption of HBS35 this
legislative body can actually benefit the social environment of
the Treasure State.

Under today’s system, using information taken from the MSU
study: Economic Impact of the OQutfitting Industry On the State
of Montana, we find 5,600 “guided non-resident hunters using the
class B-10 combination licenses spent an average of 11.0 days in
Montana, totaling 61,500 hunter days; while 11,400 unguided
hunters spend 16.1 days in the state, totaling 183,540 days.

Under the present system, there are 245,140 non-resident
hunter days spent within the state.

With application of 1/2 set-aside provided in HB535, we
conclude 93,500 guided hunter days (8,500 X 11.0) and 136,850
unguided hunter days (8,500 X 16.1) for a total of 230,350 non-
days. Therefore, there would be less social impacts upon
resident hunters by non-resident hunters if HB535 were to become
law, all other things being equal.

However, all other things aren’t equal. Due to the very
nature of most outfitter operations, guided hunters spend their
time afield away from resident hunters. As an example, I conduct
my hunting trips deep within the Bob Marshall Wilderness. Most
outfitters try hard to provide a guality experience for their
clients. Since quality hunting is cften considered synonymous
with isolation, continuing conflict with other hunters is not
usually part of guided hunter programs. Therefore, it’s not at
all far-fetched to conclude by allowing more guided hunters to
participate there will actually be less social conflicts than
just in the decrease of 14,790 user days.

Another social aspect of providing for a stable outfitting
industry in Montana through HBS535 is one of opportunity for less
fortunate Americans.
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MONTANA OUTFITTERS AND GUIDES ASSOCIATION HB_B3D -
TESTIMONY FOR HB 535 CONCERNING THE HALF SET ASIDE

I believe the prior testimony has shown HB 535 to be valuable to the state. The
value lies in not only it's economics, but also in it's social values, in the
jobs it provides, and in the business it would stimulate. Testimony has also
shown that the Montana outfitting industry is a viable and valuable asset to our
state. This outfitting industry through HB 535 has asked first that all non-resi-
dent licenses be set aside for Montanans, and secondly that their own industry be
limited to half the available licenses. Why a half set aside for outfitters'
clients? Why any set aside? Montana outfitters need a set aside so they can
carry on like any other business in our state. No other business in the state is
limited by the state.

Are we asking for something new, something we haven't had before, something that
will guarantee our existance? NO! Until 1986, last year, outfitters had no limits
on the number of clients they could serve. HB 535, although it limits outfitters'
clients, does allow outfitters to operate as they have in past years. HB 535 makes
no guarantees to outfitters; we must still go out and sell our hunts and provide
good services and maintain our good reputations in order to take advantage of the
set aside. This bill in no way forces anyone to hunt with an outfitter. Under

HB 535, outfitters will still spend over $1,000,000 a year to encourage tourism
into Montana.

HB 535 asks for half the licenses to be set aside for outfitted clients. Why half?
Do outfitters need half? Probably not. Actually we don't know how many we need,
and neither does the Dept. of FWP; no one does. The information to arrive at a
number is just not available. We don't think it's important anyway. The real
question is: Do you intend to use a set aside number to stimulate the Montana
economy or to hold the economy and the outfitting industry at status quo? If your
intention is to hold us at that recessionary average used in 1986, the number is
5600. If you want to hold us at the last pre-restriction levels, then 8,262 is the
number. But, if you would allow us to do what we can for our state within the
bounds outlined in HB 535, then the half set aside is appropriate without worrying
about numbers. HB 535 is a good compromise for it allows outfitters to attain the
numbers of clients that they would have had if 1986 restrictions had not been im-
posed, while at the same time the half limit tells us that we are not going to be
able to expand our services or numbers of outfitters without hurting the industry.

I ask you to remember we are not asking for any licensing privileges we have not
asked to be extended to every other resident Montanan. Please also remember we
are not asking you to lock up half the licenses for us, we are only asking that you
allow us thirty days to use up to half the licenses for those non-resident hunters
who have reserved hunts with us. We are not asking for a set number of licenses,
only that we have thirty days to license our clients.

HB 535 gives all Montanans more licenses than they need--licensed outfitters, land-
owner outfitters and residents, and it accomplishes this without denying even one
resident his opportunity to hunt in Montana. If it accomplishes this, then why
try to further divide the licenses.

I encourage you to pass HB 535 as it is written for the good of all Montanans.
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Room 3(28. (apitol. Yelena, Montana.

My name ia Jnavia larken. My family operates Jord (neek Uutlittern, on the Zenchmant
wad, weat of Auguata.

e bought oun outfitting buainesn in 1975 and moved. to fontana fwm lichigan in June
of 1976. Since that time we have aun /! reanona.

Outfitting, nanching, and {arming burinesser make it poasible fon each permon in a
family to mahe a contribution, both financially and personally, 4o the family ar a
whole., § hnow that working tvgether in oun outfitting businesr atrengthens oun family

Jhere ane /1 outiiiters who bane thein buninesses out of Augustn. fach of them runa
what can be clarsified ar an average Zv lange-riged buriness, based on the numben of
clients they handle each yearn. JThey make it possnible for several hundred non-resident
and resident hunterr and firhenmen to enjoy the Bob larshall Vildernessr and Scapegoat
Yildernesrsr. §¢ it wene nvt fon the outfitters with thein expertine and equipment, the
majority of those pevple would not reach the interion vf those ildernesn arean.

Jhe Lion's share of nevenues which enten Augurta businestes each yean come duning the
hunting season.

Yithin the next several yearn there ane 3 outfitting vperations in ourn area, which
will be vperated by a second generativn and ore by a thind seneration. These people
have a real intenesat in continuing thein family burinesa.

Ar § apear tuday, the reality of asecond generation outfitiens in in gquestion. Jhe
opportunities available tu tomorrvwa outfitters dependr on decinions made today.
(onaidering the increaning numben of outlitters operating on private land, rancher-
vutlittens, and estadlisrhed wilderners outfitters, the quota of non-resident big-game
Licensen, available tv vutfitted clients, needs #v be increaned frwm ita present
rumber, if the industry in to nemain healthy in Montana.

By Llending your aupport to Hloure BUL 535 you prwmote touriam in Montana, Avund
management of Montana big game, and an enhanced image of oun atate by pevple in
other atater. Jhank Yow



Maddam Chatrperson and Hanorable Committes Membiers

Uain BiL) Lay, & landowner frum Fogwder Rivare Coanty in
noutheawtern Ment ans and 1 rise 10 suppart oo Beuse B}y 505,
ur ranch has bewn leawing hunting rights to wn Gutfitter tor
four yuar d abd wepect tu cunktinug Lo lusae for thae forsveat)e
future.

The primary resson for leasing is wconomie . Wa can ni
Furmar aftord Lo give away snything, Until an gutittter
approsched ua, we did nat realiew what peopls wire willlog ty
pray for the right to hunt, We heve hewsn raleing dear and
putting up with hunters aof 411 typees tor & luny time ang we
a6 tinally guwlting patd for 14, While the anguntl we nal e
from hurting L9 not a large percettage ot our budywt, 1t ja
aiygniticant wnough Lo help pay the billse. 1 am sure the
conmittue 1% aware of our induetry’s dinncial conditiun,

Charging hunterd Ie & poscibility but hew couta in Liaw
and ewttort, With an outfitter on the place, we don't heve to
worry about Ltrying to collect from gach group of buntar w, 1
o nao. want ta put up with all binde of peuple st ey do e at
wll hourw Of the dey «nhd oight, wrg.munts abouk whet a9 a
ftalr price, Or cullewcting bad chucke, With an cutfitier on
the place, the hunters are superviwed so | oweed ot werey
wbaut gaetes Opwn, Camps Loo clowe ty weter halws, wod tGure
wheel drives nul1ng ruata on meadows,

Liabidity ds o problen when we tale money tor huanting
rightw wid we require thet the out titber ¢cuvers both himeelt
g k. With laws, lawywra, snd dosurance conpaniss Lhe ey
thoey are nuw, we arwn’t pRultive thel we arv cunplotely
cuvared, but we ftug] satar uning a Jicwonwad oot bit tewe.

Thw arrangsnants we uwe with our cutéitter haw wor hed
vary well and [ Ueliwve hays beon e pouitive wey Lo mwanega
nunting on pur propwety. 1 would encourasge this conaltive Lo
pravide Lhe means to the cutfitters to wetablisvh wsteble
Lusineenws 1H our community,  Thanl you far your
conwldaratian of Houne W11 %0%,
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DATE 2.5 87
HB_ 35 ‘

MR. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE:

MY NAME IS LOREN SEAVER AND I RESIDE IN GREAT FALLS. THE
THOUGHTS AND OPINIONS THAT I WILL SHARE WITH YOU TODAY ARE THE RESULT
OF 20 YEARS OF OBSERVING, AND PARTICIPATING IN, THE HUNTING AND

FISHING SCENE IN MONTANA.

IT IS NO SECRET THAT MONTANA HAS LOST MORE THAN IT'S SHARE OF

BUSINESSES, INDUSTRIES AND CONSEQUENTLY JOBS DURING THE LAST FEW YEARS.

THE MONTANA OUTFITTERS AND GUIDES ASSOCIATION REPRESENTS A
STATEWIDE INDUSTRY THAT RIGHT NOW IS AT A FORK IN THE TRAIL. IF YOU,
AS A COMMITTEE, AND THE LEGISLATURE AS A WHOLE, DIRECT THE ORGANI-
ZATION DOWN THE LEFT FORK, WHICH REPRESENTS THE STATUS QUO, THEN THE
FUTURE OF THE OUTFITTING INDUSTRY WILL BE IN SERIOUS DOUBT. OUT-
FITTERS WILL FIND THEIR NUMBERS OF POTENTIAL CLIENTS SO SEVERELY
RESTRICTED THAT REMAINING IN BUSINESS WILL BE NEXT TO IMPOSSIBLE, IF
NOT VIRTUALLY IMPOSSIBLE. IF THE ORGANIZATION TAKES THE RIGHT FORK
AND YOU ALLOCATE ADDITIONAL NON-RESIDENT LICENSES TO HUNTERS UTILIZING
THE SERVICES OF OUTFITTERS AND GUIDES, YOU WILL HELP TO ASSURE THE

FUTURE OF AN IMPORTANT INDUSTRY.

I USE THE WORD INDUSTRY ADVISEDLY BECAUSE THE OUTFITTING INDUSTRY
GENERATES TREMENDQUS SUMS OF MONEY THAT FLOW DIRECTLY INTO MONTANA'S

ECONOMY.

A UNIVERSITY OF MONTANA STUDY, BASED ON THE 1985 SEASONS,
INDICATES THAT THE OUTFITTING INDUSTRY POURED 34.4 MILLION DOLLARS
DIRECTLY INTO OUR STATE'S ECONOMIC PIPELINE. STUDIES HAVE SHOWN THAT

DOLLARS, GENERATED BY ANY BUSINESS, TURN OVER AN AVERAGE OF 2 1/2
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TIMES AS THEY ARE PASSED ON. THAT BEING THE CASE, THE OUTFITTING —

INDUSTRY HAD A POSITIVE ECONOMIC IMPACT OF 86 MILLION DOLLARS ON
MONTANA'S ECONOMY IN 1985, EIGHTY-SIX MILLION DOLLARS IS A SIGNIFI-

CANT AMOUNT OF MONEY BY ANYONES STANDARDS.

I SUBMIT TO YOU THAT ALLOCATING 50%, OR 8,500 OF THE 17,000 NON-
RESIDENT LICENSES FOR HUNTERS WISHING TO UTILIZE AN OUTFITTER OR GUIDE

SERVICE IS NOT UNREASONABLE.

I RESPECTFULLY REQUEST THAT YOU DIRECT THE ORGANIZATION ALONG THE
RIGHT FORK IN THE TRAIL, SET ASIDE THE ADDITIONAL LICENSES FOR THE

CLIENTS OF OUTFITTERS AND GUIDES AND HELP TO SAVE A VITAL INDUSTRY.

ANY INDUSTRY THAT BOLSTERS THE ECONOMY OF OUR STATE WITH 10'S OF

MILLIONS OF DOLLARS DESERVES THE WHOLEHEARTED SUPPORT OF ALL OF US.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME AND YOUR CONSIDERATION.



SaHBT Vo)

DATE_ 2:.5-87
48 535

February 5, 1937

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee,
Please accept my following testimony of spoken and written words.

My name is Kelly Flynn. I am a third generation member of a ranching family
in Broadwater County. Our ranch is a survivor ranch. Across the years we
have survived by being diversified. In the recent years we have become even
more diversified ----by necessity.

Currently on our family ranch we raise cattle... we grow oats, and barley and
wheat... we have a few chickens... we run a summer vacation operation and
dude ranch... we raise sheep... and we grow alfalfa and grass hay. Today

we are operating a hunting business.

The previous two generations of ranchers in my family have survived some
difficult times. My generation is now experiencing some of these difficult
times. Our hunting operation ---- our hunting operation is an important
reason our three generation ranch is surviving these difficult economic times.
Our hunting operation is helping several other ranchers survive these times.

Mr. Chairman, members of this committee, we urge your support of House Bill 535.
Please keep giving us the chance to survive these difficult times.
Thank you,

.
N —

Kelly Flynn



Jack Atcheson & Sons, Inc.

INTERNATIONAL HUNTING CONSULTANASIT
INTERNAﬂONALTRAVELAGENQﬁ-
T
TAXIDERMISTS v GRS

3210 Ottawa Street - Butte, Montana Telephone 406-782-3498 406-782-3470

I am a hunting consultant, which is similar to an airline travel
agent., Instead of Hawaiian tours, | find hunters., Our business is
worldwide., I own an airline travel agency, and for 25 years ran a

taxidermy business. We have had over 20,000 clients.

Contrary to what people think, the hardest part of outfitting, as in
most business, is finding enough clients who will pay what the
outfitter needs to make a profit., There are too many other things to
do or places to go. To find clients you must advertise 1 to 3 years

in advance. Under 5% ever send deposits.

The cost of advertising has nearly doubled in the last 5 years, but
the pool of prospective clients has not doubled. I f we have more
hunters in Montana this year, it is because we took them from Wyoming

or ldaho or British Columbia.

In Wyoming, they have a drawing. Outfitters must double-book to
hopefully draw out on enough clients. This costs twice as much in
advertising. The clients are hesitant because they want to plan and
you can't predict a drawing. The Wyoming outfitter must cut prices to
make it appealing. The Wyoming Fish and GCame Department must create
feedliots for elk to keep the elk kill high. | don't handle many

Wyoming hunters, it is not worth the effort.

If we want to destroy a 34 million dollar industry, we can do it by
making it tough on outfitters. We'll reguiate them out of business,

like the Forest Service is tryinag to do.

But doing away with outfitters won't open any land. Montana would
quickly be taken over by rocue outfitters from Texas or California.
They'll bring their clients to hunt in Montana, but do their banking

in Daltas and Los Angeles.

The licensed Montana outfitter you can reason with, or his Montana
neighbor will harrass him. The rouge outfitter is just replaced by
another rogue, or the private land just ends up with some individual

or cliub. It will never be as it was.
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Page 2

If we are to be a recreational state, we must charge for what we have.
The residents get all the elk and deer tags they want, Kill success
is high. Cuided non-resident hunters taken only 8% of the elk and 2%

of the deer and antelope.

Believe me, there are many places to go besides Montana,

Non-residents pay two-thirds of our Fish and Game bill, and dump
millions into our economy. Con't exchange the non-resident who is
willing with a do-it-yourselfer who spends little.

Wyoming has organized a task force to see what can be done to change
or modify their license system that is considered unfair, Now Montana

is contemplating doing what Wyoming has found undesirable.

Please read the attached sheep on what is fair., You'll like it.

AIRPORTS
The 20,000 hunters average $125 per person in airfare or (2,500,000).
3000 licenses will add ($375,000) in airfares.

Not all of this money is credited in Montana, but without the airport
use by non-residents, we undoubtedly would have less large aircrafts
flying into Montana. We cannot afford to lose any boarding in Montana.
Non-residents help keep our airports open, the airport restaurant and
the nearby motels. One job supports another.

TAX ! DERMY

In 1955, there were 15 taxidermists in the State. Now there are 150.

About 50 employ one or more persons.

There were about 20,000 deer, elk, bear, sheep, and antelope licenses
sold. Each person left about $u41 for the taxidermist, ($820,000). Of
the 20,000 hunters, approximately 25% left items for the taxidermists
(5000). Of the 5000, at least 25% (1250) will continue to ship
taxidermy intermittently to the Montana taxidermists., Out of state
shipments originating from Alaska or Africa usually consist of two
items per shipment, which easily averages $800. {(or $800 x1250) =
$1,000,000. This is a minimum of $1,820,000. Al! out of State money.
Every year this figure will continue to grow rapidly. |f you give us
3000 more !icenses, it will mean $300,000 next year to the taxidermist
trade alone,



Jack Atcheson & Sons, Inc .

INTERNATIONAL HUNTING FISHING & PHOTOGRAPHIC CONSULTANTS
INTERNATIONAL TRAVEL AGEMCY
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DFAWING - VVHAT IS FAIR

The opponent wants to make things fair. But fair to who? The
wants a drawing that will make it difficult for residents to

p
:

opponent
hunt with friends or relatives who might not draw a permit. That is

not fair to our relatives.

Only 17,000 elk and deer ‘licenses go to non-residents. Over 100,000

can go to residents, 9

That is not fair. Fair is } the licenses going to non-residents and }
going to residents. After all, about } the state is Federal land.

Sounds fair.

Only 10% of the special goat, sheep, and antelope co to non-residents, £
That is not fair. The permits shouid be divided equally. That is %

fair,
The coal tax and proposed bed tax are not fair,

But fair is not always important. We in Montana have to live on what

R

we have. That's fair.
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DATE &S &1
e 530,

“GREAT
FALLS AREA
CHAMBDER OF COMMERCE

P.O.BOX 2127

926 CENTRALAVENUE

GREAT FALLS, MONTANA 59403
(406) 761-4434

February 2, 1987

TO: House Fish & Game Committee
Cascade County Legislative Delegation

FROM: Roger W. Young, President
SUBJECT: BIG GAME LICENSE ALLOCATION

The Great Falls Area Chamber of Commerce expresses its support for the
importance of the outfitting industry in the Montana and the contribution
which hunting and fishing plays in the state’s tourism economy.

A study by two Montana State University professors showed that the
outfitting industry pumped $34.4 million directly into the state’s economy
in 1985. When multiplied by 2 1/2 times to reflect the dollars being passed
on in the economy, Shannon Taylor and Michael Riley of the MSU business
faculty, estimated the total impact of the outfitting industry on Montana in
1985 to be $86 million. The study showed the average guided hunter spent
$2,878 in Montana including $1,507 in guide fees while the non-guided hunter
spent an average of $1,391. According to the study, the guided hunters
stayed in the state an average of 11 days and spend an average of $86 a day.
It said that guided hunters spent about $15 million in Montana in 1985 and
guided fishermen spent about $15.3 million, or an average of $187 a day.

The survey said the total income for 313 licensed outfitters in Montana in
1985 was estimated at $15.9 million. Of that amount about $14.2 million
went back into the state economy for such things as payroll, supplies,
vehicles, fuel, use taxes, stock, leases, and insurance.

Licenses from non-residents are a substantial part (65%) of the Department
of Fish Wildlife & Parks revenue. Out-of-state hunters are big contributors
to the Great Falls economy. The Great Falls Area Chamber of Commerce
endorses action by the state which will guarantee outfitters a proper
allocation of non-resident big game licenses to insure their ability to book
hunts for a growing market of out-of-state hunters. This could be done
administratively we believe. Legislation is however also being introduced
to establish an allocation formula and to make available an additional
number of deer only licenses in Eastern Montana to take some of the pressure
off the demand for the combination big game licenses for non-residents.
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The DATE_ 2.7
, ‘ us 5235 _

January 29, 1987

Joseph J. Aberle
Publisher

Attention members of the Legislative Committee
considering the bill presented by the Montana
Outfitters Association.

I hope you will give favorable consideration

to the bill presented by the Montana Outfitters
Association which will guarantee them licenses
for their out-of-state hunters.

The Montana Outfitters provide an essential
service to the non-resident hunters. The

‘money brought into our state through the
Outfitters is significant and is a great benefit
to the State of Montana's economy.

Many Montana businesses and families depend on
and are supported directly by this out-of-state
money. Please help a great Montana business
to prosper, support the Montana Outfitters bill
which will guarantee their hunters licenses.

Sincerely,

i ). (bt

seph J. Aberle

510 1st Avenue North, Suite 110
Post Office Box 430
Great Falls, Montana 50403
Phone: (406) 727-7244
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Juhn Phillips

Leyislative Cummittuw Bumbos
Capitol bullding

Heluna, Montenes 59624

Rui  Houwe Bill %35, Muntane Outfitturs AueaClation
Duar Juhni

1 hope you will yive favurable cunsideratiun tu the bLill
prusented by the Montana Outfitturs Association which
will provide thet licunses *ur thujr wut-ul-gtate huntors.

The Muntanae Outfitturs provide an wesential seevice to the
non=rusident hunters. The muney bLruught intu our sruate
theough the Outfitters is siguaticant und fu o gredt bone-
fit to the Stete of Montuna's wcunoay.

Many Montana businussds and familievs devend on and ate
supported directly by this out-ut-statce money. Pleas.
help @ great Montane businuss tu p-aspes . Support the
Muntana Outfitters L1ll which will provide thelr hunteru
licunses.

Thank you,
2
Lger ¥, Wolter

17T Bun River Ruaed
Great Falls, Muntana 59404
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ChEER

QUUIPITIERS

Less than half a mile from Yellowstone National
Park's isolated northern boundary, high on Tom
Miner Basin's south rim, Horse Creek rises in a
quiet mountain meadow seldom trespassed by
man. Surrounding peaks rise into the clouds they
spawn. Precipitous terrain tests the human inter-
loper. Those who trek here must know mountain
ways. Travel follows game trails - or no trails.
Much of the country is too rough for horses.
Here, where even latter-day mountain men rarely
pass, wildlife abounds in a hidden corner of
~ America's showcase wilderness.

We're located in the heart of the Yellowstone

ecosvstem, avast area of untracked wilds, breath-

taking mountain scenery, world-famous fisheries,

and spectacular wildlife - including the largest elk

herd in the world. Biologists, conservationists,

and hunters recognize this as an unequaled wild-
/Iife paradise.

Our_hunting territory on Yellowstone Park’s
remote north Tine comprises 25,000+ acres of
‘private property and private-access National
orestiand. clientele enjoys exclusive
run of this carefully preserved remnant ;:
of North America's wilderness and
| “representative wildlife.

:XHsesiQé),,_-___
- :

TE__ 2597
HB EE‘L"

OUR BIG GAME INCLUDES:

1) BIGHORN SHEEP. We control the only direct
access into the population center of H.D, 300,
one of few areas in the world offering unlimited
permits, (available up to the season opener).
We hold the only permit for a hunting camp
in the district.

2) MOOSE. We have a Boone & Crockett bull
from Horse Creek. Permits are difficult to draw.

3) DEER. 100% of our'83 hunters had a standing
shot - a typical year. Large mulie and whitetail
herds; very nice bucks!

4) ANTELOPE. We hunt antelope on 12,000 ad-
ditional private acres further down the Yellow-
stone drainage. Very large herd and increasing;
large bucks; excellent hunter success.

5) ELK. Thc Yellowstone ecosystem has the the

a large part of_the best of this, Our local pop-
Ulation of residents and annual Park migrants
includes huge bulls. Experlenced well-travelled
hunters have told us they've never seen so many
elk. Taking a bull is by no means automatic,
but 85% of our '83 hunters had standing shots.

In addition to our excellent hunting, we have
unbelievable fishing on private and world-famous
public water, including the Yellowstone, Firehole,
and Madison Rivers.

You are assured warm, dry accommodations -
cabin or tent - and superb food. We also provide:
1) all transportation, including to and from air
terminals; 2} game meat and trophy handling/
transportation to local packer or taxidermist;
3) veteran professional guides; 4} all services and
equipment for a first-class vacation or hunt. No
hidden costs or trophy fees.

Bruce and john guide with help from three
other seasoned professionals. Our combined
experience in this area totals over 90 years. We
retain professional cooks. Each of us will take
pleasure in sharing this unforgettable Yellowstone
headwaters country. No one works harder for
their hunters,
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To Livingston, Montana
1985 PHOTO
AN

Road to 0ld County

Ranch Head- Road to

gquarters W Gallatin
National
Forest

63 Dude Ranch on Little Mission Creek - Note how corral has been gradually

extended to block public access by old county road established in 1892,

dude ranch established in 1929 (27 years later), Gated corral denies access

to estimated 8,000 acres of national forest, and prohibits through public

travel by road then trail to West Fork of Boulder River and Suce Creek

(Recently added to Absaroka-Beartooth Wilderness Area)
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' TAG RITTEL,

Blackt
President cktail Ranch

Wolf Creek, MT
59648
Ph.(406) 235-4330

February 5, 1987

Members of the House Fish and Game Cowm,

Montana Outfitter and Guides Association is very much in favor of We

feel the economy of Montana is first in the hearts and minds of Montanans and we
are interested in keeping Montanas economy healthy, We are part of the second largest
industry in Montana contribing over 60 million dollars to this part of tourisum,

- The 5,600 non-resident license that were 'set-aside' by the Dept of Fish, Wildlife
and parks for those wishing to use a ocuffitter was a average over four years and
did not allow for growth in the ocutfitting industry, This was also challenged by
the Mont, Wildlife Fed, but was upheld in court, Why Mont., Wildlife Fed, felt this
was discriminatory, has never come to light.

Montana needs good glean industry and hunting is part of it, Montana Outfitters
urge you to give B.B. 535 a do pass.

Sinceresly,

P /Q/J,/a'.’.i/’
Tag Rittel
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DATE -5 &1

HB_E2%

% Area Chamber of Commerce
M|ml 15 Depot Loop - Kalispell, MT 59901

406-752-6166

THE VACATION CITY

Montana State Legistature
Helena, MT.

Dear Legislators,

Subject: HB 535

Allocation of Non-Resident Combination Licenses

The subject bill was discussed in the Chamber of Commerce Natural Resources
Committee meeting on February 2, 1987. The committee represents all facets
of natural resources and related industries. OQutfitters are an important
segment in the business of Wildlife management and should have some way to
continue to exist. We believe that HB 535 would help them survive by
guaranteeing them licenses for their clients. This bill seems to allow
fair treatment of both outfitters and residents.

OQur committee voted unanimously to support HB 535. We are also recommend-
ing the Kalispell Area Chamber and Board take the same position.

Thank you for hearing our position.

Yours truly,

4 Joknerm

Al Johnson ~“
Chairman
Natural Resource Committee



- DEEP CREEK QUTFITTERS -

Gary and Viola Anderson

1605 - 14th Street SW . Great Falls, MT 59404 . (406) u452-7365

T )
DATE 25 ¥ .

pe_ 220 .

February 3, 1987

Representative John E. Phillips
Capitol Building
Helena, MT 59624

Dear Representative Phillips:

We own and operate a outfitting business, located south of Great Falls in
Cascade County. We have been in the outfitting field for fifteen years, and
have more than doubled our business. We employ nine guides and three
cooks from the Great Falls area, and obtain all of our equipment, supplies,
and services here. We feel that our business has a substantial impact on the
economy of Great Falls.

Some of the hunters we served originally are still returning. Most of the
hunters that we outfit arrive in Great Falls from three to five days prior to
the hunt, and leave two days after the hunt. Most of them arrive to Great
Falls by air and have provided additional cash flow for many local businesses
in this area. We feel that it is important to give these hunters the oppor-
tunity to return,

We feel that our business could not survive under a drawing. Our success to
date, is based on a good reputation and repeated customers. We respectfully

ask for your support of H.B. 535.

Thank you.

s Y

P e G S S
-

Gary'L. Anderson

Viola Anderson

dm



BERT MOONEY AIRPORT AUTHORITY

MEMBERS: SECRETARY -MANAQER

Thomas C. Brophy Angelo Petroni

Dave Rrown

Witllam Evans

Keith P. Johnson AIRPORT ATTORNEY:;

Shag Miller Lawrence G. Stimatz
BUTTE, MONTANA 59701 EXHIBIT (28)

Phone 400-494-3771 DATE 2 g 8‘]

January 23, 1987 HB 535—

Honorable Fritz Daily’
House of Representatives
State Capitol

Helena, MT 59601

Dear Fritz:

On behalf of the Bert Mooney Airport, I ask your support for the
Montana Outfitters and Guides Association's Licensing Proposal.

The majority of non-resident sportsmen who use the airport are from

prearranged trips with licensed guides. Maintaining a viable airport

for the community dictates that we exert every effort to maintain

and increase it's use. The potential loss of business to the out-
fitters under o draw system would also have an advor-e effact On

airport use, as well as the outfitter's industry. o :
Airlines are very responsive to boardings, therefore, anything which

will increase the use of the airport will also improve service to

our communlty

Yours truly,

BERT MOONEY AIRPORT AUTHORITY

' ) ,ﬂ .
By:(f:;;17¢z% _e Lo al

Angelo Petroni
Airport Manager

AP/1d

7w ARTCRAFT. BUTTE
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FELLAOW MONTANKANS

Much bhas recently been said about non~resident hunting in
Hontana. 1t seens clear the present Legislative Assembly will
address the isaue. The Montana Wildlife rederation is proposing
leginlation dusigned to distribute non-resident hunting licensas
vie 4 lottery. Thae Montana ODutfitters & Quides Association
be)leven such lottery distribution would sound che duath-knell
far *he Treasure State’s outtitting and guiding sector -~ an
lepurtant component of Montana's vital tourism industry, We must
have asasurance those people we schedule via wolid businvss
servige and private sdvertising/promotion investment can obtain
theiz licens«,

No other business could survive under & sinilar handicap.

A datailed study of the "Economia Impact of the Outfitting
Industry On the Beate of Montans® has recwntly been compluted by
two Montana State University professors. Eome intwitesting tacte
werv dinclosed:

I, The oucfitting and guiding lidustry contributud
over $34 millin direct dollars to Montanas s econoumy in
1999, with a to.al lepact of wore than $86 million.

2, Guided non-resident hunters spunt more than twice

as much within Montena during 1983% than their nun-guided

counterparts -~ and did {t in less time; $262. per day,

vié §86.40 pur day.

1, The average genercl outfitter in Montana wvarns

yroas revenue of 940,244,699 4n )98%, while his uxjpunsus

totaled $32,%10.07 =~ a revenue nut of §$7,334.62 ~~ an

obvious labor of lovel
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4. The average general outfitter has been in business
9.5 years and spends 92% of his revenue within the state.

The Montana outfitting industry needs your support. We are
proposing legislation to utilize Montana’'s surplus wildlife
resources for primary benefit of Montana and Montanans. Our
proposal calls for half non-resident licenses to be 1issued to
outfitter clients, the other half to be issued to out-of-state
hunters Montana residents wish -- for whatever reason -- to have
hunting with them.

Will you help? We hope you’ll endorse a copy of this
letter, with a brief sentence of support. Then mail it to the
appropriate legislator in Helena.
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FELLOW MONTANANS:

Much has recently been said about non-resident hunting in
Montana. It seems clear the present Legislative Assembly will
address the issue. The Montana Wildlife Federation is proposing
legislation designed to distribute non-resident hunting licenses
via a lottery. The Montana Outfitters & Guides Association
believes such lottery distribution would sound the death-knell
for the Treasure State’s outfitting and guiding sector -- an
important component of Montana’'s vital tourism industry. We must
have assurance those people we schedule via solid business
service and private advertising/promotion investment can obtain
their license.

No other business could survive under a similar handicap.

A detailed study of the "Economic Impact of the Outfitting
Industry On the State of Montana" has recently been completad by
two Montana State University professcrs. Some interesting facts
were disclosed:

1. The outfitting and guiding industry contributed
over $34 million direct dollars to Montana ‘s economy in
1985, with a total impact of more than $86 million.

2. Guided non-resident hunters spent more than twice

as much within Montana during 1985 than their non-guided

counterparts -- and did it in less time: $262. per day,

vs $86.40 per day.

3. The average general outfitter in Montana earns

gross revenue of $40,244.69 in 1985, while his expenses

totaled $32,910.07 -- a revenue net of $7,334.62 -- an

obvious labor of love!

(over)
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FELLOW MONTANANG S

Much hes secently been suld about non~resident hunting in
Hontana. It seems cloar the present Legislative Assuembly will
adéress the isaue, The Nontena Wildlife Peduration is proposing
leginlation designed to distribute non-resident hunting licenses
via & lottery. The Montana Qutfitters & Guides Association
believen such luttery distribution would sound the death-knell
for the Treasure Btate’s cutfitting and guiding wector -~ an
important component of Montana's vital tourism industry. We wust
e have ussurance those poofl« we schedule vie solid business

service and private advertising/promotion investment can obtain
their licenae,

~Ne other business could survive under a similar hendicaep.

. hdotsiled study of the "Economic Impact of the Outfitting
Industry On the State of Montana® has recently buun coumpleted by
two Montana State University protessors., Some 1nt.:eucfnq factsy
wore discloseds

1. rhe outfitting and gulding industry contributed
over $34 million direct dollars to Montana s economy in
1985, with a total impact of more than $86 million,

2. Guided non-resident hunters spent more than twice
48 much within Montana during 198% than their non-guided
counterpsrts ~~ and did it in less timer $§462. pur day,
ve $86.40 per day.

3. The avorag« general outfitter in Montans wvarns
groes revenvue of 340,244.69 in 1989, while his expenses

tocaled 833,910.07 <~ a revenue net of §7,334,62 ==~ an
obvicus labor of love!
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Much has recently been said about non~resident hunting 1in
Montana., 1%t seoms clear the present Leglslative Aswenbly will
asuddress the lesue, The Montana Wildlife Federation is proposing
legjialacion designed to distribute non-roewiduent hunting licensews
via a lottery. The Montana Outfitturs & Guides Association
belicves such luttury dtstributiun would sound the death-knull
for the Treasurv State’s outfitting and guiding sector == an
fwpurtant component of Montana's vital tourism industry. WwWe wust
have assurance those people we schedule via wsolid businees
survice and private advertising/promotion investment can obtuin
theic license,

ko othor buuiness could survive under a siwilar handicap.

Adotalled wtudy of the “Economic Jmpact ot the Outlitting
Industry On the State of Montana® has recently bueen completed by
two Montana State University professors, Some interewting facus
were discloaed;

1. The outfitting and gulding industry contributed
over $34 million direct dullars to Montena s econoay in
1985, with a total ifmpact of more than $86 willion.

4. Guidud non~resident hunters spent wore than twice

aw nmuch within Montana during 1985% than thelr non-qgulded

countesrparts == and did {t in lese timer §202. per duy,

ve 386.40 pur day,

J. The average general outfitter in Muntana varny

groas revenue of $40,244.69 4in 1986%, while hin oxpensus

totaled $34,910,07 =~ & roevenue net of §7,334.62 ~= an

vbvious labor of lovel
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4. The average general outfitter has been in business
9.5 years and spends 92% of his revenue within the state.

The Mcntana outfitting industry needs your support. We ar=
proposing legislation to utilize Montana’'s surplus wildlife
resources for primary benefit of Montana and Montanans. Our

proposal calls for half non-resident licenses to be issued to
outfitter clients, the other half to be issued to cut-of-state
hunters Montana residents wish -- for whatever reason -- to have
hunting with them.

Will you help? We hope you'll endorse a copy of this
letter, with a brief sentence of support. Then mail it to the
appropriate legislator in Helena.
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FELLOW MONTANANS:

Much has recently been said about non-resident hunting in
Montana. It seems Clear the present Legislative Assembly will
address the issue. The Montana Wildlife Federation 1s proposing
legislation designed to distribute non-resident hunting licenses
via a lottery. The Montana Outfitters & Guides Association
believes such lottery distribution would sound the death-knell
for the Treasure State’s outfitting and guiding sector -- an
important component of Montana's vital tourism industry. We must
have assurance those people we schedule via solid business
service and private advertising/promotion 1lnvestment can obtain
their license.

No other business could survive under a similar handicap.

A detailed study of the "Economic Impact of the OQutfitting
Industry On the State of Montana" has recently been completed by
two Montana State University professcrs. Some interesting facts
were disclosed:

1. The outfitting and guiding industry contributed
over $34 million direct dollars to Montana s economy in
1985, with a total impact of more than $86 million.

2. Guided non-resident hunters spent more than twice

as much within Montana during 1985 than their non-guided

countarparts —-- and did it in less time: $262. per day,

vs §86.40 per day.

3. The average general outfitter in Montana earns

gross revenue of $40,244.69 in 1985, while his expenses

totaled $32,910.07 -- a revenue net of $7,334.62 -- an

obvicus labor of love!
(over)
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FELLOW MONTANANS 3 -

Much has recently baen ﬁﬂid about non-resident hunting in
Montana, It seems clear the prosent Legisnlative Assembly will
address the issue. The Montana Wildlife¢ Federation is proposing
legislation designed to distribute non~resident hunting licenses
via a lottery. The Montans Outfitters & Guides Association
believes such lottery disctribucion would sound the death-knell
for the Treasure State’s cutfitting and guiding sector -- an
important component of Montana's vital tourism industry. We must
nave assurance those people we schedule via solid business
service and private advertising/promotion investment can obtain
their licenae.

o other business could survive under a similar handicap.

A dotailed study of the "Economic Impact of the Qutfitting
Industry On the State of Montans" has recently been completed by
twO Montana State University professors. Some interesting facts
were dinclosed: .

1. The cutfitting and qguiding industry contributed
over 334 million direct dcllars to Montana s economy in
198%, with a total impact of more than $86 willion.

2. Guided non-resident hunters spent more than twice

as wmuch within Montana during 198% than thelr non-guided

counterparts == and did it in less times $262. per day,

vs $86.40 per day.

3. The average general outfitter in Montana cvarns
gross revenue of $40,244.69 in 198Y, while his expenses
totaled $32,910.07 ~- & revenue nwt of $7,334.62 -~ an
obvious labor ot lover -
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4. The average general outfitter has been in business
9.5 years and spends 92% of his revenue within the state.

The Montana outfitting industry needs your support. We are
proposing legislation to utilize Montana’s surplus wildlife
resources for primary benefit of Montana and Montanans. Our

proposal calls for half non-resident licenses to be issued to
outfitter clients, the other half to be issued to cut-of-state
hunters Montana residents wish -- for whatever reason -- to have
hunting with them.

Will you help? We hope you’ll endorse a copy of this
letter, with a brief sentence of support. Then mail it to the
appropriate legislator in Helena.
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FELLOW MONTANANS:

Much has recently been said about non-resident hunting in
Montana. It seems clear the present Legislative Assembly will
address the issue. The Montana Wildlife Federation 1s proposing
legislation designed to distribute non-resident hunting licenses
via a lottery. The Montana OCutfitters & Guides Association
believes such lottery distribution would sound the death-knell
for the Treasure State’'s ocutfitting and guiding sector -- an
important component of Montana’s vital tourism industry. We must
have assurance those people we schedule via solid business
service and private advertising/promotion investment can obtailn
their license.

No other business could survive under a similar handicap.

A detailed study of the "Economic Impact of the OQutfitting
Industry On the State of Montana" has recently been completed by
two Montana State University professcrs. Some interesting facts
were disclosed:

1. The outfitting and guiding industry contributed
over $34 million direct dollars to Montana’'s economy in
1985, with a total impact of more than $86 million.

2. Guided non-resident hunters spent more than twice

as much within Montana during 1985 than their non-guid=d

counterparts -- and did it in less time: $262. per day,

vs $86.40 per day.

3. The average general outfitter in Montana earns

gross r=venue of $40,244.69 in 1985, while his expenses

totaled $32,910.07 -- a revenue net of $7,334.62 -- an

opvious labor of love!
(over)
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4. The averadge general outfitter has been in business
9.5 years and spends 92% of his revenue within the state.

The Mcntana outfitting industry needs your support. We are
proposing legislation to utilize Montana’'s surplus wildlife
resources for primary benefit of Montana and Montanans. Our
proposal calls for half non-resident licenses to be 1ssued to
outfitter clients, the other half to be issued to out-of-state
hunters Montana residents wish -- for whatever reason -- to have
hunting with them.

Will you help? We hope you’ll endorse a copy of this
letter, with a brief sentence of support. Then mail it to the
appropriate legislator in Helena.
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FELLOW MONTANANS:

Much has recently been said about non-resident hunting in
Montana. It seems clear the present Legislative Assembly will
address the issue. The Montana Wildlife Federation is proposing
legislation designed to distribute non-resident hunting licenses
via a lottery. The Montana Outfitters & Guides Association
believes such lottery distribution would sound the death-knell
for the Treasure State’'s outfitting and guiding sector -- an
important component of Montana's vital tourism industry. We must
have assurance those people we schedule via solid business
service and private advertising/promotion investment can obtain
their license.

No other business could survive under a similar handicap.

A detailed study of the "Economic Impact of the OQutfitting
Industry On the State of Montana" has recently been completed by
two Montana State University professors. Some interesting facts
were disclosed:

1. The outfitting and guiding industry contributed
over $34 million direct dollars to Montana s economy. in
1985, with a total impact of more than $86 million.

2. Guided non-resident hunters spent more than twice

as much within Montana during 1985 than their non-guided

counterparts -- and did it in less time: $262. per day,

vs $86.40 per day.

3. The average general outfitter in Montana earns

gross revenue of $40,244.69 in 1985, while his expenses

totaled $32,910.07 -- a revenue net of $7,334.62 -- an

obvious labor of love! .

(over)
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4. The average general outfitter has been 1in business
9.5 years and spends 92% of his revenue within the state.

The Montana outfitting industry needs your support. We ar=
proposing legislation to utilize Montana’'s surplus wildlife
resources for primary benefit of Montana and Montanans. Our

proposal calls for half non-resident licenses to be issued to
outfitter clients, the other half to be issued to ocout-of-state
hunters Montana residents wish -- for whatever reason -- to have
hunting with them.

Will you help? We hope you’ll endorse a copy of this
letter, with a brief sentence of support. Then mail it to the
appropriate legislator in Helena.
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FELLOW MONTANANS:

Much has recently been said about non-resident hunting in
Montana. It seems clear the present Legislative Assembly will
address the issue. The Montana Wildlife Federation 1s proposing
legislation designed to distributer non-resident hunting licenses
via a lottery. The Montana Outfitters & Guides Association
believes such lottery distribution would sound the death-knell
for the Treasure State’s outfitting and guiding sector -- an
important component of Montana’'s vital tourism industry. We must
have assurance those people we schedule via solid business
service and private advertising/promotion investment can obtain
their license.

No other business could survive under a similar handicap.

A detailed study of the "Economic Impact of the OQutfitting
Industry On the State of Montana" has recently been completed by
two Montana State University professcrs. Some interesting facts
were disclosed:

1. The outfitting and guiding industry contributed
over $34 million direct dollars to Montana s economy in
1985, with a total impact of more than $86 million.

2. Guided non-resident hunters spent more than twice

as much within Montana during 1985 than their non-guided

counterparts -- and did it in less time: §262. per day,

vs $86.40 per day.

3. The average general outfitter in Montana earns

gross ravenue of $40,244.69 1in 1985, while his expenses

totaled $32,910.07 -- a revenue net of $7,334.62 -- an

obvicus labor of love!
(over)
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FELLOW MONTANANS:

Much has recently been said about non-resident hunting in
Montana. It seems clear the present Legislative Assembly will
address the issue. The Montana Wildlife Federation is proposing
legislation designed to distribute non-resident hunting licenses
via a lottery. The Montana Outfitters & Guides Association
believes such lottery distribution would sound the death-knell
for the Treasure State’s outfitting and guiding sector -- an
important component of Montana’'s vital tourism industry. We must
have assurance those people we schedule via solid business
service and private advertising/promotion investment can obtain
their license.

No other business could survive under a similar handicap.

A detailed study of the "Economic Impact of the Outfitting
Industry On the State of Montana" has recently been completed by
two Montana State University professors. Some interesting facts
were disclosed:

1. The outfitting and guiding industry contributed
over $34 million direct dollars to Montana s economy in
1985, with a total impact of more than $86 million.

2. Guided non-resident hunters spent more than twice

as mucnh within Montana during 1985 than their non-guided

counterparts -- and did it in less time: $262. per day,

vs $86.40 per day.

3. The average general outfitter in Montana earns

gross r=venue of $40,244.69 in 1985, while his expenses

total=d $32,910.07 -- a revenue net of §7,334.62 -- an

opbvicus 1apor of love!
(over)
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4. The average general outfitt
9.5 years and spends 92% of his rev ‘i‘

The Montana outfitting 1ndustry nee
proposing legislation to utilize Mon
resources for primary benefit of Mont ——ns
proposal calls for half non-resident l._._.ses to be 1ssued to
outfitter clients, the other half to be issued to cut-cf-stats
hunters Montana residents wish -- for whatever reason -- to have
hunting with them.

Member First Bank System

Will you help? We hope you’ll endorse a copy of this
letter, with a brief sentence of support. Then mail it to the
appropriate legislator in Helena.

/ /7véy§;
[nera At -
/ Z /g/« %t//ﬂ 4 %2// /‘ j > 7 2% 8 //}4

Ay / S

8
:

Q .

P T




4. The average qonuril outfitter haw buen in business
9.5 years and spends 92% of hisw revenuw within the state,

‘The Montana outfitting industry needs your suprort. We are
proposing legyislation to utilize Montana's surplus wildlife
revources for priwmary benefit of Montana and Montanans. Our
ptoposal calls for half non~resident licenses to be issued to
outtitter clients, the other half to be issued to out~ovf-state
hunters Montana residents wish == for whatever reason -- to have
hunting with them, *

Will you help? We hope you’ll endorse a copy of this
letter, with a brief sentence of support, Then mail it to the
appropriate legislator in Helena.




4. The average dgeneral outfitter has been in business
9.5 years and spends 92% of his revenue within the state.

The Montana outfitting industry needs your support. e ara
proposing legislation to utilize Montana’'s surplus wildlife
resources for primary benefit of Montana and Montanans. Our

proposal calls for half non-resident licenses to be 1issued to
outfitter clients, the other half to be issued to out-of-state
hunters Montana residents wish -- for whatever reason -- to have
hunting with them.

Will you help? We hope you’ll endorse a copy of this
letter, with a brief sentence of support. Then mail it to the
appropriate ‘legislator in Helena.
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P.0O. Box 631
Hot Springs, MT 59845
Ph. (406) 741-2811

Rhoda G. Cook
Executlve Secretary

FELLOW MONTANANS:

Much has recently been said about non-resident hunting in
Montana. It seems clear the present Legislative Assembly will
address the issue. The Montana Wildlife Federation is proposing
legislation designed to distribute non-resident hunting licenses
via a lottery. The Montana Outfitters & Guides Association
believes such lottery distribution wculd sound the death-knell
for the Treasure State’s outfitting and guiding sector -- an
important component of Montana’s vital tourism industry. We must
have assurance those people we schedule via solid business
service and private advertising/promotion investment can obtain
their license.

No other business could survive under a similar handicap.

A detailed study of the "Economic Impact of the Outfitting
Industry On the State of Montana" has recently been completed by
two Montana State University professors. Some interesting facts
were disclosed:

1. The outfitting and guiding industry contributed
over $34 million direct dollars to Montana 's economy in
1985, with a total impact of more than $86 million.

2. Guided non-resident hunters spent more than twice

as much within Montana during 1985 than their non-guided

counterparts -- and did it in less time: $262. per day,

vs $86.40 per day.

3. The average general outfitter in Montana earns
gross revenue of $40,244.69 in 1985, while his expenses
totaled $32,910.07 -- a revenue net of $7,334.62 -- an
obvicus labor of AC%e!
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FELLOW MONTANANS:

Much has recently been said about non-resident hunting in
Montana. It seems clear the present Legislative Assembly will
address the issue. The Montana Wildlife Federation is proposing
legislation designed to distribute non-resident hunting licenses
via a lottery. The Montana Outfitters & Guides Association
believes such lottery distribution would sound the death-knell
for the Treasure State’s outfitting and guiding sector -- an
important component of Montana’s vital tourism industry. We must
have assurance those people we schedule via solid business
service and private advertising/promotion investment can obtain
their license.

No other business could survive under a similar handicap.

A detailed study of the "Economic Impact of the Outfitting
Industry On the State of Montana" has recently been completed by
two Montana State University professors. Some interesting facts
were disclosed:

1. The outfitting and guiding industry contributed
over $34 million direct dollars to Montana s economy in
1985, with a total impact of more than $86 million.

2. Guided non-resident hunters spent more than twice

as much within Montana during 1985 than their non-guided

counterparts -- and did it in less time: $262. per day,

vs $86.40 per day.

3. The average general outfitter in Montana earns

gross revenue of $40,244.69% in 1985, while his expenses

totaled $32,910.07 -- a revenue net of $7,334.62 =- an

obvious tabor of love!
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Montana. It seems clear the present Legislative Assembly will
address the issue. The Montana Wildlife Federation is proposing
legislation designed to distribute non-resident hunting licenses
via a lottery. The Montana Outfitters & Guides Association
believes such lottery distribution would sound the death-knell
for the Treasure State’s outfitting and guiding sector -- an
important component of Montana’s vital tourism industry. We must
have assurance those people we schedule via solid business
service and private advertising/promotion investmént can obtain
their license.

No other business could survive under a similar handicap.

A detailed study of the "Economic Impact of the Outfitting
Industry On the State of Montana" has recently been completed by
two Montana State University professors. Some interesting facts
were disclosed:

l. The outfitting and guiding industry contributed
over $34 willion direct dollars to Montana’'s economy in
1985, with a total impact of more than $86 million.

2. Guided non-resident hunters spent mo¥e than twice

as much within Montana during 1985 than their non-quided

counterparts -- and did it in less time: $262. per day,

vs $86.40 per day.

3. The average general outfitter in Montana earns

gross revenue of $40,244.69 in 1985, while his expenses

totaled $32,910.07 ~-- a revenue net of $7,334.62 -- an

obvicus labor of love!
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4. The average general outfitter has been in business
9.5 years and spends 92% of his revenue within the state.

The Montana outfitting industry needs your support. We ar=
proposing legislation to utilize Montana’'s surplus wildlife
resources for primary benefit of Montana and Montanans. Our
proposal calls for half non-resident licenses to be issued to
outfitter clients, the other half to be issued to cut-of-state
hunters Mocontana residents wish -- for whatever reason -- to have
hunting with them.

Will you help? We hope you’ll endorse a copy of this

letter, with a brief sentence of support. Then mail it to the
appropriate legislator in Helena.
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FELLOW MONTANANS:

Much has recently been said about non-resident hunting in
Montana. It seems clear the present Legislative Assembly will
address the issue. The Montana Wildlife Federation 1s proposing
legislation designed to distribute non-resident hunting licenses
via a lottery. The Montana Outfitters & Guides Association
believes such lottery distribution would sound the death-knell
for the Treasure State's outfitting and guiding sector -- an
important component of Montana's vital tourism industry. We must
have assurance those people we schedule via solid business
service and private advertising/promotion investment can obtain
their license.

No other business could survive under a similar handicap.

A detailed study of the "Economic Impact of the OQutfitting
Industry On the State of Montana" has recently been completed by
two Mcontana State University professors. Some interesting facts
were disclosed:

1. The outfitting and guiding industry contributed
over S$34 million direct dollars to Montana s economy in
1985, with a total impact of more than $86 million.

2. CGuided non-resident hunters spent more than twice

as much within Montana during 1985 than their non-guided

counterparts -- and did it in less time: $262. per day,

vs $86.310 per day.

3. The average general outfitter in Montana earns

gross r=vanue of $40,244.69 in 1985, while his expenses

totaled $32,910.07 -- a revenue net of $7,334.62 -- an

obvicus labor of love!
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Much has recently been said about non-resident hunting in
Montana. It seems clear the present Legislative Assembly will
address the issue. The Montana Wildlife Federation 1s proposing
legislation designed to distribute .non-resident hunting licenses
via a lottery. The Montana Outfitters & Guides Association
believes such lottery distribution would sound the death-knell
for the Treasure State’s outfitting and guiding sector -- an
important component of Montana’s vital tourism industry. We must
have assurance those people we schedule via solid business
service and private advertising/promotion investment can obtain
their license.

No other business could survive under a similar handicap.

A detailed study of the "Economic Impact of the Outfitting
Industry On the State of Montana" has recently been completed by
two Montana State University professors. Some interesting facts
were disclosed:

1. The outfitting and guiding industry contributed
over $34 million direct dollars to Montana’'s economy in
1985, with a total impact of more than $86 million.

2. Guided non-resident hunters spent more than twice

as much within Montana during 1985 than their non-guided

counterparts -- and did it in less time: $262. per day,

vs $86.40 per day.

’ 3. The average general outfitter in Montana earns

gross revenue of $40,244.69 in 1985, while his expenses

totaled $32,910.07 -- a revenue net of $7,334.62 —-- an

obvious labor of love!
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FELLOW MONTANANS:

Much has recently been said abfut non-resident hunting in
Montana. It seems clear the presept Legislative Assembly will
address the issue. The Montana WiAddlife Federation is proposing
legislation designed to distributg non-resident hunting licenses
via a lottery. The Montana Oytfitters & Guides Association
believes such lottery distribut/ion would sound the death-knell
for the Treasure State’s outfitting and guiding sector -- an
important component of Montana/s vital tourism industry. We must
have assurance those peopl we schedule via solid business
service and private advertisAng/promotion investment can obtain
their license.

No other business could survive under a similar handicap.

A detailed study of/the "Economic Impact of the OQutfitting
Industry On the State off Montana" has recently been completed by
two Montana State Univegrsity professcrs. Some interesting facts
were disclosed:

1. The outfiftting and guiding industry contributed
over $34 millionfdirect dollars to Montana s economy in

1985, with a tofal impact of more than $86 million.

2. Guided /non-resident hunters spent more than twice
as much withinfMontana during 1985 than their non-guided

counterparts f- and did it in less time: $262. per day,
vs $86.40 per day.
3. The fgverage general outfitter in Montana earns

gross revenye of $40,244.69 in 1985, while his expenses
totaled $32/,910.07 -- a revenue net of $7,334.62 -- an
obvious lapor of love!
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Much has recently been said about non-residunt hunting in
Mountana, 1t scawms clear the present Legislative Ausvably will
address the ifseue. The Montana Wildlife Federation is proposing
legislation denigned to diatribute non-resident hunting licensew
via & lottery. The Montana Outfitturse & Guidus Association
belleves such lustery distribution would sound tho duath-knell
for the Treasure State’s outfitting und guiding sector ~- an
important component of Montana‘s vital tourism industry, We wust
have assurancey those people we schedule via solid businuss
survice and private advertising/promotion investment can obtain

éﬁi their license.

% Wo ather buunou‘ could survive under & similar handicap.

A dotatled study of the "Economic Impact of the Qutfitting
Industry On the State of Montana® has rucently been completed by
two Montana State University professors. Some interesting facts
wore disclownd:

V. The outfitting and guiding induatry contributed
over 334 willion direct dollers to Montana ‘g wconoimy ia
1985, with a total impact of more than $86 million,

2, Quided non~rusident hunters spent more than twice

us much witl.tn Montana during 1985 than their non-guiued

counterparts =~ and did it in less timer 5262, per duy,

ve B86.40 per day.

_ 3. The average general outfittus in Montana warns

grous revenue of 240.26¢.69 in 1985, whilv hiu expunsoas

totaled ¥32,910.07 ~~ & revenve net of 57,334.62 -~ an

cbvioua labor of lovel
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: by Dan Vlchorek Tt
ummuu.xl outfitting for big-game hunts Iookg like one of those
operations that should be naturally inv iting | lo Montana. The way.

its supposed o work, locally based outfitters, our, f_gimds and n¢ q.,hgors
who live here and pay tes, signup a h:mdtui of “111 -heeled dudes, keep
them in the state afow days, give them 2 quality humxﬁi experience, dmrgc
them a quality price and send Ihun h()ms, )} 1pp\ 2
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money! he sad. T The reason so many
outfitters hold on o a business with

such a smail profit margin. it unv is o

gain equity so they can sell it for a

good price. On the average, the out- ™
fiters surveved had five employees )/ ‘
other than family: members: Sixteen ¢ e o

Even the Big Sky country is not
the unlimited sky country.

The money gets spread around to
supermarkets, gas stations, motels,
horseshoe salesmen; all the people
that the outfitters buy anvthing from.
and of course. the @ax collectors. So
evervbody is happy, right? Not quite.
tven the Big Sky Country is not the
unlimited sky country; and the outfit-
ting bhusiness has run smack dab into
what appears to be the age of limits.
Or the limits of the age.

What this means and where we go
from here we heard about in ulking
with many people in Montana who
are either outfitters themselves or
interested bystanders. The bad news is,
it doesn't look™ as though the con-
troversies surrounding the outfitting
business can be solved without going
1o the courts and legislature. As this is
written, cases are pending, dia-
metrically opposing legislative bills are
being drafted, and change clearly is
coming.

Before we get t0o deeply into the
bad news, let's consider the good
news. Consider the money for
example: recreation, of which big-
game outfitting surely is a major seg-
ment, brings more money into
Montna than any other activity
except mining and agriculture.

The amount of money obuined
through big-game outhitling is substan-

tial. Records at the Montana Depart-
ment” of Fish, Wildlife and Parks
indicate there were 342 licensed big-
game outfitters in_Montana jn 1985
sMost of these outfitiers have “general
outlinting licenses. which aiflon them
o ouatfit trips of more than one dav
duration. Preliminany_data_ from a
study_performed by _the Couege of
Business at at Monuna State_Lniversity
indicates that_holders of the general

license last vear grossed an average of

$44 3507 CXPenses I T30 If
these figures are accurate for all the
Monuana outfitters who served hunters
last vear, it would mean the outfitters
alone took in about $15.5 million. Ac-
tually it will be somewhat less than
that, because a few' (probably about 10
percent) of the outfitters had a Special
Class | outfitting license that allows
them to take hunters only on day trips.
These outfitters had gross income of
$32,718 each and expenses of
$25.776, according to preliminary
survey results. Dr._Shannon Tavior
who performed the study along with
Dr. Michael Reilly. said the pav

«mmtcrsma\rq)rcw
25 percent of TITTO ( -

fiter clients, much of which is spent
in Monuna

“"n a given year, about half the out-
fiters make a profit and half lose

percent of them had no employees
outside their family” ay

On - the—average, the outfites ¢«
surheved fid-five *mplow thes
than fammuﬁ_mLW&.r\pcrcem
of &hc-m‘h:ﬂf no cmplo\ccs outside
Jhu;»fxnhiv-—’

Given the way we sometimes feel
about outsiders, it is worth noting that
virtually all the guides and outfiuers
are residents. During the preparation
of this article we found that almost all
Montana outfitters and guides are
natives of the sate. often with a
ranching background, lovers of the
outdoors, independent types, people
who like people. Most have been in
business for vears and are not fly-by-
night or fast-buck artists. Although we
might classify some of them as the
loval opposition on some political or
resource issues, for the most part,
compared to the rest of the world,
“They is us and we is them.”

Anvone meeting the above criteria
and wishing 10 become an oufiter
must pass_a_writen examination and
pay a fee 1o the Montana Department
of Fish. Wildlife and Parks (FWP), The
annual license fee ©r patfiters s S1000
and for guides, 25 FWP also has a
four-page list of rules, regulations and
restrictions the Gutfitter has 1o follow.

Far example, outfitters are required to_
Lﬁﬁ?&“ﬁuﬁ 000 1 Tability in-
SUT.

Continuing with the good news, we
learned that Montuna is generally con-
sidered the primo big-game hunting
state in the unjon. Jack Atcheson, who

rugs a thriving international Runtng__
and fishing E%)mm
Buue said, “I've_hunted all the—
“orld and_the average man can do
more [good hunting] in Montina than
anywhere else in the world, given
e ahd money FRBIE—SiCheos
son Keith seconds the motion: “Com-
pared to other states, Montana can't be

beat. We've got 10 hunuble species
here. We've got more record-book etk
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than the other sates combined. The
biggest_ mountain_sheep in_the US.
have been coming from Montana for
the last four or five years White-tailed

deer are a definite sandout. We've got
evervthing herc. Open plains, moun-
tin wilderness, non-wilderness.”

Or ke it from CB. Rich. longtime
outfitter from Seeley. Lake: “Montana
has the most beautiful collection of
mountains and wilderness in the US.
right now, [and for hunters] the best
sclection, best volume, best success in
the US."” Given such praise, some of
us financially depressed residents
might wonder what we're missing by
not being rich dudes coming here to
hunt. To find this out, we wulked with
a cross-section of outfitters in various
areas of Montna, who offer various
types of hunts. Some of these are
quite different from what we normally
think of as typjcal Montana hunting.

For example, just downstream from__
Glendive, Rov Gentry and his wife
and sons guide hunters after trophy
whitetail in the dense cottonwood
stands they own along the Yellowstone
River. Hunters interesied in takmg a
crack at the Gentrys’ trophy whitetails
are offered their choice of two basic
hunting packages. The first of these in-
cludes board, lodging in one of their
two hunting cabins. and guide. This
is the option usually taken by hunters
who have not been there before. With
the sccond option, the hunters do
their own cooking and supply their
own food. but get the same service
otherwise. The second option is usual-
ly taken by repeat hunters,

“We're mainly ranchers,” Ethel Gen-
try told us. “We had 1o fool with
hunters anyway, so we decided to get
in the business,” she said, adding “we
had to get paid for the damage the
deer do to us” The large population
of deer was causing serious crop
depradation.

The Gentrys limit their hunters to
approximately 20 per vear because
they believe that is the most wophy
bucks that can be bagged without
overkilling the population. Hunters
come from all over the US. to try for
the Gentrys trophy bucks. “They can't
find better white-tail hunting than
here,” she said. Asked about her hunt-

“Some bunters get overly

excited and shoot bucks

that are not up to tropby
standar

er success, she said, “Nobody ever
hunted five davs without getting a
chance to shoot a big buck.”

Mrs. Gentry said some hunters tend
to get overly excited and shoot bucks
that -are not up 1o trophy sandards.
"We're not 100 happy if somebody
shoots a mediocre buck,” she said.
“I hound ‘em quite a bit: ‘Don’t shoot
one youre not satisfied with, but
sometimes they do anvway”

Mrs. Gentry said one hunter who
shot a substandard buck told Mrs.
Gentry's son, who was the guide,
“Well, I'm satisfied with it, but 1 don't
know if your mom will be”

Moving west on the plains, we
come to the more traditional eastern
Montana hunting of deer and
antelope. Qutfitter Claude Saylor of
Brusctt may be ty pical of the plains
outfitters. He owns a ranch, and “had
too many hunters plaguing me to
hunt,” so he decided to become an
outfitter. He built three cabins, and
hunts on his own land and on his
neighbors’ His neighbors don't lease
him the hunting rights, but do keep
out other hunters, and he pays them
at the end of the season. He says resi-
dent hunters should not resent his

access o private 'and where they are
cevcluded, because he's not the rc';m)n
they cant get 1n. The neg bors
weren't letting any hunters in before
they let him in, he said. so if he
weren't hunting there, nobody would
be. He also hunts extensively on the
Churles M. Russell Wildlife Refuge.
Savlor's hunts nommally last five
davs, which he says about matches the
auention span of the average hunter.
“After that, they get bored,” he said.
Everything except personal gear, rifle,
ammo and slceping bag is provided

e ON Saylor's hunts. He said the aniclope
v» hunting available to his clients is about

¢ the best there is anywhere. “We can
3y gudrantee 14- mch horns if the hunter
Jd does his part,” he said. For the hunt-

: “. er, “doing his part” includes shooting
:{ <~ straight, which a lot of guys don'.

“They sometimes shoot up six boxes
of shells [20 shots each] before they
hit something,” he said, adding that his
guides don't carry guns and won't
help the clients shoot. "We don't
chase ‘em (antelope) with the rigs ei-
ther,” he said, “This is strictly a fair-
chase hunt”

“Fair-chase™ usually means scouting
the vast plains in four-wheel drive
vehicles until the antelope are spotted
in the distance, then planning a stalk
on foot. "We redly walk em,” Savlor
said. The first day, a ot of hunters tell
Savlor thev don't eat breakfast, “but
after that first duy’s walking, they're
ready for breakfast the next day”
Savior said, chuckling.

Saylor emplovs up t0 six guides,
including himself, and each guide nor-
mally has two hunters at a time. The
otdl number of hunters in a given vear
is 25 10 30. "If you take fewer people
and charge a higher price, it's better
for everybody,” he said. The theory is
that fewer hunters at a higher price re-
sult in better hunting with the same
amount of money taken in. Savlor's
clients are mostly doctors, dentists and
other professional people. He charges
$300 a day per hunter “Cheap hunters
want_everything done fc for ‘em) he’

said, noting that well-to-do clients tend —

to be much easier to get along with.
He said when he first went into out-
fitting (he's been at it since 1968) he
chargedaTow price and hunied w ith

fa S e
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guides we furnished. The drop camps
can accommodate up to six hunters
and are sold for 4 flat fee of $3. 6600,
regardless of the number of hunters.
At the end of the ¢ight hunting davs.

:00d ol boy meat hunters”

idnt care it ased the

Professional people who

s with veidles and were even— — P4Y @ bigher price for
PR TR re=rs their bunt tend to be less

interested in killing than

Pty

ineéd 16 do a little flock shooting,
¢ the hunter fires TS 7 closely”

¢ 1 band and may kil or cripple

<P animalS withoné shot. Profes-
ndl people who Pay a higher price .

¢ -ir hunt tend 10 be less interested
&ling _and _more Tntérested Tin

ving away from €lephones for a
S lor also guides hunters for deer,
mclaims 100 percent success for
oth deer and antelope.
¥-n Greslin of Broadus runs an
pi .tion much like Saylor's on a
oiwhat larger scale. He also guides
feer and antelope hunters, but
[ ates on 400,000 acres of private
ifg,» some of which he owns, leasing
e rest. He operates three camps, two
with cabins and one with a tent, and
% 1 evervthing furnished. Each camp
swmally has a2 cook and can
iccommodate eight or nine clients at
x"me. About 100 hunters are taken
>ach year. Greslin says his clients
ostly working men from the
Zwst. He operates a booth at the
¢ rrichurg Sports Show in Harrisburg.
o ansvlvania, and savs that is where
of hic clients come from.
Greslin also :aims 100 percent suc-
- 38 on deer and antelope in the 18
gars he's been in business.

For a five-day hunt with two
shunters per guide, Greslin charges
.1.250. For the hunter who wunts 2
Wuide all to himself, the price is $1,650

for five days. During the hunting
: eason, Greslin emplovs eight guides
ull-time, some part-timers and three

.'cooks.

 Farther west, Michael Parsons of
- . Tostoq offers mule deer, antelope and
awcik hunting on two private ranches

where he leases hunting rights. The
leases include 15,000 acres in the
Judith Mountains and 28,000 near
& Martinsdale ar the north end of the
Crazy Mountins.
Parsuns also has cabins and fur-
nishes everything for his clients, who
" represent a wide range of vocations,
“luding doctors, lawyers, truck com-
-s#fany operators, carpenters and Cana-
w dian hog farmers. Parsons is a

—~——

in staying away from
telephbones.

carpenter in the off season. Most of
his clients are from the Midwest, and
they learn about him largely by word
of mouth. He does no advertising.
About 30 to 65 percent of his clients
dre repeat costomers. Hantng uccess
runs 100 percent-on antelope and
mule ceer, which are hunted primarily
on the Judith Mountiin ranch, and 85
to 90 percent on etk on the Crazy
Mounuin rinch.

The two ranches normally accom-
modate a total of <40 huniers per
season. Fees run $1,500 for a five-day
deer and antelope hunt, or §2,250 for
a seven-day elk hunt.

In the old traditional outfitting area
along the Rocky Mountain Front, Art.
Weikumn of Augusta has been in busi-
ness for a7 vears He offers 10-day
hunts in the Bob Marshall Wilderness,
primarily for elk, but also for mule
deer. He offers two levels of service.
The most economical of these is the
“drop camp” arrangement wherein
hunters are. carried horseback with
their gear into the Bob Marshall and
dropped off and left for eight days.
Weikum furnishes the tent, cooking
gear and the ride in and out, and the
hunters provide everything else. No

the hunters and their gear are packed
out, along with anv game they have
bagged.

The sccond level of service is
associated with the muin twnt, which
normally accommodates eight hunters
at 2 fee of 82,500 each for a 10-day
trip, including the one-day ride in and
another day riding out. Evenvthing is
furnished to hunters in the main tent.
Weikum said he doesn't like to ualk
about hunting success ratios. “"Success
is for the hunters to define for
themselves,” he said, adding, “It's their
vacation.” For most of his clients, any
game they get is a bonus.

The drop tents normally attract
working-class people, while the main
tent is favored by people with more
money, he said. He provided services
to 82 hunters last vear.

Around the other side of the Bob
Marshall, C.B. Rich opines that he may
be the deanof Montaria outfirters, “T'm
67 vears old and I've been in this busi-
ness for 51 years,” he said. He said he
runs a full-service hunting camp in the
Bob Marshall, with “full-service” in-
cluding curpets on the floor of the
tent. He also doesn't tike to tik about
hunter success, because of the con-
tribution the hunter has © make.
Shooting straight. for example. “Last
vear we had 14 hunters fire 40 shots
at A0 ¢lk und got two!” he said. adding.
“one of the ones they missed was on-
ly 75 vards away’’ He explained, “Most
people who can afford to hunt don't

Homestead Stories Wanted
for a Montana Geographic Series
book about Montana’'s home-
steading era. We would fike to tatk
to Montana homesteaders and also
hear of surviving structures.We
are interested in family pictures
and letters, which would be
returned safely after copying.
Please contact the book editor if
you can help. Write Mark Thomp-
son, Montana Magazine, P.O.
Box 5630, Helena, MT
59604.
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shoot much. They sit all day in a
padded chair ordering a secretary
around.”

Rich said he tries to get clients to
target their rifles before they go out

hunting, but they tend 10 fire four or .
“That hurts a little |}
bit. I think it's close enough. And you |

five shots and say, ™

wouldn't believe what they meun
when they say ‘close enough'”

A 10-day hunt from Rich’s carpeted |
tent costs each hunter $2,100 if he

shares a guide with another hunter, or
$2,600 if he wants a private guide. For

the first three 10-day hunts, beginning §N

in early September, Rich takes up 10
eight hunters at a time. He takes no
more than six for the last hunt in the

Bob Marshall. Because of the possibili- §

ty of bad weather in the high coun-

try, Rich always pulls out of the Bob #
Marshall by October 28. He then :
moves the hunting to his own place -

near Sceley Lake for the remainder of
the regular season. Hunters at the
home place are put up at a lodge and
have all services provided. They are
charged $200 a day for a minimum of
five days if two hunters share a guide,
$250 for individual guiding. They
can stay all season if theyv want to.

Rich’s clients come from all over the
world: every state, Europe, Mexico and
Asia.

These are only a few of the first-
class outfitters in Monwna—there are
muny fine hunting areas in the state
where we didn't wlk o outfitters, such
as the Bitterroot, Big Hole.
Beaverhead, Madison, Gallatin and
Yellowstone—but those familiar with
the general outfitting picture in the
state agree that the services and prices
listed above are reasonably represen-
ative.

We also should note that although
most Montana outfitters specialize in
deer and elk, they also are willing to
take hunters after other species such
as sheep, goat or bear in the spring.

Obviously, hunting big game with
an outfitter in Montana can be a highly
desirable experience, and one that
many people are willing to pay a lot
of money for. Although this may seem
like good news in a state with a long-
term economic headache, it also is the
source of a new set of problems. Chief

Long before daylight,
oultfitters lined up with
pouwers of attorney from
their clients.

among these may be over-popularity.
Too many pon-residents want 1o hunt
in Montana. The reason for this fren-
zy, according 10 Bill Maloit, Supervisor
of OQutfitting for FYP is that non-
residents “‘want our quality of

_hunting” Theyv also wunt a bargain

license fee. Montana's combination
license, good for elk. deer, bear, birds
and fish, costs $3350 and is valid
throughout the general big-game
season that lasts approxinuely five
weeks. Most states _have shorter
seasons and more costly licenses. Oth-
er states commonlty sfiht licenses so
hunters can buy a separate license for
each species. Elk licenses are the most
desired by far.

In Idaho the current fee for a non- |

resident elk license is $235.50, added
to an $85.50 prerequisite license. Sep-
arate Idaho non-resident licenses en-

'compa»mg the same species included

in Montana's combination license total

__nearly $600. Non-resident elk hunter

success in 1daho is about the $ime as

for Montana; 30 percent for guided

hunters, 20 percent for unguided
hunters, Non-resident hunters are not
allowed to enter drawings for sheep,
moose or goat in Idaho, unlike
Monuana.

'9'~ legislators also raised the price from
- $151 to $225, which probably was the /

In Wyoming, an elk license will set
a non-resident back $225. but the
guided hunter is “just about
guaranteed an elk,” according to
Maloit.

Colorado charges $210 for a non-
residunt elk license, on top of a $75
consenvation license. Success among

.7 non-resident elk hunters in Colorado
4 is so embarassingly low that the
- wildlife agency there won't talk about

t. “Less than 10 percent” is all they'll

'+ say. EIk hunting in Colorado may be
~ poor, but it’s popular. There is no limit
. on how many non-residents may hold

licenses, and they have been selling
about 56 ,000, o0 for-bulls only—

In Montana in 1976, the legxslamm\
drew the line, saying that only 17,000
non-residents could be licensed. The

reason that non-resident license sales
declined from 25,584 in '
12,689 in 1976. It was not until 1979 \w
that license sales crept ‘back up to-

" 17,000. In_1979, the license went on S
-

sale in May and didn't sell out until
October 19. The time required to sell |
all the tickets was about one month iﬁ
less each year through 1984 (the year

when the licenses went on sale April %

!

2 and were gone by April 26), unul

- this_vear_when all-the_pon-resident -resident

Z licenses_ went in one-day,except for /

those that were reserved for clicnts of -
outfitters__$

Bill Maloit briefly recounted the
history of how long it has taken 1o sell
all the non-resident licenses in recent
years. “First it was months, then
weeks, then days, and now hours”
The reservation this year cf a block of

licenses for ouffirter CIents vas a new -

i
in Montana, an J ?
with anyone but outfitters and their
SuppOrters. 1f was a sort of unhappy g
compromise that came about as a re-
sult of the increasing demand for

licenses. Mﬂbmmgzz;m_@@jﬂfm ?
that some outfitter clients_prooa

would not.get li hccnses because thcv
would be in competition wi th a Girge
number of ott Qther non- resndcngs:jlo

could be counted on © get their ap-
plications in-as-fast as Federal Express

~‘could_deliver them. Consequenty,

outfitters that year were allowed" to‘E‘%f
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-
% ~power of attorney from theic + Henry Barron of Townsend,
5 Executive Director of MOGA, said he

§ that allov wea_)_i_g_n_l_gg_cﬁmc.w

and pcrsonaﬂ;_m_ugcnsg_an- also is concerned with fairness, but
Jnlf of their clients. Long before ,asked, “Fairness o who?”

3 2 2Rt Gutfiters— lined _up_with

1S Of attorney from each of Lhear
jcnts.. Naturdlly,  hopéful ~non-

“We need__gg_pg_,fgxr 10 our_own
pcople he said, pointing out the
substaritial economic benefits that out-

sidents who did not have anyone in ¢ fitting brings to the state, and sug:

i na with their power of attorney ¢

Wwata disadvantage. Seeking a v morL

gesting that fairness to Montana

residents consistS GTGENAg top dollar

iuble solution, FYP did away with . fwhim&&fm%gl?ﬂé
7 power of attorn rovision f ¢ In Townsend, he said, there are
S, and_instead set aside S,600- ; eight outfitters who together con-
ﬁnces for o unters.  ? tribute as much to the local economy

__previous three .. This of
xrse left 11,400 licenses for non- °
si dents who did not hire outfitters.
. se 11,400 ud\c:snem.thc.ﬁrstda;_
@ }kef_c*a\aﬂable February 10, and”
V,_ggg‘xcauons had _to_be rejectedd
»"_dav . because the quota_ was .
¢ gady_filled: -A total of 4,343 :

This was the average of the number ¢ as the sawmill, hospital and county
¢ UNICTS T hired outfittersin ¢ payroll, which are the other major

¢

contributors to income in the
comimunity.

Further, he said, it is not fair to force
an elk license on non-resident hunters
who want to hunt only deer or
antelope in eastern Hontzm He s saxd
3,000 Montana combination licenses”

each year are bought by hunters who

h!phc:;mons was received after all thes
M-outhted Heemses were @ken.:
“‘Outhitied hunters had a better deal.-
the 5,600 licenses available to3
wm 4,380 were sold the Tirst_dav,
It the iast of them weren't entt sold unul
. Feuany 267 The “Montana Wildiife
ﬁ-' foraton was not happy with the
it set-aside, and filed suit on the
:omds that FWP had acted im-
operly in setting aside licenses for
¢ clicnts of outfitters. This conten-
n was rejected in district court and
s x bheen appealed.
. Emily Swanson, executive director
{the Federation, said in an interview -
tth Moz q_z_tg_e.,.Ihchcag,.’

{the issue.is fairness. All the people §
- ho.

Jmm%&%m__to‘
mshéu.lg_has::_a.&y___._: 3
“She said the Federation is preparing
: bill for the legislature that would
& uire equal treatment of all non-
sident hunting license applicants
Jrough a computerized drawing. On
be other side, the Montana Outfitters
nd Guides Association (MOGA) has
kawn up a bill, which in its present
& of September 1) draft form, would
Werve_half the 17,000 non-resident

renses for outfitted clients, with the

*her ubalt_m\go%@d_&'fs
""IcndLg to hunt with residents who
w & their license applications.

.

- want_to hunt only deer If 3 000 to

L)

* thcn

* for residents would rise to $45. [t also

) ha\e ﬁr5t _priority for licensing non-

7« consumed by game animals on private

combination ¢
licenses would be enough ta satisfy
the ‘demand_f{; utfited clients,
pWLma better
deal for non-resident _deer and g
antelr )pe Hu'mrc fie” decision on
whether t©© make more A" tags
available is political and not biological. 3\
he said, noting that the number of
resident "A” tags is unlimited. /
Under the MOGA proposal, non-

resident licenses would go on sale
April 1. and any licenses not sold by
May 1 would be sold on a first-come,
first-served basis. The MOGA hil also
would raise the price of non-resident
combination licenses (elk, deer, bear,
birds, fish) to $450. The same ticket
would establish a2 new license, good

for deer, fish, and birds, for $275 10
~.non- resxdents “or $3T o Tesidents The—

explanation that accompanies the draft——

of the. MOG__proposa] says the bill

e e e g e

rcsxdent fnends orTam‘Iv menibers.

Further, the bill would ser aETdEB’E:if -
ly $3 million annually to cc corgpcnsatc
landomncrs_&uhﬁ._\:aluc&fjomge*

Smoke Elser's New Prouuc.

‘UlhmteCowboy Bedmuf

{"You've never seen anything like it.7)
Not only is it a sleeping bag cover - but
it converts fo a one-man pup tent.
Unzip the front flap, fift it up and it
becomes a lean-to tent. With two
bedralls just put them face to face, zip
them together, pop them up and they
become a full 2-person tent - with fiy!
The Cowboy Bedroll/Tent keeps you
and your sleeping bag dry, warm and
comfortable.
The Six-Way Cowboy Bedroli tent -
$149.00 regular.
INTRODUCTORY QFFER - $119.

Unconditional money-back guarantee
if you're not completely satisfied.
To order one of your favorite Cowboy
Bedrolls cail 406-728-1738 or write Blue
Star Canvas, 300 W. Main, Missoula, MT
55802.
. m" i ‘:‘:“ "‘IE,:",

l&“&'
| 7 INGREAT FALLS

»..® Holidome Pool Area =¥
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* Sauna & Jaccuzi’
~» Work-out Gym |
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land. The bill also would provide
financial _incentives for ~agricultural
landowners who opén their land to
some public hunting. -~~~
Clearly, MOGA and the Wildlife
Federation do not agree. Bill Maloit

noted that FWP had urged the two.f

groups to get together to work out?
their differences and come up with a.

compromise that FWP could support x

at the legislature. But so far, they're .
a country mile apart.”

The lottery idea is anathema to the *§

outfitters. They point out that more §
than half their business comes from §
repeat clients, and without some way
of ensuring that the repeaters can con-
tinue to repeat, business is likely to
suffer. Many insist they cannot sway in

business if a lottery is enacted into law. {J

Roland Cheek, who operates what i

he calls 2 “mom and pop” outfitting ;;

s
business in the Bob Marshall from his " !
headquarters near Columbia Falls, told 1~

Montana Magazine, “Outfitter sur-
vival is at stake” He said he has seen

“no_issue_this_jmmediate” in the 17 . ~

vears he has been outfitting. He
pointed out the transparently thin
profit margin of some outfitters,
noting that he has made a profit in
only four of the 17 vears he has been
outfitting. “Without myv repeat busi-
ness, I'm dead in the water” he said.

Wyoming, one of Montana’s main
cormpetitors for non-resident hunter
dollars, has had a lottery since 1971
“They had the same problem we had,”
Bill Maloit told Montana Magazine.

“After the lotiery began, some outfit-: ¢
ters went out df business, but the.

esuablished ones are sdil thcrc, and :

there are more Butfittess than there .‘”

were before. 1 think' Outﬁttcrs in Mon- .~

The loftery idea is
anathema to outfitters.

) "."
he
T,

_ means. Maloit pointed out that Mon-

" tana’s success ratio also slips substan-

%

tially- if the latc season elk hunts in the
Yellowstone  vicinity are  excluded.
Idaho is the only hunting state com-
parable to Monuana that has set aside
licenses for outfitting clients. This vear
it set aside 10,500. Responding to the
outfitters” fears, the Wikclife Federation
has suggested that the computerized
drawing it recommends be modified
to partially accommodate outfitters.

- Under this proposal, non-residents ap-

* plying for a license would indicate on

tana could prosper with'a lottery” hé
said. He said the chance of applicants -~

getting 2 non-resident license in Wy-,

oming last year was about 50/50. “The "~
outfitters don't like the lottery because ,' _

they have to overbook” to compen-

sate for the prospective clients'who

lose out in the lottery, Maloit said.
On the other hand, Roland Cheek

‘'said Wyoming can make the lottery

work because it has a higher huntet
success ratio, partly because the game

, managers artificially inflate the elk

populauon by fccding and ‘other

)

their application whether they intend

the forests in weswern Montina, The
Forest Scrvice restricts cach outfitter
1o a cerwin number of client davs, a
client dav bring one cliecnt un the
national forest for one dav.

Jim Dolen, Special Areas Forester for
Region One, explained that clicnt davs
are allotted partly on the basis of how
many clients a giver. outfitter has had
in the past, and partly on the profes-
sional judgment of the foresters in

* charge of the arca. The main idea is

! 10 avoid overcrowding. he said. Until

"% three years ago, fees paid by the out-

fitters for use of the forest were 25

\‘f cents per client dav, Dolen told us.
a:¢ Now they pay about three percent of

R A
\\

their adjusted gross outfitting income.
Initially, he said. “there was a flap”

" over the increased fees, “but they're
“living with it now” The Forest Service

4
‘@f‘“ + also charges outfitters for reservation

"5 of a base camp site ($100 per season)

to hire an outfitter, and a percentage -

of the non-resident licenses equal to
the percentage of non-residents
intending to go with outfitters would
be set aside for outfitted clients to

draw for. So far, the outfitters have not

shown enthusiasm for this idea. The
only thing clear in this controversy is
that the legislature will have its work
cut out.

Next to the licensing problem, out-
fitters say one of their biggest
headaches is the U.S. Forest Service, at
least for the outfitters who hunt on
the national forests, which is most of

-

and a grazing fee for pack stock of
about $1.30 per animal per month.
Generally, Dolen said, there is a good
relationship between the Forest Ser-
vice and the outfitters. “We look at
outfitting as one of the legitimate ways
the public can enjoy the public land.
We're in partnership with em {outfit-
ters]. just like with the ski hills on the
forest,” he said.

Roland Cheek. whose partnership
with the Forest Service is not as happy
as it might be. said he was
“bewildered”™ by the wuy the Forest
Service treats outfitters. He said the
Forest Service is engaged in “relentless
persecution.” He said he could under-
stand the Forest Service limiting out-
fitter use in the Bob Marshall if the
area were saturated with people, “but
it's not. There are no restrictions on
the number of other people that can
use it, so why us?”

Besides government regulation,

.Montana outfitters have some other

worries they'd like addressed. Manage-
ment of game and habitat, for in-
stance. Art Wiikum said elk hunting
should be managed more for quality
than quantity. He suggested that the
season on bull elk should not open
until a given quou of cow ¢k is
bagged. Otherwise, hunters concen-
trate on shooting bulls and “pretty
soon you've got nothin’ but scrubs”
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because all the mature bulls have been
killed. Too many back-country roads
also are a problem in his vicinity,
Weikum said. noting that he has seen
the major elk migration routes near his
ranch change four times over the vears
because of hunter pressure made
possible by roads. "If thev're gonna
build roads. they should close ‘em
when thevre done” he said,
Excessive fire suppression also got
part of the rap for habiut deteriora-
tion. Roland Cheek said the Bob
Marshall needs a “Let it burn™ policy
to restore openings in the forest for
game habitat. He suggested that
Smokey's helpers might even have to
start some fires to make up for past ex-
cesses in wildfire suppression. -
C.B. Rich said roads are a major
problem in his neighborhood, too.
“We've got such a network of roads
that they are totally eliminating migra-
tion routes,” he said. "Game is getting
the short end of the stick. We need
to maintain wilderness values because
it seems like we've either got
wilderness or we've got roads.”
Also, he said a uniform policy is
nceded in regard o hunting branch-
antlered bull elk. In some areas, bull
elk too voung to have grown branch
antlers are not hunted. the theory
being that breeding is done mostly by
the older bulls, and also improving
chances for a bull tw live to full tro-
phy size. You ask four biologists
about branch-untlered bulis und you
get four opinions.” he said. “Each one
wants to prove his own theories.”
Ken Greslin suggested the deer
season should open two weeks earlier
and close two weeks earlier, to prevent
“road hunters” from killing too many
rutting bucks, which lose their alert-
ness during the breeding season.
Claude Saylor said the liberal deer~

kill limits in the last couple of years _

have seriously depressed deer popula-
tions in his country. “1 used.to have
300 deer and now 1 don't have 30,
he said. Many of the deer killed were
wasted, he said, recalling tles of

dumpsters full of carcasses. “It could

Just make you cry” he said. "People .
ask me “Where’s al the deer?” and I~

“tell 'em, ‘you shot ‘em all last year’” ¢

* The liability insurance headache aiso

!

You ask four biologists
about branch-antlered
bulls and you get four
opinions. Each wants to
Dprove bis own theories.

has affected the outfitting business.
Henry Barron said one insurance
company in Montna handles 95
percent of the insurance for outitters.
The rates are based on gross income.
and the minimum premium just went
from $900 to $1,300. Some insurance
is provided by the Farm Bureau for
outfitters who are also farmers or
ranchers. Barron <aid there were
approximately 20 companies offering
insurance for outfitters until the last
couple of vears.

Jack Atcheson said outfited big-
game hunting is going to have an
increasingly important role in Mon-
tina’s economy, and the legislature and
public agencies involved should
recognize this and take sieps to
improve hunting for everybody. He
suggested the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment and Forest Service should set
aside winter range for game use,
possibly by restricting domestic live-
stock grazing. Ranchers could be giv-
en a tax break if their grazing rights
were reduced to accommodate game,
or if they improved habitat on their
private Jand.

Besides helping hunters, Atcheson

said. giving private laindosvners a picce
of the action associated with hunting
could help keep them in business,
Keeping the ‘“legitimate resident
rancher” in business is one wav ©

counter non-residents who come ©

buy residential property  or  tike
advantage of farm subsidies without
contributing much to the ste
economy, he said. One obvious
source of moncey 10 provide wildlife
incentives to private landowners is
through the license fee increase pro-
posed by the Outfitters and Guides
Association in their legislative bill.

Looking back at all we have discuss-
ed in this article perhaps we can sym-
pathize with legislators and economic
planners who have to make tough
decisions affecting the outfitting busi-
ness and non-resident hunting.

Those of us with less grim duties,
perhaps given to whimsical reflection,
might.ask of non-residents: Why are
they willing to come to Montana and
pay a stout fee 10 hunt big game? Why
don't they go to Bermuda and hunt
periwinkles on the beach? Roland
Cheek gets quite Ivrical in his explana-
tion. He savs there is “‘something
spiritual in men banding together” No
girls allowed. “It's a base instinct we're
dedling with!” Cheek said people who
come to Monuna to hunt sometimes
like it so much thev come buack as
tourists with their families. “These
people have an affinity, a love afiair
with Montana”

Jack Atcheson has a slighty dif-
ferent view. “Peopile sit in their offices
with the phones ringing and things
going on all around and they think,
‘If only I could get some peace and
quiet” But once they get here, a week
or 10 days is about all they can tke.
That's fine. We don't want to
encourage any more people to live
here”

Dan Vichorek, a technical writer in
Helena, writes Montana Magazine's
bumor column. He is currently
preparing a book on Montana’s
bomesteading era, 1o be published in
the Montana Geographic Series. D
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Musselshell

[ have just finished the article
“Along the Upper Musselshell” in
your November-December '86 is-
sue. Having been born and reared
in Big Timber, [ was fascinated.
['ve known the Reins, Tronruds,
Hereims, and all those wonderful
Norwegians all my life. And once
Col. Stevens nearly ruined a Switzer-
land vacation for my wife, our three-
year-old daughter and me, when [
was in the Army at Heidelberg,
Germany. He came there on some
visit and I, as a very junior medical
officer, had to sit around the
airport in case any of his entourage
got sick. He apologized to me a
couple of vyears-ago here in
Livingston (about 30 years later) for
disrupting our trip.

However, | must complain about
one thing. Sweet Grass in this part
of Montana is two words, not one as
is the town of Sweetgrass near the
Canadian border.

How many times I remember as a
child, the Brannins you mention in
your story, calling my dad to make
a housecall to their ranch (on Sweet
Grass Creek). The instructions were
to bring a deer tag, just in case. Of
course, the deer was always
skinned, -cleaned and hanging in
the bam by the time my dad got
there. Some patient!

L.M. Baskett, M.D.
Livingston

I used to live on a ranch near
Melville, so it was like a visit home
to read “Along the Upper Mussel-
shell.” Our placé was near the
Cayuse Buttes. The names in the
article—Rein, Brannin, Van Cleve,
Tronrud—! remember Tronruds
had their own family "orchestra,
and they supplied the music for all
the dances. When we lived out
there, Van Cleves had a dude ranch
in Big Timber Canyon, and Bran-
nins were starting one in the other
canyon. One year the whole com-
munity celebrated the <th of July at
Brannins. .

[ recall when a neighbor, T. C.
“Tench” Hanson was shot in a
fight at the old Melville Hotel, and
the search in the mountains for the
party responsible. He was captured
and got 10 years.

Arthur Glaesman
Waseca, Minnesota

Outfitting %

[ thought your article on big-
game outfitting in the November-
December issue was well done.
However, if the proposed changes
take place, this is one non-resident
who will not be back in the summer
or fall. The limit has been reached!
The outfitters and the state of Mon-
tana have forgotten that most of the
huntable land is not theirs, but
belongs to all the people. With the
growing difference berween resi-
dent and non-resident license fees,
I wonder if Montana should be
responsible for this administra-
tion. As [ told my outfitter of 10
years, you will be pumping a dry
hole soon.

C.E. Allgeier

Lawton, Oklahoma -

Hunting License Lottery

Re: Your big-game outfiting at-
ticle, a great feature story. 1 visit
Montana as a tourist as often as
possible. My last rip was in May
1986 to Billings, Lewistown, Great
Falls and Miles City to visit family
and friends. Each trip averages
$2.200-$2,500 (3600-8700 motels
and hotels, $400-$500 rental cars,
$1,000-52.000 meals and miscel-
laneous) and airfare is on top of
that.

In addition to visiting, [ would like
to hunt antelope, mule deer and
birds in Montana, but the outfitters
do not want to take their chances
with a lottery, so my opportunities
are limited. Hunting without an out-
fiter for a week would cost me ap-
proximately $1,000 to $2,000 for
hotel, rental car, food, hunting
license and airfare.

I believe that Montana benefits
more from tourism and indepen-
dent hunters than it does from the
outfitters and their clients. The cli-
ents have no costs for accompany-
ing family members, hotels, enter-
tainment, etc. _

Residents are, and should be,
number one, and all non-residents
should take their chances in a
lottery. GO FOR IT!

Robert K. Wickham
Rowayton, Connecticut

Turned around

[ would like to compliment vou
and vour entire stalf on the won-
dertul articles and fantastic arwork
presented in each of vour muga-
zines.  As a displuced Montunan, |
eagerly await euach issue to read
more about my home state. One of
my favorite columns is “Humor.”
My favorite feature is “In Search of
Small-Town Montana”™  probuably
because | come from Livingston—
small by East Coast standards. As [
read about each town, [ look it up
on my wall map to see if [ have ever
been in that vicinity.

This brings me to one problem.
The author, Mr. Devitt, needs a
new compass to find his bearings. |
am sure the good citizens of Para-
dise were surprised to know that
their town had been moved 1o
some point south of St. Regis when
all the maps show it northeust.

Aside from one turned-around
writer, again let me compliment
you on a fine magazine. Wish [
were home again!

James R. Foster
Pennsauken, New fersey

Chagrined

In reading “Missoula’s Master-
piece Theaters” by Bruce Weide in
your September-October ‘86 issue,
I was a little more than chagrined to
read [in the discussion about the-
ater owner Ed Sharp] that he was
“stationed on Treasure Island, an
amusement facility for military per-
sonnel near San Francisco...” [ was
stationed on Treasure Island during
World War Il and found very litle
amusement and a lot of hard work
and war time activity. There were
two theaters on base which, as the
saying goes, was a drop in the
bucket for the numbers of Navy and
Marine personnel permanenty at-
tached to the base, much less the
thousands of men passing through.
So to call it an *amusement facility”
is a misnomer.

As a native Montanan, I have thor-
oughly enjoyed vyour series, “In
Search of Small-Town Montana"
and hope to see you cover all the
rest of the small towns in Montana.

Margaret D. Swartz
Apache Junction, Arizona
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' QFFCEITION TO HEB 535

I have raviswed HE 975 and the documents sukmitted by the Monmtarna
OJutfittars and Guides Association (MOGA) in support af the bill.
I am oppozed to the bill for the following rEasons:

1. The wildlife resource of Montana was never intended to
figure prominently in providing an economic base for the
state. This resource was Pepf 1in public ownership to
provide a recreational amenity for all citizens. It is
wrrong- to now look at it az a resource to bhe exploited for
econamic development. Further privatization of this .
resource will, in the syes of most Montana sportsmen, take
way a wvaluable reazon for living in tnhiz state.

2. The study commissioned by MOGAR concludes that outfitted
non-resident hunters zpend morz money in the state than
those who are not outfitted., This should surprise no ocne.
I+ the study hzad gathersd data on income and wealth of non-
resident hunters it would have surely shown that outfitted
hunters have more income and/or wealth than nmon-outfitted
hunters. The gquastion is. "Why should less well-to-do non-
residents be required to pay ocutfitting fe=es in order to
eniny a hunt in Montana?" To those who do not need or want
the services of an outfitter this is simply a form of
extortion and many non-residents, including sons and
daughters of Montana citizens, cannot afford to pay it.

. The study shows that non—guided hunters spend mare for
gascline, restauwrant food, motels, and non-resztaurant focod
than guided hunters. This 13 apparently because they stay
in the state longsr and part of theze expenses would
otherwize be included in the ocutfitter +fe=es for guided
hunters. I comtend it is not fair for the state to set
quotas and restrictions which arbitrarily shift business
away from one group of businesses in favor of another group.

4. It is unfair to non-resident hunters, and I should
think, unconstitutional, to require any sponsorship by
Montana residents, whether outfitters or iust friends, in
order to obtain a non—resident license. I+ a gquota is
necessary, and the demand for non—recsident licenses esxceeds
the guota, then the licenses should be izsusd on a random
drawing. Anything elze is unfair to ouw fellow American
citizens.

Frepared qnd pre*:n*ed by

:. “b=ne Guenemoen
éUb Frank Road

Belgrade, MT S9714

Fhons: 388-46982
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EDUCATION - CONSERVATION

AFFILIATE OF NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION

~AXHIRIT (54> st
‘ e S-S . PO.Box352
] 4 Bozeman, MT 59715
Testimony on HB 535 UB B3RS e (406) 587-1713

House Fish and Game Committee
February 5, 1987

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my name is Emily Swanson and I
am from Bozeman. I wish to enter my testimony in opposition to HB535.

"The issue at hand here has been portrayed as an economic issue by the
outfitters and I wish to dispute that not guaranteeing outfitters a
clientele will destroy their businesses. We have heard that without a
guaranteed clientele, the state will lose over a million dollars of
revenue and X number of jobs. We have heard that repeat clients will
not return unless they are guaranteed a license.

I ask you to look more closely at the basis for these claims. Granted,
the easiest way for an outfitter to confirm a client is to guarantee
him a license. BUT, what is to prevent an outfitter from expanding his
client base so as to ensure a full clientele after a drawing? What is
to prevent an outfitter from marketing his services so as to attract
hunters to his business? What is to prevent a return client from coming
back every few years when he does get a license in a drawing?

I want to emphasize that I do think outfitting is an important and
reputable industry in this state and that I fully support the fine
outfitters of Montana, exemplified by some of the people here today.

What I fear is the precedent that preferential treatment for a privileged
few sets for the future of our state. Many many people live in Montana
to take advantage of its natural resources, its fine hunting and fishing.
When these are taken from them by becoming too costly,which is what 1
fear we are beginning with this precedent, will we not undermine what

we hold most dear? We need to draw a firm line on who controls the
public's wildlife and that line begins here. I ask you to oppose HB535.

THE WEALTH OF THE NATION IS IN ITS NATURAL RESOURCES

R [ S

s
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Wildlife, Range, and Water Management, Inc.

Ronnie DeMasters
President

PO. Box 472
Michael Bodenchuk Chama, New Mexico 87520
Biologist (505) 756-2942

.MONTANA WILDLIFE MANAGMENT
SUMMARY 1985
REVISED JANUARY 1987

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED BY:

NILDLIFE RANGE_AND WATER_MANAGEMENT, INC,
P.0. BOX 472
CHAMA, NEW MEXICO™ 87520
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STANTON COMPANY

August 21, 1986

Mr. Bassett Hoiness
P.O. Box 1018
Livingston, Mont 59047

Re: Hunting lease for 1986 season

Dear Mr. Hoiness,

Please be advised that the 10 individuals including the undersigned who leased your
Greeley Creek Ranch during the 1985 hunting season will not be able to do so for the
1986 hunting season. The reason stems solely from difficulties obtaining licenses
from the State of Montana. The State changed the method for purchasing out-of-
state licenses as you are aware, and our group was simply unable to obtain licenses
prior to sellout. '

I speak for our entire group in saying we throughly cnjoyed your ranch last year and
we look forward to returning. Needless to say, we cannot afford to mobilize the trips
without the licenses.

I am sure this will cause economic hardship on yourself and your family as you had
counted on the lease revenue continuing. I hpoe you recognize that our group of hun-
ters made the effort. If we can document our troubles to the State of Montana in an
effort to improve their out-of-state licensing proceedures please advise.

Again, we enjoyed hunting Montana and your Greeley Creek Ranch.

Best Regard
Jéfmes E. Car
rlc/JC

cc: all hunters on Greeley Creek Ranch, 1985 season
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LANDOWNER COMPENSATIOM

-xnch to csoutheastern

I operate a 1000 animal unit cartle r
Montana. Dver the past years, I have approached the hunting
situation from varicous aspects, I have allowed free accesz to
all, charged a trespazs f2e, allowed no hunting, leased to a

licensed outfitter and <finally qgotten an cutfitter licenssa
mysel f, I have Mule [Deer and Pronghorn wntelope on the ranch.
The deer population cn my ranch has varizd from a2 low  of
appraximately S0 head to 2 high of S00. I feel with habitat
enhancement, proper management, and neighbcor participation that

the high number could be increacsed to 1000 hzad. If we use the
high number as 100X you can =e2 that the population on the ranch
has varied from 3 to 30X of potential. The antelope numbers on
my ranch have roughly paralleled the deer numbers.  Currently I

am at a 45 level on deer and a 40 level on antelope.

The argument is made that landowners are legally required to
support game on their land. That being the case, I feel that the
54 level is the amount I must run. There are two reason I say
that. First, that is the approximate amount of game that was
here when the land was homesteaded. Second, that is the lszvel to
which the2 game drops after the Department of Fish, Wildlife and

Parks has iszssued deoe permitz to reduce the populaticons, lhen
vyou start increasing the numbers above that level, it starts

having a detrimesntal sconomic impast upon my ranching aperaxtion.
The higher the percentagez goes the l2ss profit I make, or larger
lzz3 | have from my ranch. in the past when thes numbers hzave
tarted to go past the 25-30% level, the ranchers have started to
azk the Department to issue more doe permitsz  to preduce  the
umbers, Depending on how fast the Departmsnt acts the

lations may go to the S0A lTevel. However, the dce permits
are issued and the numbers are decreased to that 34 lewvel. We
frave just gone through a time in which the department was izsuing
up to & doe tags per hunter. At the precsent time I am 2t the
40-45 range as I stated earlisr, becauses I did not allow an
excessive amount of doe hunting on my ranch the last couple of
years. I have maintained my game population with the thought I
could supplement ranching income by guiding hunters. I currently
have beftter hunting on my place than my neighbore kecause- I
have managed for the game. At the present time, 1 am facing a
decision whether to continue outfitting or not due to the
increase costs and the adverse political and administrative
climate. I+ I cannot figure ocut some form of reimbursement, I
will not continue to maintain the deer and antelope population
that I am now maintaining.
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The ElK and White Tailed Deer populations in the state alsg
vary. The White Tail cyrcles closely match the Mule Deer cyclec.
The Elk numbers do not increase as fast as the de2r numbersz,
therefore the cycles are not as dramatic, They will become more
proncurnced  az the number of ElK increase. Because of the slow
increase in the Elk population, it is even mcore important to have
landowner compernzation 32 that there ics no large populaticn
reduction,

I think the gams management in this state can be compared to
the agricul tural management between thes United States and Russia.
In Russiay, the management cf their agriculture is done from a
central location with no form of compencaticn to the man on the
land. In this country, the management is done by the individual
on the land with a corresponding compensation to him for his

manacement ability, As I am sure all of you Know, this nation
has had bumper agricultural crops through the years where Russia
has not met their basic quotas., Hunting could be  improved by
giving more of the management of wildlife ta the individual
landowners and compensating them for their abilities, The
Department of Fizh, Wildlife, and Parks could act in an
advisory capacity much like the extension service has. By
working as a team we could improve the hunting in this <cstate

beyond imagination.

1 +feel that a landowner compensation law must contain the
following things:

1.1t must provide more hunting opportunity for the residents
of the state.

2.1t should provide higher gquality hunting. (trophy animals)

3.1t must be expandable to tzke in as many landowners as
want to participats,

3. The ceompensation must be egqual to ofr greater than the
loss caused by the wildlife,

S.The majority of the cost should ke borne by the cut of
state sportsman.

4.5hould not adversely atfect landowners who do nct
participate.
Mow can oall of thiz be accompliisheg?

1.0ne idea is to have the Department of Fish, Wildlife, and
Parks se&t up designated areas similar to their block maragement
areas. In these areas the landowners would improve the habitat

and increase numbers of gQame, In exchange, the Department would
issue to the landowners a percentage (minimum of 350X4), of the
licenses in that area which they could cell as they wished. - The

remainder of the Jlicenses would be sold to the residents of
Montana by the Department.

2.The next method of compensaticon would be a landowner
coupon. A coupon would be attached to each license and given to
the landcwner where the game was harvested. The landowner would
then present it to the Department for payment. The coupons
should ks worth at lezast €25 for desr and antelaope and %75  far
elk.

2.The Degpartment could enter into agresments with landcwners
to improuvs  habitat on the lTand, The Department would make 3
parment Dased on the ~umber of azvezs inwoluzc
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These are only three possible soclutions. 1 am certain that
there are several other plans or modifications of these ideas
which might work. I feel that the first or second plan would
work the best, They give an incentive for the landocwner to
increase the amount of game on his property, because the paryment
is based on the amount of game taken from his property. Whatsver

plan for landowner compensation is passed, it should adhere to
the six guidelines I have listed above. When the sportsmen and
the landowners can agree on some form of compencation, Montana
could become the premiere place to hunt in NMNorth America.

Recspectfully submitted by
Keith Bales

Box 33 RR.!

Dtter, Mt, $S2032

ot st
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TESTIMONY on He 37
before the House Fish and Game Committee, February S, 1987,
by Lorents Grosfield, cattle rancher from Big Timber, Montana.

MR. CHAIRMAM, MEMBERS OF THE CCMMITTEE:

There are a number of bills before this legislature regarding
improving the wildlife resources of this stat=. Some of them,
such as this bill and one you’ll be sesing soon regarding the
~ purchasing or leasing of habitat, recognize the =ssszential bottom
line that a lot of critical habitat for many if nct most species
occurs on private land. An cbvious guestion concerns whether
purchasing some limited quantities of habitat thez best and most
affective way to approach the problems of our wildlife rescurces?
Again, the bottom line that must be remembered is that much
of the critical habitat for many species occurs on private land.
State wildlife agencies simply must recognize this and deal
with it in a constructive manner if they are to significantly
improve the public wildlife resource, not to mention maintaining
improvements once made. And obviously these improvements can
lead teo a significant expansion of recreational opportunities.
There is a tremendous opportunity here for state wildlife agencies
across the West with an imaginative eye to the future. HB 379
presents such an opportunity for Mentana.

Today there is no doubt that compensation for recreational
uses of private lands is legal, it"s a property right, and it®s
on & dramatic increase across the West. In Montana there’s
a perceived tradition of "free hunting”. And I'm sure you've
all heard the counter arguments concerning the $15,000 four
wheel drive, the expensive gun, the amount of invested time,
gas and so on. Actually, the willingness to pravide direct
incentives to landowners may be more significant than the ability
to do so. This is a perception problem, and it illustrates the
political nature of this issue. The point is that NOTHING is free.

I am a landowner, a cattle rancher. I1°d like to take you
back in time a few vyears and try to sxplain to you why providing
landowner incentives is an appealing and logical step to most
landowners who care about thelir lifestyles, their ranches, and
their environment, and why it should alsa be a step that®s laogical
to agencies and to recr=ational users.

In 1984 during the hunting ssason, we hosted 8462 hunters
on ow ranch. This is about the average annual number of hunters
we had hosted on our ranch cver the previous ten vears. In
addition, we'd hosted well over one hundred days annually for
other recreational uses such as fishing, hiking, picnicking,
and camping, not to mention several hundred days of horseback
riding. In other words, aver ten years, we had hosted well
over 10,000 total recreation days on cur ranch, NONE of which
were charged for. 0On the contrary, if anything, we donated
a tremendous amount of time and energy (not to mention money)
toward the recreating public——— consider that if each recreation
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day demansind Bnly B alputes of our tisw, we donetwd wver W0,000
minutee or one~halt of an average workinge vear to the racresting
putilics (And I'wm sure you cen appreciat: thal we raruly ot
oft with only 8 sinutes by the Cime we'd « (platned where to
g0, where not Lo go, where the deer ere,  wre the alher hunters
are, where the "big onew” are, wheare the cettle ere, «nd o
on.)  In fact whan you think sbout It, what we and muwt renchure

have cdane, is to guhn1n¢%¥~§nn_§a§;yﬂximuwguullg tue the watunt
Gf the tiemw end sHpunke ap taken uw to accosodeate that public,
In other worde, NOQIMING is frgg. The recreational uwer might

purceive that it's 4ree to him, but 1t'w wire NOL frev Lu me.

Govarnor Ted Schwinden (ot the Internetional Kight-uf-Way
Annual Mewting lest Novewber) recently waid, "It's no longer
reasonable Lo mipect privete landuwners or publilc eyenciwae to
wubnidize the recreating public.” Ae the genural public gete
aore lejsure Line and the income to uke it sway from houme, Jnurdawwd
prassure on the public lende will continue to lwad Lu overcrowding
and wither reguletion or dutericration Of the res wurue. The
reality i that the time of open dour pulicius by landowhere
to recreationiests fu waning. The time has cosmw when the Coste
that the lendowner baeers in terme of providing furage end halbitat
for the animale, and, wspucielly, recrvetional oppurtunitlew
tur Lthe public, siaply must be womehuw reimbursed. The privaete
weckor simply cannot stanyd much more preassure than 1L 1w alrevady
wubljected to without sosme incentives, incwntives thaet will not @g
only kewp these lands ovpen, but will lwed to enhancumwnt uf
the gutdour recreaticvnal resource ttuelt aw well, Thie lw naut
& nww concept. Aldo Leopold, the famous conserveticniwt, said
AL An 19300 "We newd to recognize the landowner aw the custodlaen
af public gane on ¢l privete land, protuwct him trun Lthe Lrrwepon~
sible shouter, and compennate him ftor putting hiw lend in praductive
condision, Compunuetes him wither publicly or privately, with
wither cauh, service or protection, tor the uwe of his lend
and for his lebor, on the condition that he preverves the yane
soud and wtherwise safeguerds the public interest. In short,

RakE gase sanagement a partnership entwrprise Lo witch the land-
holder, the sportesen, and the public wadh cuntribute eppruprilete
survices, and from which wech derive eppropriete rewarde.”

Frankly, whas we are talking about here iw turning what
sany landowners tend to louk at aw ¢ Liebility Antu an asest,
In my view, the Departeent of Fish, Wildlitew and Perke whould
really be encouraging legislation such aw thiu, beceuse their
wandate, the wildlife and recrestionsl resources cen bw the
real winnars., The expertise thet could be vifered by the dupartment
under thiv leginletion in the erva of planning fur wildlite
oanyd habitat sanagesent, could be invaluable ftor landownurs eacrouse
the stete, not to mention ¢or the wildlife rewource tteelt.

J urge your favorable considerstion ot HB 37v. 1 think
it would Lw & glant wtep in the right direction. THaNK YOU. Y



HB 379
February 5, 1987

Testimony presented by Jim Flynn, Dept. of Fish, Wildlife & Parks

The intent of this bill to encourage the propagation,
conservation and wutilization of wildlife resources on private
lands is commendable. However, the means to accomplish this
intent cause us to oppose its passage. The bill 1is not practical
for a number of reasons, and contemplates the creation of a
unigque relationship among landowners, sportsmen and the
department which is of concern.

From a practical standpoint it would be physically impossible
for the department to meet the bill's requirements and meet our
present obligations without a major addition of personnel. If
only a small percent of the total eligible landowners took part
in the program, the amount of time to approve and monitor the
proposed plans is large. The meeting of such a commitment would
require an infusion of additional FTE's to the department which
would run counter to the present trend of cutting government.

In addition, it is highly questionable that the original $300
fee and the subsequent annual fee of $100 would cover the cost
of approving a plan and then monitoring its implementation.

The area plan, as outlined in Section 4 on Pages 2 and 3,
provides concern of itself. The development of Section 2(b)
with any conclusive accuracy would be most difficult, time
consuming and costly.

Questions also arise in Section 7 on Pages 5 and 6. With the
limits on nonresident licenses, it is difficult to say how many
individuals who have completed an application with the landowner
will, in fact, get a nonresident license. Should too many be
unsuccessful, the harvest in the plan will not be achieved.
If the landowner allows for some nonresidents to be unsuccessful
by taking more applications than the harvest allows, and all
are successful, then an overharvest could occur which would be
contrary to the plan.

The implementation of this program in a state with limited
nonresident hunters would seem to be impractical.

This bill would seem to facilitate the paying of a trespass fee
by the sportsman to the landowner. Such transactions are now
taking place, and the department has no problem with them. The
insertion of the state bureaucracy into these transactions will
be costly and burdensome. We see no need for it, and suggest
that this bill should not be approved.
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Testimony on H.B. 379

Mr. Chairman;

My name is Lee Fears. I represent the 3,000

members of the Southeastern Montana sportsmen
Association.

We are strongly opposed to H.B. 379 because we
do not feel that the private landowner has any right
or business regulating the use of public land.

We sportsmen need more public access to public
lands, not toll gates open only to he or she with
the most money. Over commercialization of our
wildlife is not in the best interest of the average
sportsman.

Lee Fears,

Southeastern Montana

Sportsmen Association
Box 401

Red Lodge, MT 59068
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e Ravalli County Fish & Wildlifer Associatiorn &

P.0.Box 938 HAMILTON, MONTANA 39840

OAT‘L 25871
B3

HOUSE BILL 379

The officers and directors of the RCFWA are in opposition
to HB 379. This bill can be likened to a 'good news - bad
news' type of narrative. This bill recognizes the important
role that the private landowner plays in providing habitat for
the public game animals. The concept of compensating a
landowner to encourage the enhancement and conservation of
wildlife on his/her property is laudable.

Unfortunately the mechanics of the bill for the most part
are unsatisfactory. The idea of including any public land in a
private Wildlife Management Area is totally unacceptable to most
sportsmen and recreationists.

An applicant should have the right to appeal a denial of
his/her application to the Fish and Game Commission, however an
appeal to district court should not be spelled out in this type
of bill. If an individual chooses to seek a legal remedy, this
should be done thru existing Montana State statutes.

In the area of the amount of compensation to the landowner
for the géme taken, this bill would be opening a Pandora's box.
The sky is the limit on what amount may be charged.

If this committee is really serious in pursuing this
concept, I would urge you to work with the Department of Fish,
Wildlife, and Parks to put together a package which is
acceptable to both the landowner and sportsman , in order to
benefit the resource both groups prize - Montana's Wildlife.
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H.B, 179
TESTIMONY OF STAN ARADSHAW ON APHALP OF
THE MONTANA 8TATE COUNCIL, TROUT UNLIMITED, 2/5/87

Mr., chalrman, membere of the commitiee, my name Ly HStan
bradshaw, 1 am hare today on behall of the Montana Statw Councll
of Trout Unlimited, an organization dedicated tao tha protectlon
of the cold water flshery (n the state of Montana, We ace hure
to oppose the paswage of H, K, 379 hecausve it represeants & thraat
to the public right of Access to state waters which support
the fishery which we seek to enhance,

While the main focuw of the bill ia wildllfe, lunguaqn in
the bill suggeusts that it aleo Includes use the state's tishury, ﬁ
Piret, Bection 4 of the bill provides speciflically for the
lesvance of fishing permity by the licensew, BSecond, wectlon
8(2) prohibites the commlesion trom pe:mltttn? tishing excapt in
accordance with a management plan for the private wildlifte
nanagunant acea,

Thisw bill bestows the landowner not only with atteihutaes of
ownecship not only over the fish, but aleo the water, No lonqer l
would the right to Cish be subject anly to reasonable regulation,

but {t would also be subject to the whim of the particular

landowner, regardless of the chacacter of the water or the needs l
of the fishery, PoOr example, a landowner whoase wildlife

management area encompasded A reach of the Madison River could,

undetr the ausplices of thiv bill, require evary person fishing

that reach of the Madison to purchase a permit even Lf the pecson '
had floated ln fcom upstream,

No doubt some landowners would rallsh such a result,
Nonetheless, the Montana Rupreme Court has wpoken threw times
now on the public's right to make recreational uue of the astate's
durlface watucys., 1In All threw cases, the court hao said that the
public has a conetitutional cight of the state's waterw. Thiw
bill attempts lmpermisvdably to repudiate that conutitutinnal right,

bill, In feudal times, &nd even today In many countries around
the world, fiah and game ware considacaed to be the propuecty of
the cich, One of the things which hau saet thid Counkey
apact from those which wo viewed wildlite Ls that, here, flsh and
wildlife have not been consldered ohject of propetty, Instead,
thar are considered Lo be held in trust by the state foc the use
ts people, A hallmark of that tradition (s that {n this
gountty, you don,t have to be wealthy to Lw able to hunt and
fish, This bill would begin the ecoslion of that principle by
andowing landownecs with attcibutes of ownership of the tieh and
game that may ocour within the reachesy of thelr land,

Pinally, 1 would like to make one wmoce point about thiu i

Poc the focwgolng cwasony, Trout Unliwited oppoeeu the
pasvaye of .8, 379,
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The Montana Bowhunters Association opposes HB379.

In our estimation, this bill is designed to benefit certain classes
g of individuals...perhaps some other than the landowners for whom
the bill has been touted as a relief measure for wildlife and sports-

man related problems.

H8379 holds the potential for a redistribution of hunting privileges
the likes of which Montana sportsmen have not imagined. Until today.
Not only would the private wildlife management area manager have

o the final say as to who has access to the property, he also has direct
control over who may be licensed to take game on that property by

. having control of the permit applications as well.

It is very interesting to ndte that there seem to be no provisions

in HB379 to differentiate between resident and nonresident hunters.

It seems that the nonresident hunter would be given the same opportunity
as a resident in obtaining a license for a particular private wildlife

management area.

Many other implications of HB379 should, and have, raised deep

concerns among resident sportsmen.

" Provisions on page 2 of the bill, lines 11 through 14, suggest that
access to public land \ay be controlled in some instances by private
enterprise. This language also suggests that the public wildlife
resource on those public lands may also be managed by private
enterprise. This is unacceptable to us.



EXHIBIT Lb,i)
(2) pATE__2-5:87
He 319

Other serious questions raised by the bill include the feasibility

of managing wildlife populations which may or my not respect the
legal boundaries of such a private management area. Trying to closely
manage a game herd which may roam out of the area onto lands

accessible by the general hunting public may be difficultt at best.

Landowner liability is another issue that must be addressed by a

bill such as this. While sportsmen in general support the concept

of limiting landowner liability when it comes to use of private lands
by recreationists, this systemwould be entirely another matter if
the availability of hunting permit applications is controlled‘by any

.monetary consideration.

Another question is raised regarding the DFWP's role in 'administering'
the program. Sportsmen wish their license fees to be used toward
the’manaqement of the public resource, not for assisting the managers
of private wildlife management areas where access mapmmar may not be

an equal opportunity for the general hunting public.

It seems reasonable to assume that the bill in its' present form

holds great potential for those who are interested in the privatization
and commercialization of Montana's wildlife resources, even though

the suggested intent of the bill is to provide relief for problems

that face landowners.

A large percentage of Montana's sportamen are responsible individuals
for whom improved landowner-sportsmen relations are a genuine concern.
We are willing to address problems that may exist in a cooperative
manner. That cooperation also extends to finding solutions for

wildlife depredation problems.

The Montana Bowhunters Association believes that HB379 unnecessarily
circumvents honest efforts by landowners and sportsmen to resolve
proble s in a satisfactory manner. In its' present form, we suspect
that the issue presented by HB379 is not sportsmen-landowner relations
at all. We must protest that anyone who tries to cast this issue as

such does a disservice to landowners and sportamen alike.
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Sportsmen, resource managers, landowners, and legislators have all
expressed concerns about the fee hunting issue. Whether or not it is the
intent of HB379 to further expand on the fee hunting concept, it has
done so admirably well. Unless the bill is substantially chanrged,

it will create the potential for the 'cadillac’ of fee hunting systems.

iz Lo )

If we must accept that HB379 is necessary or desirable, then we must
also accept that we have reached a turning point in the long standing
tradition of hunting and fishing in Montana. The uncertainties

posed by this measure prompt us to not only ask your support in
defeating it, but to aiso ask that you voice your '‘no' vote so
strongly that Montana's citizens have reassurance that our wildlife
and recreation heritage will be protected intact for our generations

and those that will follow.
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LEASING OF HUNTING RIGHTS IS NEGLIGIBLE !!!

Survey Of Stockgrowers Shows:

Only 8% of stock growers leased hunting rights on their land

Just 47 of the land owned by stockgrowers was leased--and 357
of that 47 was leased to outfitters

This means that only 1.4% of stockgrowers land was leased to
outfitters

HOW MUCH IS ENOUGH FOR RESIDENT HUNTERS ?

Survey Of Stockgrowers Shows:

92% of stockgrowers did not lease hunting rights

Of the land ownded by stockgrowers, 967 was not closed to hunting
because of leases -

98.6% of land owned by stockgrowers was not leased to outfitters

SOURCE: 1985 Study dome by Montana State University in cooperation with
Montana Stockgrowers Association; funded largely by the Renewable

Resocurce Extension Act

Compiled by: John Lacey, Co-op Extension Service, Public Agency,
MSU, Bozeman, Montana



Dear Representatives and Senators,

e - SRR S
S ; ()
25 el _
535 -

We. the residents, landowners and business people
of Eastern Montana are concerned with the progress of

HB 535.

This bill contains 6,000 non-resident B-1l1l

licenses which combine a deer A tag, birds and fishing

license.
years.

This is a license we have needed for many
It is a realistic license for Eastern Montana,

and yet the Western voter-sportsmen are attempting to
keep Eastern Montana from having a license we can use.
This bill was written to benefit both the outfitting

industry and the resident, landowners and merchants

of Eastern Montana.

We the unders1gned urge you to support HB 535.
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