
MINUTES OF THE MEETING 
FISH AND GAME COMMITTEE 

MONTANA STATE SENATE 

March 24, 1987 

The meeting of the Senate Fish and Game Committee was called 
to order at 12:30 P.M. on March 24, 1987, by Chairman Ed 
Smith in Room 325 of the State Capitol. 

ROLL CALL: All members were present. 

CONSIDERATION OF HOUSE BILL 535: Representative Orval Ellison, 
House District No. 81, stated that HB 535 means the difference 
between staying in business or going out of business for the 
Outfitters and Guides of Montana. Due to the time restraints 
for proponents and opponents, Ellison encouraged witnesses 
to present their testimony. 

PROPONENTS: 

Director Jim Flynn, Director of the Fish, Wildlife and Parks 
Department presented written testimony on HB 353. (Exhibit 1) 
Flynn stated that the department supports the concept of the 
block of licenses for the Outfitting Industry. The additional 
licenses for the deer enumerated in the legislation are 
acceptable and do not have negative impact on the resource. 
The department expressed concern with the provision in the 
bill that provides for landowner set-asides. The scheduling 
of the distribution of the licenses in the legislation gives 
concern because the dates given in the proposal would make it 
difficult for nonresidents to enter a special drawing process 
on June 1 in order to know before ,May 15 whether or not the 
nonresident had been successful and could enter the drawing 
for the special drawing permits. The Department suggests that 
the date be moved up at least a week so that this situation 
could be accommodated. 

Senator Les Hirsch, Senate District 13, Miles City, MT, emphasized 
that HB 535 is an excellent bill for Eastern Montana, which has 
many nonresident hunters who would like to harvest deer in Eastern 
Montana, but do not feel they can obtain the all purpose license. 
Hirsch stands in favor of the 6,000 B-ll license proposal. Hirsch 
stated that the forthcoming testimony of Outfitters and Guides 
will present the plight of the Outfitting Industry in the state 
of Montana. 

Jo Brunner, Lobbyist for the Montana Outfitters and Guides 
Association introduced the witnessess for the Association. 
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Larry Stanley, Western Airlines, stood in support for any 
method which would allow more nonresident licenses to be 
sold "tOo individuals that use outfitter and guide services. 

Stanley verified the type of person who is most likely to 
make use of airline services during a time that is tradi
ionally slow are the outfitter and guides' clients. 

Sherry Cargill, Outfitter from Whitehall, gave an overview 
on the economics of outfitting completed by ~ontana State 
Uni versi ty . (Exhihi t 2) 

Jack Billingsley, rancher, outfitter from Glasgow, Montana, 
presented testimony concerning license sales in 1987. 
(Exhibit 3) 

Douglas Gardner, Boyes, MT, Outfitter, gave information in 
support of the proposed 6, 000 licetlces (B-ll). (Exhibi t 4) 
Gardner stated that the proposed bill that would bring addi
tional hunters into Eastern Montana is a fallacy. Gardner 
stated facts tak8n from outfitter's reports ~nd surveys that 
the Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks estimates 
about 3,500 nonresident combination licenses are used each 
year by those hunting just deer in Eastern Montana with • 
no exposure of elk. The department has issued nonresident 
Deer A and Deer B tags each year even though the tags were 
issued too late to help outfitters. The tags are utilized 
by nonresident hunters. (Exhibit 4) 

Robert ~1cNeill, an Outfitter from Dillon, MT, gave informa
tion on the social and economic impacts of HB 535 according 
to the Montana State University study. The outfitted hunter 
spen~s $1,487 more in Montana than a non-outfitted hunter. 
Th~ set aside, will bring an additional $11.3 million per 
year of new money into the Montana economy. (Exhibit 5) 

Bill Pataky, a nineteen year old future outfitter gave 
testimony supporting the Montana Outfitting Industry, and 
expressing the desire to be a vital part of that industry 
in the future. (Exhibit 6) 

Arnold Smoke Elser, an Outfitter from Missoula, MT, stated 
support for HB 535, and urged support in fairness to all 
Montanans, and for a stronger Montana economy. (Exhibit 7) 

Roland Cheek, an Outfitter from Columbis Falls, Montana 
gave testimony concerning hope for the outfitting industry. 
Cheek expressed hope that the framework for the industry will 
continue to exist in Montana whereby the industry will con
tinue to be a credit to Montanans and to the Treasure State. 
(Exhibi t 8) 
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Ron Curtiss, an Outfitter from Kalispell, MT, gave testimony 
on leasing hunting right on private land. (Exhibit 9) 

Dick Klick, K Bar L Ranch, Augusta, MT, stood in favor of 
an Outfitter allocation for nonresident licenses, but stated 
that HB 535 as written, will not accommodate the industry. 
(Exhibi t 10) 

George Allen, Montana Retail Association, stated strong sup
port of HB 535 which is a pro-small business bill, pro
sportsmen bill, and a pro-job bill. Tourism is one of the 
bright spots in Montana's economy. Tourists want to come 
to Montana for the beautiful scenery, the parks, and the 
great hunting and fishing. A dollar spen~ by a person from 
out of state turns over three or four times in Montana. 
Allen urged support of an industry that has brought and 
will continue to bring money into the state of~1ontana. 

'. '. 
Steve Huntington, Administrator for the office of Econ0nic 
Analysis, Department of Commerce, spoke in behalf of the 
tourism advisory council. The council is a pJivate sector 
group that advises the Department of Commerce of the 
business involved in the tourism industry's point of view. 
HB 535 is supported because of the stability that will be 
brought to the outfitting industry and because the out
fitting industry benefits Montana's economy. The bill will 
allow the industry to conduct business in a climate that 
will not unnessarily hinder the success. 

Chuck Rhein, Melville, MT, a rancher and licensed outfitter, 
gave written testimony in support of HB 535. (Exhibit 11) 

OPPONENTS 

Robert Vandervere, a concerned citizen lobbyist stated 
opposition to HB 535. Five thousand, six hundred licenses 
had been guaranteed to the outfitter and guides after the 
close of the 1985 Legislative Session. In 1983, there were 
5,028 Elk, Deer and Bird licenses for out-of-state hUnters. 
In 1984, there were 5,072 Elk, Deer and Bird licenses (com
bination) for out-of-state hunters that utilized the services 
of outfitting industry. The 1985 statistics show 6,430 such 
licenses were utilized. The Fish, Wildlife and Parks Depart
ment expended approximately $106,800 administrative cost 
money to accommodate the demands of the industry. The Outfit
ting industry should patrol the respective ranks within the 
industry, and save the department's resources. If the Eastern 
Hontana landowner-ranchers cannot pay liability insurance costs, 
the private ranches are in jeopardy, Mr. Vandervere said. 
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Jeanne Klobnak, Montana Wildlife Federation, stood in opposi
tion to HB 535. 

Representative Bob Gilbert, House District No. 27., opposed 
HB 535 as it is written. Gilbert disliked a preference 
distinction made by guaranteeing the industry the right to 
participate. This currently is accomplished by the licensing 
process, and conversely, the bars are licensed, but are not 
guaranteed a certain percentage of people who will frequent 
their establishments. Preference is a poor business practice: 
Competition is healthy. It is against the concepts of free 
enterprise. The right of the out-of-state hunter to hunt in 
Montana is infringed upon if he must hunt with the outfitter 
or with the landowner outfitter. A sliding-scale alternative 
of balancing requests with active give outs rather than 
guaranteeing clients is worth considering. 

Duane Grey Spethman, an indepeBdent businessman from Missoula 
~T, presented written testimony. (Exhibit 11) 

Dr. Jim Kehr, Helena, dentist, presented a slide presentation 
in support of the present system. Discussing the mail problem 
in connection with allocating nonresident permits, Kehr-acknow- ~ 
leged a situation that must be rectified. Fifty-six percent 
of public land is not accessible. In 1986, the department 
set aside 5,600 tags authorized" by the Governor and used for 
a "special" class of people. !louse Bill 535 creates two 
different kinds ofbutfi tters: the traditional outfitter and 
the landowner outfitter. Kehr reported that he questioned the 
Outfitters' bill proposal and was told that the purpose was 
to limit the number and to license all the hunters. Kehr 
reported that in re~lity, in 1985 there were 5,200 guided hunts, 
with no set -asides. In 1986, the nonguided hunters participated 
in a dra,,,iing while the guided hunters were not required to 
participate in the drawing. This year, January 24, 1987, 
the guided and nonguided hunters were drawing on the first 
day of the draw and the results have been unsatisfactory. 
The passage of HB 535 will not solve the problem by providing 
guaranteed programs because the demand is too high. Kehr 
presented facts concerning the economics and stressed that 
perhaps the nonguided hunters provide the same money into the 
economy of the state with the exception of the money paid 
directly to the outfitter for the hunt. The hunters will come 
to Montana whether they are outfitted or not. Kehr discussed 
landowner-sportman's relatioris and percentage chance of success 
pertaining to any given number involved in a drawing situation. 
Kehr asked for IIliberty and justice for ali ll in license 
distribution for the State of Montana. (Exhibi t 12) 

Emily Swanson, Bozeman, Executive Director of the Montana 
Wildlife Federation, stated that the bottom lin~ is fairness· . ' 
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a system that will be equitable for everyone who wants to 
hunt in Montana from out-of-state. Swanson urged the com
mittee to consider the fairness issue. 

Lewis E. Hawkes, Public Land Access Association, Inc., 
submi tted witten testimony in regards to the problems of the 
Outfitter Guide Industry concerning the blocking of public 
access to public lands. A chart showing public land by 
county was also submitted. (Exhibit 13) 

Craig Flinty, Lewistown, MT, Lewistown Rod and Gun Club, 
and Central Montana Sportsman-Landowner Advisory Council 
stated that the foundation to the outfitter's concern is 
the amount of time between the drawing for nonresident 
licenses is insufficient to allow the booking of clients. 
Flinty offered solutions that do not include HB 535. The 
demand is already greater than the 5,600 at present. Con
cern was expressed in relation to ~ver-booking situations 
that could draw more income to the outfitters even though 
the bookings could not be accornodated. Should the bill pass, 
Flinty explained that future requests would ~robably include 
more allotment requests~ of livestock, more lawsuits, and 
proposals directed at current legislation being submitted 
to the 1989 Legislature. 

Bill McRae, an outdoor writer and photographer, gave written 
testimony to the committee. (Exhibit 14) 

QUESTIONS FROM THE COMMITTEE 

Senator Smith stated that a tremendous amount of mail has 
been received on the HB 535 issues, and asked for dialogue 
concerning percentages of outfitted hunts in regards to the 
recent license distribution. Ron Curtiss stated that every
time a lottery system is involved, there is no assurance as 
to the outcome of the lottery. Curtiss discussed HB 104 and 
assured the committee that amendments to HB 535 similiar to 
the context of HB 104 would completely change the acceptability 
of the legislation. 

Senator Smith asked Jim Flynn how many B-tags to nonresident 
licenses are issued at present. Flynn listed on the submitted 
testimony information concerning 1983 through 1986 license 
figures. The average of the nonresident Deer A-tags has been 
approximately 2,800 each year and have been restricted to 
Eastern Montana. HB 535 contemplates 6,000, a 3,200 increase, 
which would be distributed state wide. Smith asked if 6,000 
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are allocated, can the population of the deer withstand the 
increase. Flynn reported that the department has agreed 
on the figures after a study had been nade by department 
employees. The figure arrived at was 5,000, therefore, 
a state'tlide figure of 6, 000 was not unrealistic. 

Senator Bishop asked Director Flynn about the number of 
people who would be hunting elk compared t~ the number of 
perople hunting deer. Director Flynn replled that an 
estimated number would be 2,500 to 3,000 hunters that 
would hunt deer, the balance would hunt elk. 

Senator Bengtson ask about the procedure to become a 
licensed outfitter. Flynn stated that $100 fee is required 
and a comprehensive test must be taken. Forty percent 
fail the test. A certain level of bonding and liability 
insurance is required before t~e .,cR,mpletion of the licens ing 
process. Certain standards mus~ be maintained at all times 
in order to stay eligible for the license. Bengtson asked 
if the distribution of the licenses are alloc;.ated according 
to past performance. Flynn replied that the~S,600 figure 
was derived from an average of three years. Flynn stated 
to the outfitters that it was not appropriate for the depart- ~ 
ment to guarantee individual businesses, but it was apDropri~te 
since it is the licensing system and state law that puts the 
"cap" on the licenses. The department has a responsibility 
to the industry. The outfitter industry received 5,600 
licenses in 1987. Individuals within the industry were 
successful to various degrees. Some were drastically hurt, 
while some did not get hurt at all. The intent of the depart
ment was to provide a base for the industry as opposed to 
trying to deal individually with individual circumstances. 
If the aepartment was to conti~ue the process, we would 
continue the same philisophy unless directed to do otherwise 
by the Legislature. 

Senator Severson asked what is the percentage of the success 
ratio as far as the outfitters are concerned. What is the 
number of elk. The success ratios are approximately 30% 
for an outfitted hunter and 20% for a nonoutfitted hunter. 
Severson stated out of 3,000 extra elk tags, there would 
be 300 head of elk harvested. The out-of-state hUnters are 
welcome to spend time in Montana, the concern is how many 
elk are taken. 

Senator Yellm-ltail asked Flynn about the 2, 00r) deer licenses 
that would be set aside for Eastern Montana for landowner
outfitters. How many landowner-outfitters are there in 
Eastern Montana. Flynn stated that when the 5,600 was set-
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aside, the department realized the subject would be contro
versial. Historic data was developed concerning the 5,600 
assuming a testing in court would take place. The historic 
data proved to be the foundation of a favorable court decision. 
The department has concern with the 2,000 landowner set aside 
because there is not sufficient data on past activity, and 
has concern on neaative or positive impact. 

Senator Yellowtail stated Eastern Montanans expect to be 
able and willing to guarantee licenses to out-of-state friends 
as landowners. Yellowtail stated that the court and the 
Legislature must be convinced that there is rational for 
the 2,000 number. Yellowtail asked how the 2,000 should be 
administered if the bill passed as proposed. The department 
would verify the fact that the Montanan was a landowner. 
and a drawing would take place. 

Representative Ellison stated that the out-of-state hunters 
are vital to Montana and HB 535 would provided revenue to 
the state of Montana. 

CONSIDERATION OF HOUSE BILL 526: Representative Ted Schye, 
House District 18, stated that he is a landowner, sportsman 
and farmer. The bill allows the Fish, Wildlife, and Parks 
Department to raise the fees for three options for land: 
conservation easements, leases or to acquire the land through 
fee title if conservation easements or leases are not avail
able. This is an important piece of legislation for land 
owners and for the sportsman. Schye stated that he is a 
strong believer in landowner's rights, but the state of 
Montana is getting a wedge driven between the landowners and 
the sportsmen. Schye feel the admendments put on in the 
House of Representatives are very strong, as is the Statement 
of Intent. The Statement of Intent states that it is prefer
able to lease the land or to obtain the conservation easements, 
but if the willing seller wants to sell the land, the Fish, 
Wildlife and Parks can buy the land. If the land is bought, 
the Department must complete a more detailed process than 
what is currently necessary. The bill puts public hearings in 
the areas that the land is acquired, and gives management 
plans to all adjoining land owners. The Statement of Intent 
directs that the land be apportioned throughout the state. 
Section one of the bill gives protection to the landowner 
and the adjacent landowners. The public hearing are in law. 
The fees are raised, the pe6ple that use the land will pay 
for the land. The money does not come from the General Fund. 
The proposed bill allows the state to have the revenue to 
take care of the land. Eighty percent of the money goes 
towards the purchase or easements and twenty percent goes 
into the Trust Fund for maintenance for roads and weed control. 
The bill will sunset on March 1, 1~94, 
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Representative Ed Grady, House District No. 47, stated 
the bill is a mUltipurpose bill that addresses many 
issues that would not create difficulties for land 
owners that adjoin the acquired land. Consideration 
was made concerning the increase of wildlife which is 
consideled to have a ten percent increase. The land 
that would be obtained would be winter range areas, calf
ing areas, and adjoining areas. The particular areas will 
concentrate the game. Mount Hagen is an example. The 
Department, according to Flynn, has acquired interest in 
land for wildlife for the past seven years. The current 
program utilizes muliple use with the wildlife given 
first consideration. 

PROPONENTS 

Representative Red Menahan, House District No. 67, stated 
that the demand for future gepera~ion requires consider
ation of the bill. in order to facilitate the sportsman 
who would like to spend their money in the interest of 
wildlife. ~ 

Jim Flynn, Director of Fish, Wildlife and Parks, provided 
the corrunittee with written testimoney. (Exhibit 15) 

Jim Hubbard, Bozeman, MT, stated that his private ranch 
is an example of good elk habitat. It is located north 
of Gardiner at Tom Miner Basin. Hubbard, an outfitter, 
booked 88 hunters, but could have booked 200 hunters; 
a loss of $132,500 which was returned. This amount of 
money would have made a ranch payment. If the ranch 
is lost because of lack of business in the outfitting 
business, the ranch can be sold to large, out-of-state 
corporations, religious affiliations, or to the federal 
government. Hubbard urged that the legislation be such 
that the ranch could be sold within the state of Montana 
with control. The habitat of 11,000 acres in one block 
next to Yellowstone Park should be acquired by the state 
should it have to be sold because of the inability of 
Hubbard to make the payment. 

Jeanne Klobnak, Montana Wildlife Federation, supports 
HB 526. 

Weed Labond, President of't.he Gardiner Chamber of Corrunerce, 
stated that the passage of HB 526 will benefit the Gardiner 
area because the land acquired will help the wildlife and 
will improve hunting. This will attract hunters to Park 
County and thereby bring revenue into the area. ~ 
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Frank Rigler, Corbin Springs, Montana, offered written testi
mony. (Exhibit 16) 

Michael Art, Chico Hot Springs' proprietor and past president 
of Livingston's Chamber of Commt~rce, stated that hE! is in 
support cf HB 52f because the bill premotes tourism. Tourism 
is extremely and desperately needed and as long as there are 
proper controls, wildlife activities should be encouraged. 

Ken Frasier, President of the Montana Wildlife Federation 
stated that HB 526 is the most significant bill that affects 
sportsmen becau3e it sets aside habitat for wildlife. Spo~men 
are willing to pay for the habitat, and therefore, there will 
be no costs to the state. A prevision has been directed towards 
administ.rative costs. The bill will encourage the tourism 
industry. 

Lee Fears who represents 3,200 me~bers of the Southeastern 
Montana Sportsmen's Association, stated support of HB 526. 
The association recognizes the need for acquiring quality 
habitat for portecting game species for the future. The recrea
tional demand for the game animals is at a~ all time high. The 
sportsmen are willing to pay the bill for the habitat; an 
investment for the future. Earmarking of funds is net new to 
Montz.nan A portion of fishing licenses fees has been set aside 
to acquire fishing access sites and the system is successful. 
Mr. Fears urged the committee to support the bill. 

Gary Marbit, Chairman of the Legislative Committee for the 
Western Montana Fish and Game Association, stated approval of 
weed control management and a preference for leases and ease
ments of private property as opposed to outright purchase. 
Mr. Marbit stated that other problems were worked out in the 
House Fish and Game Committee to make the bill stronger c.nd 
offered consideration of a preference concerning lands that 
already exists under public ownership before going to the 
private sector for land acquisition. Bill Bigalow, National 
Rife Association, encouraged Marbit to suggest language in the 
bill that would guarantee access by sportsmen and hunters to a 
sub~;tantial port:i.on of tr..e lane"'. thcLt is managed fer wildlife 
habitat. 

Scott Ross, Montana Bowhunters' Association, stated support 
of Housbe Bill 526. 

Craig Finty, Central Montana Sportsmen-Landowner Advisory 
Council, stated that landowners involved with the council feel 
comfortable about HB 526 and urged support. 

Jim Phelps, Montana Audubon Legislative Organization, supports 
the bill for above named reasons. 
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Stan Bradshaw, Montana Council of Trout Unlimited, 
stood in support of HB 526. 

Paul Berg, Billings' Rod and Gun Club and Sierra Club 
stated support of HB 526. 

Don Miller, Helena, suggested that the presidents of 
approximately fifteen sports clubs, including the Montana 
Wildlife Federation, be included in the decisions of 
where and how the revenue is spent. 

Jack Atcheson, Butte, MT, stated that one of the problems 
with the nonresidents is the fact that the licenses are 
too cheao. Having booked over 20,000 hunting trips, 
Atcheson stated the major reasons people choose to hunt 
in Montana is the fact that the combination license is 
cheaper than any other state. 

',I, 

Senator Smith closed the hearing to proponents. 

OPPONENTS 

Roger Lincoln, Hill County dry land farmer, stated opposi
tion to HB 526. ~he Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks 
presently own 189,256 acres in Montana. Thirty-nine percent 
was purchased in the last 10 years. The department leases 
96,942 acres, which is a thirty-four percent increase in the 
last 10 years. When the state government purchases land 
and the land is taken off the tax roll, there is a multiple, 
detrimental effect. The tax base of the counties are eroded. 
The production from the land, whether it is cattle or grain, 
is not taxed. The previous operation is no longer paying 
income tax, nor are the previous employees. Lincoln stated 
ownership of a Toole County farm that borders the southern 
edge of Tiber Reservoir. When the dam was built in the 1950's, 
the river bottom was subjected to condemnation proceedings 
and bec~me federal land. Later, the land was managed by the 
Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks which built a four 
wire fence around the lake to enhance wildlife habitat at 
a contracted price of $5,000 per mile. To date, the fence 
has been "patch Horked" and a nuisance to ranchers who 
water livestock. The project has not enhanced the wildlife 
in the area, thete are fewer deer than in the past. Lincoln 
suggested that the department handle the land that is 
currently under the D~partment's jurisdiction. Recent 
figures released by th~ USDA shows that 1.2 million acres 
of highly ercded farm~ land in Montana will be taken out 
of production and placed in conservation through the Conser
vation Reserve Program and planted to grass and trees. The 
land will be along river breaks and areas already inhabited 
by wildlife. By law, the land cannot be grazed by livestock -
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and the grass cannot be cut for hay. Lincoln discussed the 
erosion of the tax base, and suggested additional emphasis 
be put on projects in the independent agencies such as the 
Boon and Crooket land recently purchased in the Dupuyer 
area. 

Mike Misone, Western Environmental Trade Association, stated 
opposi tion to HB 526. When there is conf lict bet'.veen wild
life and livestock, the Department of Fish, t"lildlife and Parks 
traditionally cJJes ror wildlife. This is not a multiple 
use bill. There ~ not be timber harvested, or mineral 
exploration, or oil exploration because of tne contlict with 
wildlife. The acreage taken out of production is money that 
is taken out of the economy. The Association resists land 
taken from the tax base. 

Roger Koopman, Bozeman, MT, stated the bill represents 
a net transfer ~:rf -property of c01'ltrol and oHnership 
from the private sector to the public sector. Koopman 
questioned what is "enough" land, and suggested the free 
market where private initiative in game ma~agement has 
proven successful. The private sector is capable of 
responding to sportsmens' demands by being innovative and 
imaginative. 

Gary Sturm, Helena sportsman, stated opposition to HB 526 
because of the 5,000 non-resident B-deer tags increase. 
Sturn is opposed to any increase in the number of B-deer 
tags issued. Sturm questioned if the Director would 
favor subdividing land, which would out more money into 
the State than the Outfitting Industry does. 

Dick Klick, Augusta, MT, stands in opposition to HB 526. 
Klick stated that the non-resident will get little use 
of the land that will be acquired. Department land in 
the Augusta area is in a draHing situation and limits the 
nonresident to 10% of the total applications. The tracts 
cannot be regulated in anyother manner. This is a nonresi-
dent rip off. . 

Lorents Grosfield, a cattle rancher from Big Timber, stated 
that the bill is unconstitutional. Article'S, section 11, 
Subsection 3 of the Montana Constitution states each bill , 
except general appropriation bills and bills for the codifi
cation and general revision of the laws shall contain only 
one subject, clearly expressed in its title. This is a wild
life habitat bill, yet there is a provision for unrelated 
activity. Economic impacts are not sufficiently addressed 
in regards to adjacent land resulting from enhanced habitat 
on purchased land and impacts to tax base in counties where 
signifcant amount of land is purchased. HB 526 is not an 
access bill and will restrict access in many cases ber~1:3e 
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wide open access is not compatible with quality wild
life management. (Exhibit 16) 

Kim Incrude, Montana Stockgrowers and Montana Cattle 
women of Montana, stated that the organizations do not 
want to jeopardize willing buyer-seller arrangements. 
The state of Montana should not be in the realestate 
business. Landowner, sportsmen, and hunters relation
ships would be better served if the money was used to 
open up access, such as the Block Management Plan, for 
hunting and mitigating damage to the land owner caused 
by wildlife. 

Don Allen, Montana Wood Products Association, stated 
that, according to Director Flynn, the department has 
been done well in the ability to obtain land to date. 
The association does not oppose the process that is 
proposed in the bill, but are concerned about access 
to other resources, such as timbeT~ Multiple use con
cept has not proven to be case in the past, nor will 
it in the future. Allen challenged the committee to 
insure decisions on land that is purchased .,,~;; the bill 
will not interfer with other economic interest of the 
land 3urrounding the purchased land. If not controlled, 
there will be negative economic impact in the future. 

Dale Meal, stated that land should be taken off the taxes. 
Meal questioned how the Fish, Wildlife and Parks Department 
can manage more land when the department land cannot be 
rnanage~ properly at present. Should the department buy 
land along the Rocky Mountain Front, there will be a 
disasterous effect on the adjoining rancers. Meal 
urged opposition to HE 526. 

Senator Yellowtail asked for an explanation from Meal 
concerning the disasterous effect along the Rocky ~ountain 
Front. Meal stated that by buying land along the front, 
the cattle are confined. A multi-use deal must be the 
solution. Hunters that use consideration and concern will 
be allowed to hunt under most circumstances. Meal stated 
the disasterous effect comes from piling too many people 
onto the land that has been acquired by the Department 

Senator Bishop asked Grosfield about the size of his ranch 
and if he is in a hunting organization. Grosfield stated 
the ranch is 15,000 acres, extra pasture is leased for 
cows, and there no land leased for agricultural purposes. 
Grosfield stated he is in a hunting organization with part
ner Roger Koopman.' It is strictly a paid hunting operation. 

Senator Smith stated that 1. 3 million acres has been put into 
the Conservation Reserve Program in Montana. This program 
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will seed the land to grass and plant trees. Producti.on 
will be halted for ten years. Twenty-five percent of the 
total crop land in each county will eventually be put into 
the Conservation Reserve Program. 

Senator Yellowtail asked Flynn to elaborate on the tax base 
concerns. Flynn stated that if the land was to acquire an 
interest in land through lease or conservation easement, 
the department would not carry tax responsibility. If the 
land was acquired through title, tt.e department \<I'ould pay 
tC.xes on land improvement and machinery. The tax loss 
would occur when the livestcck is taken off the property, 
but this does not happen in every instance. Sometimes, the 
property is leased back for cattle grazing purposes. The 
amount of $103,000 is currently paid statewide in lieu of 
taxes to the various counties containing wildlife manage
ment holdings. Senator Yellowtail asked if t~at is an 
amount thc.t is comparable to a rancher assessment. Mr. 
Flynn replied that t~e department is assessed the same. Fire 
control assessment and weed control assessment are examples 
of similar assessments. 

Representative Schye closed by repeating the fact that he 
is a landowner, farmer and sportsman. The bill is important 
to remedy problems of farmers and ranchers closing land. 
Landowners must understand that the public needs access to 
public land. The state land :.s di.fferent frcm t~e Fish, 
Wildlife and Parks' land due to the fact the land does not 
have to be opened to the public. The Fish, Wildlife and 
Parks' land amounts to 233,000 acres which is three-tenths 
of one percent of the total land in the state. Federal and 
state mUltiple use cannot be compared. The state can make 
sure that multiple use is accomplished and the economy will 
be improved. The deer tags are not increased in number. 
The bi] 1 pu ts C~ cap on t.he number ·of- deer tags tha t can be 
issued. This is not a game damage bill and the bill addresses 
issues of adjoining land and lists responsibilities as well 
as enhancements of adjoining land. 

Senator Smith stated that executive action will be taken on 
Thursday, March 26, 1987. 

ADJOURNMENT: There being no further business to corne before 
the Senate Fish and Game Committee, the hearing closed at 
2:10 p.m. 
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Following recess, the committee reconvened at 7:45 p.m. this date. 

Senator Smith stated that common ground should be met to work 
out differences between opposing sides. The Committee is 
not at liberty to direct what should or should not be done, 
The committee recognized that the outfitting industry is 
im?ortant to the economy of Montana. 

~any outfitters have expressed concern in regards to the number 
of licenses received this year. Eighty-three percent ratio is 
the figure used as a success limitation amount, although some 
guides drew only a ten percent success limitation. 

Director Jim Flynn, Director of Fish, Wildlife and Parks, 
addressed problems created by the recent drawing. Director 
Flynn stated in 1982, Licences were sold begining on February 
17th and the licenses were sold out by June 14, 1982. The 
license sold for $275. Each insuing year, the time taken 
to sell all the licenses have been reduced. This year, the 
licenses sold out on the first day. The cost of the license 
is now $350. Causing much concern, individuals using the 
power of Attorney bought state licenses for a f~e. This 
stimulated the Department's action to cease selling licenses 
on a personal basis the day the licenses went on sale. The 
Department did not feel it appropriate the hunting licenses 
should be in the same category as Superbowl events. When 
the power of attone~ phased out, as well as walk-in sales, 
the Department changed the outfitting industry's normal way 
of doing business. The outfitting industry is dependent 
on the sale of licenses. In 1975 as a matter of policy, the 
state set a limit on licenses. Different kinds of licenses are 
available. If the state had an unlimited number of licenses 
for nonresidents, the problem would not be a factor today. 
To compensate for the loss of the industry licenses, the 
set aside program was established. The Department gleaned 
historical records to arrive at 5,600, bdsed upon historic 
use. Historic use data was derived at a time when the 
system was strictly voluntary in regards to whether a non
resident wanted to hunt with or without an outfitter. At 
arriving at the 5,600 figure, the Department took a three year 
average. The Oepartment anticipated a court challenge on the 
5,600 figure, so the Department attempted to obtain a reasonable 
figure. The set aside was put into effect, then a court challenge 
took place. The process underwent a judicial review. The court 
decided the system was fair and reasonable. In 1986, the first 
year of the set aside program, the system worked fairly well. 
The set aside licenses were not completely sold on the first 
day. The licenses sold out in a week. Evidently in 1986, a 
number of outfitters did not choose to use the set aside program, 
but opted to continue be part of the 11,400 pool. The system 
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was acceptable in 1986, but 1987 brought problems. The number 
of applications received from clients who wished to hunt with 
outfitters was approximately 7,700. The nonresidents were 
competing for the 5,600 set aside amount. As a result, 2,169 
hunters were unsuccessful. In the non-certified or non-outfitted 
categary, 16,381 applications were made. The quota was 11,400 
and 4,489 hunters were unsuccessful. The total application 
numbers was 24,158, while the total number of issued licenses 
was 17,000. The unsuccessful hunter numbered -7,158. The per
centage of the unsuccessful hunter was 29 percent. The depart
ment had more applications on hand than the number of licenses 
available on each drawing. It is obvious: No matter how the 
licenses are dispensed, current law directs that 7,000 people 
will not receive licenses. Approximately 30 percent of the 
hunters will not get licenses. Approximately 24,000 licenses 
were processed in 1986 and 1985. Every individual's application 
is considered on a first corne first serve application at present. 
In order to have people from Florida\~nd Idaho receive the 
same chance, the staggered mailing list has been devised. The 
U.S. Post Office have provided delivery dates for various 
distances, and the state office have complied with the mailing 
variances to provide fair opportunity for the ~:~nresident hunters. 
Many problems have been attributed to the unsatisfactory mailing 
system, even though some applications are mailed out the same 
day as it is received. Complete information must be provided 
on the application. The applicationG received on "day one" were 
20,000, which puts the process into a drawlng situatlon. The 
luck of the draw is the reason for the discrepancies among the 
outfitters. 

Director Flynn stated when the Department was making the decision 
concerning the set aside program, Consideration was made 
to guarantee a total amount or percentage of bookings was based 
on the outfitters' history. Director Flynn rejected the concept 
of guaranteeing a business a certain number of licenses. The 
Dapartment chose not to guarantee individual outfitters, but 
to guarantee the industry. Without ~ddieional licenses, based 
on the Department's experience over ~he past few years, there 
will be 7,000 unhappy, nonresiden~ not receiving licenses. 
A~ present, outfitters are concerned about the way the licenses 
are sold. The Department makes an effort to sell the licenses 
in a fair and efficient manner. 

Senator Smith asked for a better way of handling the license 
issue so there is more equity between all the guides and out
fitters. Smaller communities were hampered because air express 
was not available. 

Senator Severson questioned 6,700 permits received the first 
day. Of this amount, were 5,600 drawn on the first day on the 
luck of the draw. Flynn replied yes. 
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Director Flynn stated that all applications that arrived 
the second day of the draw were automatically rejected 
because no more licenses were available. Senator Smith 
asked if there is a way to complete the allocation task 
in a manner that would"prove to be more efficient. Direc
tor Flynn expressed approval of the set aside procedure. 
The issuance of the licenses could be made on a drawing 
basis, and a thirty-day-time-period could be established 
to included all mailed applications. 

Senator Yellowtail questioned Mr. Flynn about options that 
are available. Director Flynn discussed current legis~ation 
and addressed the 6,000 Deer-A licenses, as well as the 
combination nonresident licenses. Senated Yellowtail stated 
approximately 2,500 combination licenses would be available 
to the elk hunters, a figure that may be satisfactory for 
a couple of years. Since 1971, Montana has experienced an 
increase of 41% in the outfitting industry. The set aside 
policy has been justified. Senator Xellowtail stated appre
ciation of the Director's wisdom and ~ourage as exercised 
in the controversial decision making process. Eventually 
a conflict will arise between the number of non~esident hunt
ers versus the number of resident hunters. Dir~ctor Flynn 
stated that the State has managed the game resourse for 
ten years, and has used the 17,000 figure \vithout negative 
impact on the resourse. A figure of 5,000 could also be 
managed, but the future figures must be managed according to 
compiled data. Currently, the size of the industry must be 
addr2ssed because it is a multi-million dollar industry. 
The figures could be examined and reconsidered every "two 
years. 

Senator Severson stated the demand for the harvest of game 
is growing. According to Director Flynn, the size of the elk 
population is at an all time high, and the number of nonresi
dent elk hunters must be compared to resident elk hunters. 
If the number of nonresident elk hunters increase, the resident 
elk hunters would be affected accordingly. The number of 
residente1.k hunters in the state of Montana is 60,000 to 75,000. 

Smoke Elser stated that the success spread of the drawing runs 
from ° to 100%. The projected 20% loss ration would put one/ 
third of the outfitters out of business within two years. 
Many outfitters will go out of business this year because of 
the draw. The outfitters have not supported an allocation on 
an individual basis, nor have they sought a guarantee. The 
clients must be obtained, and then provided high quality 
service. 

Senator Smith stated that many outfitters have built an excellent 
reputation, but they have lost to the draw and may lose the 
entire business. Outfitter lose business when a client cancels 
because the other hunting partner did not receive a license. 
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Senator Jergeson questioned the outfitters that received heavy 
looses and asked if those applications arrived after the draw
ing took place. Elser replied that most clients were lost to 
the draw, although additional applications arrived too late. 
Mr. Elser stated that he lost two clients because of the mail 
service. Senator Jergeson asked Director Flynn what caused 
the variance to be so drastic. Mr. Flynn replied the percentage 
figures has cause the Department concern. Each applicant is 
issued a number. Then the numbers are put into the barrel to 
be drawn. 

Jim Kehr stated a straight drawing will not work statistically. 
If the drawing is done on a percentage basis, every outfitter 
would have the same success ration. Therefore every outfitter 
would get 85% success, would have ample time to compete with 
the mail service, and would have an opportunity to coup 85% 
of the applicants. The true law of supply and demand wo~ld 
rule. 

Senator Smith stated concern about the 1,069 applications that 
did not arrive on time to compete in the drawin~. Mr. Flynn 
stated the way to guarantee that the 7,769 have an equal chance 
is to have a drawing. A percentage approach would eventually 
cause problems because of overbookings. 

Ron Curtiss stated the outfitters would freely overbook clients 
if they could count on the 85% success rate. Curtiss explained 
that his hunting operation is based on a party of eight hUnters. 
Therefore, the quality of the hunt is in jeopardy. In 1982 
there were 613 Outfitters, and in 1987, there are 604 Outfitters 
in Montana. Other year figures are: 1983-563; 1984-563; 1985-588; 
1986-604. The increase has been in the area of the fishing
outfitters. Many Outfitters are not active. Mr. Curtiss ex
plained in the last year the industry was not restricted (1985), 
the industry served 7,694 nonresident hunters. In 1986, the 
industry served 7,763. The majority of the outfitters work on 
national forest land. Regulations state that the Outfitters 
need permits, but no additional p9rmits have been issued. 
National forest land and BLM land have strict regulations. 
Private land offers the only areas that may be obtained for 
hunting by the Outfitters. 

Senator Bengtson questioned Jim Kehr concerning studies on 
the growth of private land opened up to the nonresident hunter. 
Mr. Kehr stated that 56% of private land is now unavailable to 
resident sportsmen. The Forest Service has mandatory limits 
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on Outfitters because of the lack of hunting area. The 
action forces the Outfitters to seek private land. In 1986, 
$900,000 was spent by the Outfitters to lease private land. 
The trend will continue as long as Outfitters are guaranteed 
licenses. Mr. Kehr stated that equal percentages would solve 
the problem and give Outfitters equal success. 

Senator Smith asked for a show of hands of how many Outfitters 
present were late in the drawing process. Mr. Curtiss stated 
that there is not what of determining when the licenses were 
received in Helena. Senator asked the Fish, Wildlife and 
Parks Department to seek ways of giving every application 
a fair chance. Every applicant does not have access to 
Air Express or other fast mail delivery service. Again, 
Director Flynn stated the fairness of the drawing process. 
The 7,769 applications could be entered in the draw, and 
the due date could be extended so that all application 
would be provided ample time to arriv~. A tentative date 
of February 24th was given so that all applicants could be 
drawn together. 

Senator Smith asked for a show of hands of how ftany of the 
Outfitters attending the hearing were in favor of the present 
system. Nobody raised their hands. Senator Smith stated that 
the goal of the hearing was to work out a solution that is 
fair for everyone. 

Bert Herwertz stated that his property has a great number of 
game. Prior to 1982, there were no elk on his property, now 
there is over 300 head. Herwertz's son, an Outfitter, was 
very successful in the draw, but recognized that the neighbors 
were not as lucky in the draw. The neighbors are needed to 
drive the elk and deer back on the Herwertz' land. 

Smoke Elser stated that there are many Outfitters have sincere 
consciences and live up to the law. Those Outfitters would 
not overbook. Senator Severson asked Smoke Elser about over
booking. Elser asked the committee not to force the industry 
to be illegal by forcing overbooking by 50%, 20% or 10%. 
Overbooking is illegal by current law and constitutes false 
advertising. 

Senator Severson suggested to Jo Brunner to submit writtell 
testimony to the executive session that will meet on March 31, 
1987 concerning the Outfitters and Guides solution to the problem. 

Dale McNeill suggested that the licenses be issued by the day
use concept. Mr. McNeill expressed opposition to the extra 
6,000 extra out-of-state licenses that are designated in the 
legislation. 



SENATE FISH AND GAME 
March 24, 1987 
Page 19 

Senator Ed Smith stated that the discussion has proven to 
be beneficial to all in attendance. Time has been taken to 
throughly discuss the problems and energy is being used to 
find solutions that are agreeable to all concerned. Senator 
Smith thanked the audience for their participation and closed 
the public discussion hearing. 

SENATOR ED SMITH, Chairman 

" 
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Amendments to HB 535 (3rd reading bill) 

1. Title, line 7. 
Following: "ep" 
Strike: remainder of line 7 through line 9 

Jergeson 

Insert: "REVISING THE NUMBER OF CLASS B-lO NONRESIDENT 
COMBINATION HUNTING AND FISHING LICENSES AUTHORIZED FOR 
SALE; ~' 

2. Title, line 12. 
Strike: "6,000" 
Insert: "3,000" 

3. Title. 
Following: line 12 
Strike: line 13 through line 15 in their entirety 
Insert: "PROVIDING FOR ISSUANCE OF LICENSES TO APPLICANTS 
BY A RANDOM DRAWING; SPECIFYING THE USE OF THE ADDITIONAL 
LICENSE FEE REVENUE; AND" 

4. Title, line 16. 
Strike: "SECTION" 
Insert: "SECTIONS" 
Following: "87-2-504" 
Insert: "AND 87-2-505" 
Following: "MCA" 
Strike: remainder of line 16 through "DATE" on line 17 

5. Page 2, line 8 through 10. 
Strike: subsection (2) in its entirety 
Insert: "(2) The commission shall, after public hearing, 
establish the number of Class B-ll licenses that may be sold 
each year. The number may not exceed 3,000 in any license 
year." 

6. Page 2, line 11 through line 4 on page 4. 
Strike: section 2 in its entirety 
Insert: "NEW SECTION. Section 2. Issuance of Class B-lO 
and Class B-ll licenses. (1) Application for Class B-lO 
and Class B-ll licenses may be made to the department 
commencing on the first Tuesday of November preceding the 
year for which the licenses are issued. Except as provided 
in subsection (4), such licenses must be issued by a random 
drawing among all applicants to be held on the first Tuesday 
of the following December. 

(2) The department shall provide for party drawings 
for applicants so requesting, with not more than four appli
cants drawn together. 

(3) The names and addresses of successful license 
applicants must be made available to the public within 1 
week after the drawing. . 

C4} If the number of authorized licenses exceeds the 
number of applications received by the date of the drawing, 



the remaining licenses must be sold thereafter by the 
department in the order that applications are received." 

7. Page 4. 
Following: line 24 
Insert: "Section 4. Section 87-2-505, MCA, is amended to 
read: 

"87-2-505. (Effective March 1, 1986) Class 
B-10--nonresident big game combination license. Except as 
otherwise provided in this chapter, a person not a resident, 
as defined in 87-2-102, but who will be 12 years of age or 
older prior to September 15 of the season for which the 
license is issueD may, upon payment of the fee of $350 and 
subject to the limitations prescribed by law and department 
regulation, apply to the fish and game office, Helena, 
Montana, to purchase a B-lO nonresident big game combination 
license which shall entitle the holder to all the privileges 
of Class B, Class B-1, Class B-7, and black bear licenses, 
and an elk tag. This license includes the nonresident 
conservation license as prescribed in 87-2-202. Not more 
than iT7eee 20,000 Class B-I0 licenses may be sold in any 
one license year. 1I 

NEW SECTION. Section 5. Use of certain Class B-10 
and Class B-1l license fees. Fees from the sale of all 
Class B-10 licenses in excess of 17,000 and from the sale of 
all Class B-11 licenses must be used by the department for: 

(1) acquisition of conservation easements and leases 
for the purpose of providing wildlife habitat and public 
acces's to land; 

(2) management and development of land controlled by 
the department; and 

(3) any activities designed by the department to 
improve relations between landowners and sportsmen." 
Renumber: subsequent sections 

8. Page 5, line 4. 
Following: "instruction." 
Insert: "(1)" 

9. Page 5. 
Following: line 7 
Insert: "(2) Section 5 is intended to be codified as an 
integral part of Title 87, chapter 1, part 6, and the 
provisions of Title 87 apply to section 5." 

10. Page 5, lines 8 and 9. 
Strike: Section 6 in its entirety 

dc\am535jer 



Amendments to HB 535 (3rd reading bill) 

1. Title, line 16. 
Strike: "AMENDING SECTION 87-2-504, MCA;" 

2. page 2, line 8. 
Strike: "SIX THOUSAND" 
Insert: "Not more than 6,000" 

3. Page 2, line 9. 
S t r ike: " ARE" 
Insert: "may bell 

4. Page 2, line 11. 
Str ike: "Sale" 
Insert: "Allocation" 

5. Page 2, lines 12 through 20. 
Following: "licenses. II 
Strike: subsection (1) in its eneirety 
Insert: "(1) An applicant for a Class B-lO or Class B-ll 
license intending to hunt with a licensed outfitter or an 
applicant for a Class' B-ll license intendin9 to hunt with a 
resident sponsor on land owned by that sponsor shall so 
indicate on the application, and licenses must be allocated 
to such applicants in the same ratio that the number of such 
applicants bears to the total number of applicants. If the 
number of applications exceeds the number of licenses 
authorized of either class, the licenses must be awarded by 
a drawing in accordance with rules adopted by the commission 
to ensure the allocation specified in this subsection. 

(2) The commission shall provide for party drawings, 
with up to four applications drawn together, for applicants 
so requesting." 
Renumber: subsequent subsections 

6. Page 2, line 21. 
Str ike: "RESERVED II 

7. Page 3, line 16. 
Strike: "(2)11 
Insert: 11(3)11 

8. Page 3 and 4. 
Following: line 18 
Strike: line 19 through line 24 on page 4. 
Renumber: subsequent sections 



Amendments to HB 535 (3rd reading bill) 

1. Page 5. 
Following: line 7 
Insert: "NEW SECTION. Section 6. Coordination instruction. 
If House Bill No. 526 is passed and approved: 

(1) the fee provided in section 1 of this act for the 
Class B-ll license is increased from $175 to $200; and 

(2) $25 of the Class B-ll license fee must be used in 
accordance with section 2 of House Bill No. 526, and the code 
commissioner shall add the Class B-ll license and this amount to 
the list contained in section 2(1) of House Bill No. 526." 
Renumber: subsequent section 



HB 535 
March 24, 1987 

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

The department supports the concept of a block of nonresident 
deer A licenses to be set statutorily and available statewide. 
We support this additional block of licenses with the 
understanding that the additional revenues generated will be 
used for the acquisition of conservation easements, leases or 
fee title for wildlife habitat for the State of Montana. 

The department has concluded that at least 5,000 nonresident 
deer A tags could be issued annually on a statewide basis without 
creating a negative impact upon our deer resource. Attachment 
#1 illustrates the number of nonresident deer A and deer B tags 
issued by the commission in recent years. It should be noted 
that the deer A tags were available only in eastern Montana and 
have averaged 2,864 per year. Spreading a larger number over 
the ent ire state should have no measurable impact, as I have 
mentioned. 

The concept of a set aside is another which the department 
supports. Attachment #2 illustrates the pressure on the sale 
of the nonresident combination license. Even though the license 
has increased in price about 30%, the demand has resulted in 
all licenses being sold on the first day available. In reality, 
the demand has resulted in a drawing on the first day for all 
licenses. 

The earlier sell-out dates created some concern for those who 
rely upon the sale of the limited number of licenses. In an 
effort to address that concern, the department established a 
set aside of 5,600 nonresident combination licenses for those 
individuals wishing to use the services of an outfitter. 

In arriving at the number 5,600, the department used an average 
of past years' experience when nonresidents indicated their 
preference for utilizing the services of an outfitter. These 
past years' figures ran from a low of about 4,700 to a high of 
about 7,600. 

The establishment of the set aside was controversial and was 
challenged in court. Anticipating such a challenge, the 
department had used historical data to arrive at the number 
5,600, and thus had that data to provide the court. That 
information, plus the reliance of the outfitting industry on 
the issuance of the license, resulted in a favorable decision 
from the court. 

As a result, our support for the set aside is still in place. 



However, we are concerned with the inclusion in this legislation 
of a set aside for landowners. We have no bas ic problem with 
such consideration, since we have instituted that consideration 
for outfitters. We find, though, that we cannot justify a 
landowner preference as we have an outfitter preference. 

We have no historical data upon which to base the number 2,000, 
although we can assume that there is some activity in this area. 
We cannot measure an economic impact in this area, although we 
can assume there is to some degree. 

The subject of a set aside is no less controversial today than 
a year ago. Although the State of Idaho has recently enacted 
a set aside for outfitters into their law, we can expect that 
further challenge to the law may occur. In that event, the 
justification for a landowner-outfitter set aside is badly 
lackin g. 

We would suggest that a process be 
landowner-outfitters to begin to register 
activities with the department so we can develop 
Then a justifiable set aside can be arrived at and 

established for 
their hunting 
a use pat tern. 
relied upon. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I would call your attention to Attachment 
#3. We have received few applications since March 18, so this 
information fairly well reflects the 1987 licensing activity. 

As you can see, the total unsuccessfuls was 29.60%, 
unsuccessful in the non-outfitting category 
unsuccessful in the outfitting category. We had 
applications. 

with 30.40% 
and 27.91% 

24,148 total 

HB 535 provides additional licenses which will not negat ively 
impact our big game resource and which will ease some of the 
current pressure on our licensing system. It will provide 
additional revenue for wildlife habitat and we recommend its 
approval. 

In clos ing, Mr. Chairman, we have one final detail to br ing to 
your attention. The license sale procedure outlined in the bill 
contemplates a final drawing for the licenses shortly after April 
15. It will take us about 30 days to process these and get them 
to the successful applicants, which would be May 15. As our 
drawing deadline for special permits is June 1, the nonres ident 
wishing to enter these drawings will be pushed for time to make 
the June 1 deadline. We would recommend that the dates in this 
bill all be backed up at least a week to address this concern. 
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ATTACHMENT #1 

NONRESIDENT DEER LICENSE SALES 

NONRESIDENT DEER A LICENSE SALES: 

1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 

2111 3136 5076 2500 1500 

NONRESIDENT DEER B LICENSE SALES: 

1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 

2339 5372 25,145* 18,465* 6229* 

*includes first NR dear B $100 & second for $50 

~---



1982: 

1983: 

1984: 

1985: 

1986: 

1987: 

ATTACHMENT #2 

NONRESIDENT COMBINATION LICENSE SALES: 

STARTED SELLING 

February 17 

March 21 

April 2 

April 15 

February 10 

February 24 

SOLD OUT 

June 14 

May 16 

April 26 

April 22 

February 10 
(11,400) 
February 27 
( 5,600) 

February 24 
(both groups) 

PRICE 

$275 

$275 

$300 

$300 

$350 

$350 

EST. # OF TOTAL 
APPS. RECEIVED 

21,474 

24,148 

SENATE fiSH AND GAME 
EXHIBIT No.;I / "£'P(<)9-;r v--
DATE. ;. ')'- ;' <j -- () -/ 

B!lL f!O.~.L5' "'''--) <;-



I . • Attachment # 3 

NONRESIDENT APPLICATIONS RECEIVED Rev. 3/19/87 
IN 1987 

,.." CERTIFIED NON-CERTIFIED GRAND 
DATE APPLICATIONS APPLICATIONS TOTAL 

----------- ------------ ------------ ---------
February 24 6,700 13,608 20,308 
February 25 585 1,184 1,769 

• February 26 171 433 604 
February 27 107 412 519 
February 28 2 5 7 
March 2 97 373 470 
March 3 38 72 110 
March 4 21 52 73 
March 5 10 61 71 

• March 6 5 42 47 
March 9 19 55 74 
March 10 1 12 13 
March 11 1 27 28 
March 12 5 19 24 
March 13 1 6 7 
March 16 5 18 23 

, March 17 0 1 1 
March 18 1 1 2 
March 19 0 8 8 

Total 7,769 16,389 24,158 

Quota 5,600 11,400 17,000 

~unsuccessful 2,169 4,989 7,158 
% unsuccessful 27.92% 30.44% 29.63% 

I Licenses were put on sale February 24. 
6,700 applications were received the first day for the 5,600 quota. 
13,608 applications were received the first day for the 11,400 quota. 

-.,." 

• 

• 
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TESTIMONY IN FAVOR OF HE 535 

THE MONTANA OUTFTITERS AND GUIDES ASSOCIATION 

Senate Fish and Game Committee 
March 24, 1987 



OUTFITTING ECONOMIC IMPACT ON MONTANA 

Non-resident Hunter Spending In Montana 

Spending 
Category 

License & Permits 
Airfare 
Car & Gas 
Motel 
Restaurant Food 
Hunting Gear 
Gifts 
Taxidermy 
Groceries 
Meat Locker 
Tips 
Alcoholic Beverages 
Other 

Outfitter Fees 

Days Hunting Montana 

Per Day Spending 

Outfitters' Total Income 

Outfitted 
Hunters 

$424 
165 
161 
130 
100 

81 
70 
49 
52 
45 
44 
35 
15 

$1371 
1507 

$2878 

11 

$262 

Non-outfitted 
Hunters 

$424 
84 

249 
140 
121 
48 
58 
32 

126 
27 
16 
43 
23 

$1391 
0 

$1391 

16.1 

$86.40 

Outfitters' Income Respent In Montana 
$15,936,556.21 
$14,172,875.00 

Payroll 
Supplies/Equipment 
Interest 
USFS/BlM Fees 
Private Land Leases 
Stock 
Feed 
Vehicles 
Gas/Fuel 
Insurance 
Advertising 
Office 
Other 

Total 

OUTFITTER EXPENSES 
$ 2,677,745 

2,683,146 
518,857 
235,769 
903,780 
517,644 
806,914 

1,136,005 
1,285,546 

470,581 
806,137 
683,854 
734,028 

$14,002,282 

C. t -J,..r I;¥. {jq r ,-" 1/ 
MIlAn t~H AND GA. .~ 
£XHIBIT NO. ,;J.J 

" I ............ .--

DATs/f4 V /.-J ;2.. <'/' / q5 --, 
-~ BILL NO ... Non-outfitted~. 5: 

rJlfferEnce • • • 

o 
-$81 
+ 88 
+ 10 
+ 21 
- 33 
- 12 
- 17 
+ 75 
- 18 
- 28 
+ 8 
+ 8 

+ 20 
-1507 

-1487 

The total of all spending in Montana by Outfitters' Clients is: $34,434,658. 
This $34,434,658, because it is new dollars to the state, has a total effect 
on the Montana economy of $86,086,645. 

From "Economic Impact Of The Outfitting Industry On The State Of Montana" by 
Dr. Shannon Taylor and Dr. Michael Riley, Faculty of Business, Montana State 
University 
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LICENSE SALES 1987 

On February 24 of this year, the non-resident B-10 combination elk licenses 
went on sale. The outfitters were limited to 5,600 licenses and 7,763 outfitted 
clients applied for those 5,600 licenses -- 2,163 clients of outfitters did 
not receive licenses. Over one million dollars in deposits:(that is money 
that was already in Montana) is now returned out of state. 

The total loss to the outfitting industry is $3.3 million dollars. That averages 
out to a $10,500 dollar loss per outfitter. This means that outfitters will not 
be spending $2.9 million dollars at local grocery stores, gas stations, tack 
shops, sporting goods stores, etc. this year ($9,000 per outfitter in his local 
conmuni ty) • 

Outfitters will not be providing jobs for as many people this year either. 
Because of lost clients, at least 424 jobs are also lost. 

New dollars corning into Montana have a rollover effect as they are respent in 
our state. The total loss in economic activity this year will be at least $8.3 
million dollars. This loss has been devastating to the outfitting industry, and 
I'm sure you realize that our state's economic situation could use any help it 
could get this year. 

What would have happened if HB 535 had been in place this year? Outfitters 
would have licensed almost all of their clients, $11.3 million dollars of new 
money would have been dumped into Montana and that would have had at least a 
$28.3 million dollar effect on the state's economy. 

Please support HB 535 for a devastated outfitting industry and a desperate state. 
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SUPPORT INFORMATION FOR 6,000 DEER LICENSES 

Non-resident Deer Licenses Used In Recent Years ----
Non-resident Non-resident Non-resident Used in Total Deer 
Deer B7 Tags Deer B.8 Tags Deer Bl0 Tags East. MIT Tags Used 

1982 2,111 2,339 3,500 = 7,950 
1983 3,136 5,372 3,500 = 12,008 
1984 5,076 25,157 3,500 = 33,733 
1985 2,500 18,447 3,500 = 24,447 

z.s; t~ ~ 

Average for years 1982-1985 19,535 

HE 535 asks that 6000 of these (the new Bll license) be made available at an 
appropriate time and price to be used by licensed outfitters_'.clients..,.landowner._. 
outfitters' c.lients and other non-resident deer hunters· who plan their hunts in 
advance. . . .. . .. - .,,--. --------
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SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC IMPAcrS OF HB 535 
SENATE F.SH AND GAME 
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The top half of this graph shows the extra cash flow into Montana created by a 
set aside; the greater the outfitter set aside the greater the cash flow into 
Montana. (An outfitted hutner spends $1487 more in Montana than a non-outfitted 
hunter.) 

The bottom half of the graph shows the non-resident hunting days in Montana; the 
greater the outfitter set aside the less the hunter days in Montana. (An outfitted 
hunter spends 11 days in Montana compared to 16.1 days for a non-outfitted hunter.) 

." 
I 
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BILL NO.. JI(! ~)- ~ y 

FUTURE OUTFITTER 

Mr. Chairman, Senators of the committee. I live up by Kalispell, and I'm an 
outfitter -- or at least I hope to be one. 

Ever since I was 8 years old, I have not wanted to be anything but an 
outfitter, like my father. I have worked side by side with him at every oppor
tunity, learning everything he could teach me about our business. All through 
school I have taken courses geared toward increasing my business, mechanical 
and ranching skills with this goal in mind. In high school I spent four years 
in vocational agriculture classes and at the same time was active in Future 
Farmers of America. In my senior year I was awarded the FFA Chapter Star 
Agri-Businessman mvard for my work in outfitting and the raising of horses and 
mules for outfitting. I presently own 10 horses and 4 mules of my own 
that are used or being raised to use in()ur outfitting operation. 

I am now 19 years old and work full time with my parents in our business. I am 
at home in the backcountry, and I especially enjoy working with people and show
ing them the wonders of Montana's Bob Marshall Wilderness Area. 

After graduation from high school, some of my friends have had to leave Montana 
to find jobs. Outfitting is what I know. If I am unable to pursue this line 
of work in our family operation, I too may have to leave Montana. 

I pray you will pass HB 535 so I can stay with my family in the state I love 
doing the work I have been looking forward to and training for all these past 
years -- that of being an outfitter. 

Thank you, for the opportunity to speak to you. 

/?/~J/ ai IJ~·~I ~~~-----
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FAIRNESS 

You have heard the Wildlife Federation say that HB 535 is not fair because it 
favors one non-resident over another, and that they feel the only fair way to 
sell our non-resident licenses is on a drawing. 

Just who would a drawing be fair to? It's certainly not fair to outfitters; we 
would lose customers and income to a drawing. It's not fair to landowners who 
count on outfitters for income. It's not fair to merchants and farmers to whom 
outfitters pay $14 million dollars a year. In fact, a drawing isn't fair to 
any Montanan who would benefit from a stron~er Montana economy, because outfitters 
contribute millions of dollars to our state s economy. 

So, who is a drawing fair to? I'll tell you who it's fair to -- a non-resident 
that wants a cheap hunt in Montana, and it's fair to him at our state's expence. 

I 

I 
~,i 
II 

~ I',: 
;.: .. 

I don't believe your constituents sent you up here to be fair to all non-residents ,1 
at our residents' expence. , 

Speaking of being fair, how about fairness to outfitters? No other business in 
the state has a limit imposed on them as to how many customers they can serve. 
We outfitters do. The 17,000 licenses impose a limit on the prospective cus
tomers we have to draw from. If we are already limited as to the total number 
of customers we can serve, there certainly isn't anything wrong with putting a 
limit on the non-resident that says a certain number of them will be served by 
our state's outfitters. You see a set aside doesn't subsidize outfitters like 
some people claim, but merely allows outfitters, like all other businessmen, the 
opportunity to serve those that desire their services. 

Please support HB 535 in fairness to all Montanans, and for a stronger Montana 
economy. I 

!2~z,LJi t1u~ I 
~." .. 
ill II 

I 
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I'm a licensed Montana outfitter. My wife and I conduct 

guided packtrips deep into the Bob Marshall Wilderness, and have 

done so for 18 years. During those 18 years, we've been 

privileged to have many people return with us many times,;.::-~):>Ile ;fo:~> ,.~: 
, ' ..... 

nine years in a row, two for seven, others for six. As/far as! '. 

know, during our 18 years of providing a needed public service' 
~~~,~~,.~~: ; 

into one of America's largest Wilderness areas, there has neve'r\; 
.' . ;~-::(~1:~~t;~ ~~ ~"-;f:t!Jt¥;,if~;~·.~ 

been so much as one complaint lodged against thequali:ty~p~,~na: '~\:~ 

service. I'm justifiably proud of that record. ..····;~ii~~:0~'1it~"::: 
Nor do we·'have<an.·.~<~. 

, ",,:~t,\~ ;:;.~-!~{.;~~~;;~;(. 
opportunity to grow larger even if we wished, controlled:_as'.W~,,~"':': 

. ;~ :~~:;-)~~.~' :·}:'=W~:~~t~~:~~} :-. ~ .:" ",-. 

Ours is not a large outfitting business. 

are by the U.S. Forest Service. But our high quality "Mom ,&;~op".\-> 
'. ;':"": ;~'.~.f.~\~~1~·;:·?r~<~ ~ .. 

outfitting service is an ~~onomically marginal-one. without some' 

assurance that those non-re~ident hunters we~e come to love and 

depend upon and who love and trust us can obtain a license, ,our, 

lifetime work of high quality service cannot survive. 

There are those who'll te 11 you a lot tery system will weed· 

out the so-called "bad" outfitters, but that those with quality 

operations will survive. That, folks, is ridiculous self-serving 

poppycock and I'm confident anyone who's risen to your positions 

of public trust and confidence can readily determine the truth 

about HB535 -- that it is barely a subsistence level for yet 

P.O. BOX 1880 - COLUMBIA FALLS. MONTANA 59912 - Tel. (408) 892·5560 
1 
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another Montana industry still staggered by a national recession. 

I'd like to leave you with these words, taken from a recent 

issue of Reader's Digest: 

"They say a person needs just three things to be truly happy 

in this world. Someone to love, something to do, and something 

to hope for." 

I have someone to love -- my beautiful wife of 32 years who 

has worked shoulder to shoulder to establish our 18-year quality 

outfitting service. I have something to do. That is to continue 

our life's work -- our labor of love. I have something to hope 

for -- that the framework will continue to exist in Montana 

whereby a dream such as our s can a I ways be a credi t to you and to 

the Treasure State. 

Thank you. 

2 

, 
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OUTFITIERS AND LEASED LAND 

We have been hearing a lot about the leasing of hunting rights on private land, 
particularly in Eastern Montana. Some persons seem to think that most of 
Eastern Montana is leased up, and that there is "an outfitter behind every 
locked gate". Some persons have said that they oppose HB 535 because it en
courages leasing up land and therefore will reduce resident hunting opportunities. 

Let's look at some facts. There was a survey done last summer by Dr. John Lacey 
of Montana State University for the Montana Stockgrowers Association. The 
survey delt with the leasing of hunting rights and how the leases were handled. 
About 4% of the private land owned by stockgrowers was leased for hunting. Of 
that 4%, only 35% was leased to outfitters. That means that only 1.4% of the 
land o\IDed by stockgrowers was leased to outfitters --- 1.4% is a very insig
nificant amount. Our opposition, in previous testimony, has said they oppose 
HB 535 because it closes private land to their use. 

If you want to support the Montana Wildlife Federation in it's stand to tell 
landowners they don't have a right to lease their land or that landowners don't 
have the right to earn a living on the land they own in whatever way they see 
fit, then vote against HB 535. The Montana Outfitters and Guides Association 
has no intention of supporting any legislation that denies any Montanan of his 
rights as a landowner or any Montanan of his right to earn a living in Montana. 

Land leasing is not a problem caused by outfitters or a set aside of non-resi
dent licenses for outfitters' clients. Land leasing is more of a solution than 
it is a problem. It is a solution for the depressed economics of farming and 
ranching, a solution desperately needed for the livelihood of some Montana 
families. - --

Thank you for your support of HB 535 and Montanans' right to earn a living in 
Montana --- even if earning that living may occasionally infringe on someone's 
right to ~ on someone else's private land. 
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My name 

We are 

DATE. .3~;j-gz -
is Dick Klick, I represent the K Bar L Ranch ou~ lfi.!,gusta, Mont. H8~ 

a third generation family in the outfitting and dude ranching \ 

business. 

I stand 

We are the oldest and largest of its kind in the Northwest. ~i 
in favor of an outfitter allocation for nonresident licenses. 

However, as HE 535 is written, it WILL NOT accommodate the industry. We 

witnessed the failure of a like program on Feb. 24. The certification 

process failed to accommodate the needs of the outfitter. We are now 

committed to the fact that this fall's hunting season will be operated at a 

loss. We lose thousands of dollars at a time when the state is crying for 

revenue, economic growth and development. 

On Feb. 24, the Game Dept. started sending back thousands of dollars, 

dollars that were in hand, dollars that would not pollute our streams, our 

skies and are not plagued with the problems of gas and oil. 

We are prepared to turn Mont. into an arms depot, but it seems we can not 

allow a few people the privilege of coming to Mont. for a couple of weeks to 

hunt at a time when we are cutting education and every other agency in Mont. 

The failure to act on this problem will throw the outfitting business into 

economic chaos. 

We must increase the number of licenses to outfitters and issue an allotment 

to each outfitter based on his past 3 or more years booked hunters. We Must 

Put An Immediate Freeze On The Outfitting Licenses. 

The Wildlife 

against our 

talking about. 

Federation has two 

industry. Hmvever, 

young, very competitive ladies lobbying 

I have an advantage: I know what I am 

I do not knmv where these people are coming from. I can not 

believe a true Montanan would deny another Montanan the right to make a 

living, in these troubled times, when it is not effecting their means to 

make a living. 

Over the past 70 years my family has put countless time and thousands of 

dollars of personal funds into establishing the hunting and fishing industry 

in Mont. We feel Ive have a paid up equity in this business and only lvant 

,vhat is justly ours; the right to continue to ma]<e a living. On Feb. 16, 

Senator Baucus, in the Great Falls Tribune, says we must cultivate small 

business in Mont. We are a small business, but do not be deceived by the 

';lOrd cuI ti vate, if Ive go under, the govt. ,vill not buy our mules liJ<e the 

dairy COV1S, we will get no PIK program, no CRP program, or federal disaster 

payments. 

I can only hope that this committee will see fit to give us the legislation 

Ive need to survive in business. 

Than~c You 

!." .. ~ .. 

I 

I 
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Anchor land & livestock 
Chuck & Pam Rein 

DAT~~<A; eM 1'i8 1 
BILL NO. 1165:3,,<) 

To the members of the Senate Fish and Game Committee. 

My name is Chuck Rein. I am a rancher and a licensed 

outfitter from Melville. My family has been engaged in ranch

ing in the same location since 1893. 

In to days poor agricultural economy, diversification is 

the key to survival. A little over a year ago my wife and I 

decided that the outfitting and guiding industry offered more 

potential outside income and would fit our situation better 

than any other business. Of course living 35 miles from town 

and raising cattle on land that grows only grass and rocks 

tends to limit one's options. In 1986 we spent $23,146.79 of 

bbrrowed money for setup and operation of our camp. Nine indi

viduals and numerous businesses received compensation for 

services and goods rendered. 

Of the thirteen non-residents who wished to hunt with us 

and who applied for the B-l0 license only nine were successful. 

It is hard to make ends meet in any business when 30% of your 

clients are turned away because of state regulations. 

If our business is allowed to continue, and is not limited 

by restrictive state regulations, it will provide jobs and 

pump new money into the local, as well as state, economy. In 

my case, and I doubt it is an isolated case, two industries, 

agriculture and outfitting, depend on the availability of the 

non-resident big game license. 

As a rancher and a conservationist I have always appreci

ated the splendor of nature, wild animals included. Since 

becoming an outfitter I find myself practicing management 

, ., . 



techniques to enhance the survivability of game animals instead 

of cussing'them for the feed they eat and the hassles they bring 

during hunting season. 

The outfitters and guides request is reasonable. We do 

not ask for a guarantee to be in business, but rather the op-

portunity. If the licenses are available the competitively 

priced, high quality outfitting service will survive. As in 

any other business those who do not meet the competition will 

not survive. 

Please do not close the window of opportunity on this 

important Montana industry. I ask you to support H.B. 535. 

Thank you. 

SENATE FISH AND GAME 
EXH /'BIT NO ...... 7£=--.:.0'-Ll __ _ 

DATE' \ ~-dif -87 
CO-
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Duane Grey Spethman 
1300 ~ood Hill Ct. Missoula, MT 59802 406-258-6355 

Testimony on HB 535 

Senate Fish and Game Committee 
March 23, 1987 

Mr. Chairman and Senators: 
My name is Duane Grey Spethman. I live over the hill at Bonner. 
I speak as an individual and a Montanan in opposition to HB 535. 
My opposition comes from the belief that if enacted, the results 

will seriously damage our valuable wildlife resource. It will 
ultimately hurt the guides and outfitters. The non-resident 
hunter will lose and of greatest importance, all Montanans will 
lose. 

Here is how. Nowhere does this bill mention elk but elk are at 
the heart of it. This bill will effectively increase the number 
of non-resident elk hunters by 4000 to 6000. We have some of the 
best elk hunting in the nation but the quality is declining and 

will continue to decline. Two factors are causing the decline. 
One is security habitat loss, occuring every day, year in and year 
out. There is very little that we can do to stop that. The second 
factor is pressure on that resource, exactly like we are seeing 

/ 

here today. That pressure is going to increase more and more. We 
do have some control over that. 

The greatest single wrong we can commit is to stimulate more 

pressure on the elk. Why should we budget for John Wilson's 

Build Montana Program to enhance the states' image and then turn 
right around and tear down our image of quality recreation by 

depleting a resource? 

This bill creates elitism. This bill will promote descrimination 



Duane Grey Spethrnan 
1300 Hood Hill Ct. Missoula, HI 59802 406-258-6]55 

against Montana residents in favor of secured clients who enable 
outfitters to operate their businesses without free marketplace 
considerations. 

Is it possible that other factors are causing many of the problems 
in the outfitting business? Is it pertinent that the number of 

licensed outfitters has increased 41% since the 1970s? Please 
note that the number of guides has increased 88% since the 1970s. 

The outfitters aren't the only folks with less than ideal conditions. 
One of my best friends has come to Montana to hunt with me every 
year for the last 15 years. This year he didn't get his license. 

Montana is the best looking girl on the block. But by her nature, ~ 
she can't accomodate every man that wants her, be they my friend or 
an outfitters client. If she did accomodate every suitor, 11m 
afraid the good time wouldn't be a quality experience. And we 
would have lost our lady. 

Times are a changin'. We need to direct change for our well being. 
Not sit back and mourn our loss. Take charge Senators. I ask 
that you take care of our hunting resource .... because it is 
probable that others will not! 

Please oppose HB 535. 

SENATE FISH AND GAME 

EXHIBIT NO. <!f!;.fl,) ~ 
DATC : 5- ~ 
Bill NO._ /Ig 53 s= .. 
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• Bison: Oct. I-Sept. 30, 1989. 
• Deer, elk and bear archery: Sept. 3-0ct. 15. 

• 

Outdoors 
• Antelope archery: Sept. 3-0ct. 8. ' 
Season dates for this year call for deer and elk 

___________ :....-_______ ' hunting in most districts from Oct. 25 through Nov. 
The 2,550 non-resident deer licenses authorized ,29 and antelope hunting from Oct. 11 to Nov. 8. 

by the commission are in addition to the-.17,OOO The seasons for moose, bighorn sheep, mountain 
combination permits for out-of-state hunters -man- goat and black bear will be Sept. 15 to Nov. 29. 
dated in state law; There were 1,500 additional "A" The spring turkey season for this year starts 
tags issued last year and 2,500 in 1985, said Ron April 18 and continues through May 10 and includes 
Aasheim of the state Department of Fish, Wildlife portions or all of 26 counties: Big Horn, Carter, 
and Parks. Chouteau, C~ster, Dawson, Fallon, Fergus, 

Under the proposal" adopted by the commission, Flathead, Garfleld, Golden Valley, Granite, McCo-
200 deer tags would be available in each of four fish ne, Musselshell, Powder River, Pondera Powell 
and game regions - I, 2, 3, 4 and 6. Five-hundred Prairie, Ravalli, Richland, Rosebud, Sande;s, Toole: 
licenses would be offered in Region 7 and none in Treasure, Wheatland, Wibaux and Yellowstone. 
Region 5. In addition, 150 licenses for whitetail deer The year-round bison hunting season, which 
only would be issued in each of the seven regions. normally begins July 1, will start Oct. 1. Aasheim 

Arnold Olsent'head of the departrnent's--wildlife- said the change will allow the department to conduct 
diy,ision, said public-hearings across the state showed its drawing for bison license applicants in Septem-
"overwhelming opposition" .. to ,the -plan. -.MThere ber, rather than in April when the agency is busiest. 
simply is no public support for it.~l...be told the com- The bison season was implemented in ,1985 to 
.mission. _ handle the animals wandering from the northern 

But Commissioner Don Bailey argued that such edges of Yellowstone National Park. 
public attitude has always existed toward issuing ad- ,This year's grizzly season, which begins Oct. I 
ditional out-of-state licenses. . and ends Nov. ,29, is supplemented by an April 15-

, Here ~re the the 1988 general hunting season Sept. 30 season to handle bears causing damage 
dates set by the commission, although some districts along the Rocky Mountain Front. 
will open and close earlier or later: The regulations limit the number of grizzlies that 

• Deer and elk: Sept. 15 through Nov. 27 can be killed by any type of human activity this year 
(backcountry) and Oct. 23-Nov. 27 (general). to 14: But the hunting season will end as soon as six 

• Antelope: Oct. 9-Nov. 6. female grizzlies are taken. ' 

1972 
Outfitters 470 
Guides 662 

1978 
Outfitters 4T9 
Guides 720 

1984 
Outfitters 563 
Guides 1086 

NUMBER OUTFITTERS AND GUIDES 
LICENSED PER YEAR 

1973 1974 1975 
456 449 413 
739 612 550 

1979 1980 1981 
---- --430- '---481-- ----531 ----

720 773 851 

1985 1986 [" q 't 7 <t~,,~ 
588 604 !:>-'~ i"l"",,~ 

1276 1202 

'-,-' -, '. c 

\ {f I [' ~ 

-""I \,",,' r::. r / •• t-

. . '.' ,. : ,.~, -. , 

1976 
404 
531 

1982 
----613 

1018 

/ . -. 

1977 
389 
588 

1983 
564 

1004 

':J 
... 'l '. \ 
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The purpose 01 this questionneire is to delermine how 
you. Ihe elk hunter. Ihink our elk herds should be managed. 
This survey is nol funded or supported by any federaf or 
slate agency. nor is it associated with any outfitter's group 
or environmental organization. 

1. When you are out elk hunting. you come across a 
large 6 point bull elk and a spike bull standing together on 
the same hillside. Which elk would you shoot? 

~6pointbull 
o spike bull (assuming that it is legal to shoot spike buils 

where you hunt) 

2. A bull elk must usually be 5 to 7 years old before he 
can grow a heavy 6 or 7 point trophy rack. Generally. the 
older the bull elk. the larger are his anllers. Do you realize 
that age is the most ,mportant factor in producing trophy 
elk? 

~es. I knew that. 

o No. I did not know that. 

3. Of the bull elk aged at check stations. in the Elkhorn 
Mountains south of Helena. 84% were yearlings (spikes). 
12% were 2'12 years Old (small 4 and 5 points). 4% were 
3'12 year. old (small 6 points).and no bull elk otder than 4 
years were harvested. This means that there are probably 
no Old. trophy bulls in the entire 2.0QO.head Elkhorn Moun
tains elk herd. This situation is not unique to the Elkhorns. 
00 you realize thai many of Montana's elk herds contain 
few old age. mature trophy bull elk? 

iii!'Ves. I knew that. 

o No. I did not know that. 

4. Do you like our current elk management system that 
produces mostly spike and rag horn bulls or would you 
preter a management system that produced more larger 
bull elk? 

o I support present elk management. 

e'i prefer a system that would produce a higher propor· 
tion of older mature bull elk. 

5. The number of mature bull elk can be increased by 
either increasing the overall size of Montana's elk herds, 
by restricting the harvest or a combination of both. In Mon· 
tana the total number of elk is regulated by the available 
winter range. Fifty percent of Montana's elk winter range is 
privately owned and IS nol managed to produce the max
imum number of elk. By buying critical elk winter range 
from willing .. tier. our elk herds would then be able to in. 
crease. Do you favor the Department 01 Fish. Wildlile and 
Parks purchasing additional winter range and managing 
those areas as elk habitat? 

W"yes. I favor more state owned elk winter ranges. 

o No. I do nt>t support state ownership 01 more elk 
winter range. 

8. It take. money to buy needed elk w,nter range. Would 
you support an increase In the cost of your elk hunting 
license ,I that additional money was used lolely to purch
ase elk winter range? 

~Yes. I would support an increase In the elk license tee 
10 be used only to buy Critical elk winter range. 

o No. I would not support any oncrease ,n the cost 01 an 
elk license. 

7. Assuming that you favor an Increase In the elk license 
fee to purchase elk winter range; how large an Increase 
would you support? 

0$2 

~$5 
~$tO 
o more than $10 

o I do not support any fee increase to buy elk winter 
range. 

S. The number of mature bull elk can also be Increased 
by restrlct,ng the harvest. This would allow more bull elk to 
live to an older age when Ihey Will have grown Into larger 
trophy animals. However, harvest restncllans In all 
likelihood would decrease the lolal number of bullS killed 
In anyone year. Would you support harvest rsstncllons 
that were deSigned to prOduce older age, larger bull elk? 

32 

~Ves. I would support the needed harvesl restrictions. 

o No. I would not support any harvest restrictions. 

9. Assuming that you lavor some type 01 harvest rest ric· 
tion designed to allow more b~1I elk to live to older age. 
which would you lavor: 

~ Branch antlered bulls only (spikes would not be legal). 

o 5 point or bener. 

o 6 point or beller. 

o I do not favor any harvest restrictions. 

10. The harvest of bull elk can also be restricted by adop
ting a limited quota. permit only license system s,milar to 
the one already used by Montana to control the harvest of 
cow (anterless) elk. Colorado recently went to 'such a 
system in .elected hunting dl.trlct. (not the enllre state). 
If a hunter drew one 01 those permits. he would then have 
a much greater chance of harvesting a trophy elk. Under 
such a system. sportsmen without a special trophy permit 
would still be able to hunt elk in other management units 
under general season regulations. 

It!'"'ves. I would lavor a permit only system for hunting 
trophy bull elk in lelected hunting unll •• 

o No. I do not favor the establishment 01 permit only 
trophy elk hunting units. 

11. Some people have suggested that all elk hunting in 
Montana should be by limited entry permit. Under total 
perm,t only system. all elk hunters would not be allowed to 
hunt elk every year. Under such a system. a person would 
be able to hunt elk only once every 2 to 3 year •. Do you 
support this. idea? 

o Yes. I think all elk hunting in Montana should be by 
permit only. 

~ No. all elk hunting should not be by permil only. 

Several states have adopted other types of elk hunting 
regulations that are all designed to reduce hunting 
pre .. ure on bull elk and thus enable more bull elk to live 
long enough to grow into mature trophies. Questions 
12·18 ask your opinion on possible changes in Montana's 
elk hunting regulations. 

12. Montana presently has a 5 week long rifle hunting 
season. If the hunting season was shorter. more bull elk 
would survive 10 grow into larger sized animals. However. 
cutting one week oH of Montana's present 5 week season 
would not decrease the elk kill by the predicted 20% 
because hunters who would have hunted during the week 
that waS cut from the season Will simply shiM their hunting 
activities to earlier in the season. Montana's present 5 
week elk season would have to be reduced to around 2 
weeks to allow Significantly more bulls to live to older 
trophy age. How long do you think Montana's elk hunting 
season should be? 

~5 weeks, I like the present season. 

o 4 weeks. 

o 3 weeks. 

o 2 weeks. 

o 1 week. 

13. Montana's present general nile elk hunltng season 
runs from the end of October to trle end of November 
when heavy snows often make bull elk extremely susceptl' 
ble to hunting. If the general hunting season were opened 
earlier and closed earher more bull elk would survive to 
become larger animals. Should Montana change 115 hunt· 
ing season? 

o Yes. I would support a October 10th to November 
10th general elk hunting season. 

~NO. I like Ihe present October 25th to November 25th 
elk hunting season. 

14. To reduce hunting pressure on bull elk, some states 
have adopted a split season In which de.r lind elk cannot 
be hunted at the same lime. Should Montana adopt one 
season tor deer and a dlHerent season tor elk? 

o Yes, I favor haVing one hunting season lor elk and a 
dlHerent season tor deer. 

~NO, I like the present combination deer and elk 
season. 

15. Another technique that some states use to reduce the 
hunting pressure on bull elk is to divide the season into 
two parts-an early season and a late season. Under this 
system a hunter could hunt elk in the early season or the 
late season. but not both during the same year. Should 
Montana implement this type 01 regulation? 

o Ves. Montana's general elk season should be divided 
into an early and late season and sportsmen would 
have to hunt elk in one or tha other but not both. 

fi!! No. Montana should not divide the general elk season 
into two parts. 

18. To reduce hunting pressure. in soma states a hunter 
cannot hunt both deer and elk in the same year. Under this 
system you could hunt either elk or deer every year or elk 
one year and deer the next, but nevsr both in the same 
year. Should Montana sportsmen be limited to hunting 
only deer or only elk? 

o Ves. I support limiting hunte .. to either a deer or an 
elk tag but not both in one year. 

~ No. I like the present system where I can hunt elk and 
deer every year. 

17. In Montana. most anterless elk hunting IS by permit on. 
Iy. Under present regulations. a sportsman who draws a 
speCial elk permit can also hunt bull elk in Ihe general 
season if he has nol filled his speCial permit. To reduce 
hunting pressure, some stales make anterless or special 
elk perm,t holders hunt elk only in the season spec,hed on 
their permit. Under this system. the holder of an anterless 
permit can only kill an anterless elk in the specific hunttng 
distnct on hiS permit; he Clnnot hunt in the general elk 
season. Should Montana adopl Similar regulaltons? 

~Ves. special elk perm' I holder. should only ba allowed 
to hunt the type of elk specified on their permit. Permit 
holders should not be allowed to hunt in the general 
season. 

o No. perm,t holders should also be allowed to hunt in 
the general season. 

18. In Montana. a bow hunter can hunt elk during the bow 
season and if he is unsuccessful, he can also hunt elk dur
ing the general fltle season. To reduce hunting pressure. 
some states require elk hunters to hunt in either the bow 
season or 1he gun season but not both during the same 
year. Should Montana develop similar regulations? 

(iilf'ves. Montana needs to develop regulations limiting 
all bow hunters to bow season only. 

o No. unsuccessful bow hunters should be allowed to 
hunt dUfing general nfle season. 

19. In 1984. more than 81.000 hunters applied for just over 
19.000 speCial elk permits (maInly anterlass elk and late 
season hunts~. Thus. the oddS of drawing a special elk 
permit were 4 to 1. Under present regulations. a sport. 
sman whO IS lucky enough to draw a special elk permit one 
year can apply aga,n next season. Some people have sug. 
ges1ed that thiS IS not fair and that special permit holders 
should have to skip a year or more before being allowed 10 
apply aga,n. What do you thonk? 

o Ves. I like the present system where a special elk per. 
mit holder can apply again next year. 

@'NO, I don't thiOk our current system is faIr. I feel that a 
spec,al elk perm,t holder should have to wa,t belore 
apply,ng aga,n. 

o Wait one year. 

e"" Wa,t 2 years 

o Wa,t 3 years 

o Wa,t 4 years 
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EDUCATION - CONSERVATION 

AFFILIATE OF NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 

MONTANA 
WILDLIFE 

FEDERATION 

Working to maintain 
quality hunting 
and fishing in 

Montana 

P.O. Box 3526 
Bozeman. MT 59715 
(406) 587-1713 
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THE WEALTH OF THE NATION IS IN ITS NATURAL RESOURCES 



THE PROBLEM 

L The pIesent system doesn't work. 
A. Handled in a rush through the U.s. mail 
B. Does not provide enough time for outfitters to e1fective1y book their hunts. 

2. Encourages the leasing of private land for outfitting which locks out the 
RESIDENT SPORTSMAN. 

Example #A 

Example #B 

MT. STATES U.S.A. 

Montana outfitters spent $900,000 to lease land in 1985 (MOGA 
study). 

3. Leasing closes off access to the public lands. 

There are about 23 million acres of public land, 
mostly east of the Continental Divide in Montana. 
Over 13 mUlion of these 23 million acres, or about 
56%, are legally inaccessible to the public land 
user. Come join PLAAI and help us develop a 
program for obtaining reasonable access to these 
public lands. 

I 
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I 
4. Creating special classes of people to compete for non-resident licenses. 

RETURN COMPLETED APPLICATION TO: ~I 

ID ........ ... 
MONTANA DEPARTMENT OF FISH, WILDLIFE & PARKS 

,...----------.. 
01 0206578 

~::~ (Ollie. U .. Only) 

FII •• 

(Ollie. U •• Only) 

SPECIAL LICENSING 
1420 East Sixth Avenue 

Helena, MT 59620 
(406) 444.2950 Pho.IO COp I •• Aee.p~abl. 

I 
a=;;;:;;;;;;;;;;:;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;19;;;;;;8=7;;;;;;($=3=50=)=N=O;;;;;;N=R;;;;;;E=S=1 D;;;;;;E=N=T=BI=G=G=A=M;:;;;;;;;;;E=C=O=M=B=I=N=AT=I=O=N=L=I=C=E=N=S=E=A=P=P=LI=C=AT=I=O=N;:;;;;;;;;;;:;;;;;;;;;= I 

Flrll Nam. Mlddl. InlUal 

I , ,.., ,. ','.:: 11", :. ,. 11\'·11 
D S~r~1 Add~es. or BOX .. NO. . • 

I 'I I I " I' II I I I I I 
; City '. . 

I' . , . 
- .,' .j':·"··1 .( , .... :, ,., , I 

Pi •••• X .pproprllte box (on. only) 
E! Sex . . ; D ~es 

C Mal. . 0 BK·Black o F.mal. CJ BL·Blu. 
CJ BR·Brown 
CJ GN-G,.en 

"0 GR·G.IrI.'r---
CJ HA·Hazel 

, . I I 

, , , 

t! Weight 

I I I 

Last Name 

I I I I 
I I 
Zip Cod. , , I I I I I 

PLEASE NOTE: 
Steps 1·8 are MANDATORY In order I.~ 
for your application to. be processed. " 

Phon. Numb.r . 

L..-Jli..-J'---JI-I ... --,-' ---' -' ...1.1--,-,_" ...LI~'..J) 
[!. Height t'! Hair e Oat. 0'· Birth . 

I Ie I 0 BO·Bald 0 BR·Brown *1' .' 1 I'· Ii 
L.. _~ __ -...L--'. 0 BK·Black G GR-Gr.y· . , , . , ,~ 
fl..... 0 BL·Blonde 0 R[)'R.d .. 0 CAY YEAA _ '* . ,. NONRESlDENT.llHW.\I MUST SU.lllT W,tW' ~II "" ....... ". • 

LICENSE A"LICATIONS. A CEIITIfICATI VEIIII'YINQ HI oA sRi RU 
COMPLETED A COUIISIIN THE SAFE HANOI.INQ 0' FlllEARMS IH ANY STATI Oil PROVINCE. l!I 

All Itat.m.nta on this 'orm are true and correct. I understand thai If I D I 
lubscrlb. to any fals. Itatement In this application that I am subject to -::S:-:-:'G::-:N:-:-A:-::T:::-U:::R-::E-::O:-:F:-:A:-::P:-:P~L""':-::":"A':":N=T-~W~R':":IT:-::E---::O~O~N~O~T-P-R-'N-T 
criminal prosecution. . .... 

o 

~ OJ SENA Tf FISH AND G{. .. J 
~ 'OHIBIT No.l2-,J ~M \3. 

DATE- 3-dLj-g 7~-
BILL NO._ IIi3 ::;-3 s-- I -'-



5. H.B. 535 is already outdated 

One of the main purposes of a set aside is to allow outfitters to book ahead 
and be guaranteed a license. 

1985 - Outfitters had 5,200 guided combination licenses with NO SET ASIDE. (law 
of supply and demand) 

1986 - FIRST DAY OF ACCEPTING APPLICATIONS 

Non-guided hunters had 12,059 applications for 11,400 tags - DRAWING 
Guided hunters had 4,380 applications for 5,600 tags -100% success 

1987 - FIRST DAY OF ACCEPTING APPLICATIONS 

Non-guided hunters had 13,607 applications for 11,400 tags - DRAWING 
Guided hunters had 6,700 applications for 5,600 tags - DRAWING 

BOTH GROUPS ARE NOW IN A LOTTERY!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! 

The percentage chance of success in 1987 for an outfitted hunter to draw a tag is 
83.5%. 

The percentage chance of success in 1987 for a nonguided hunter to draw is 83.7%. 

aB. 535 HAS NOT PROVIDED THE OUTFITTING INDUSTRY THE ( 
GUARANTEED PERMITS BECAUSE dtw-AAd ¢ ~ 0f ' 

REAL ECONOMICS 
OF COMBINATION LICENSE 

To go from 5,200 permits (1985 - law of supply and demand) to 5,600 permits (HB 
535) 

5,600 permits - HB 535 
5.200 - Based on 1985 figures 

400 additional permits 

400 x $1,487 (difference between guided and non-guided hunter expenses 
according to M.O.G.A.) = $594.800 

The ABSOLUTE MAXIMUM economic benefit to tlns state from H.B. 535. 

!fyou ac~ount for negative impact - poor feelings, vacationers, etc'6!R-Rrt~H AND Gr. 
Impact Wlll be a loss of revenue. /, / 

EXHIBIT NO . .L<7-~_4_ 
DATE '>1~d.if-8 __ 

3 Rill NO 



SUMMARY H.B. 535 

GOOD POINTS? 
1. A possible economic benefit of $594,800. .. 
2. Possible stabilization of an industry that has not shown a need for 

stabilization. 

OOHER POINTS 
1. Rubber stamping a system that has already shown itself to be outdated and 

ineffective. Do you have the time to renegotiate the numbers every year??? 

2. Creation of special interest groups that will constantly push for their 
interests. What is fair??? Where do non-resident landowners, elderly, young, big 
landowners or small landowners fit in??? 

3. Tarnish our image. Showing favoritism builds Montana? 

4. Diminish tourism. 

5. Promote poor landowner - sportsmen relations. 

6. Provide impetus for an ACCESS TO PUBLIC LAND war. 

7. Diminish economic growth opportunities. Everyone will be so busy jockying 
for position that no one is going to work on the real problems of developing our 
recreational potential for everyone's economic benefit. 

SENATE FISH A~lj Sr~.~E ~ 

EXH:BIT NO.~~~ __ j 
DATE 3 -cd g - (;-~7,---_ 
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'l'H~ ~ULU'l'lUN 

NO SET-ASIDES, EVERYONE DRAWS BASED ON 0/0 

% applications 
in each group = 

% permits available for drawing 
in each group 

THE % OF SUCCESSFUL APPLICANTS FOR EACH GROUP WILL BE 
EXACTLY THE SAME • 

<0\ ~OD 

O/c") 
C. \-\ h H c.~~ r.. r-
Sue c.~~ :_: 

----------+----+----- ----------t------t---------

\ \ \ '-\ 0') 
-------------r-----+-----+-------r--------~--------

-~------------.-----.--- .. -- ... --_ ... _._--- .... -. __ ._--._- --------+----------

---------- .. _ ..... ---_._ .. - ----.. ----- .. -- -. _._.- _ .. _--_ .. _--_. __ ._ .. __ ._._--,----------

• 
-------------4--~ .. ~--.---- ------.--~------+_-__ --------

• 

• '----------4----I-------+------.---t------t---------



~~; .. , 

"1 .. l./ .!tll 80 °,1- a/a • //l ffJ;/ If "if l.:1o\Q c:.IiI'.Nc..e. °1 
_ .. ... -

./~./'- 0' of q-& ~ J.,BlL/il q o~.::; ,:,~c..e S S 
-'._. _. -.. 

j 
~'S"o ss~o S'150 !>o ~o c::'u~~e.o ~\ooo 

I t1 

~().v - G:,u \ C)e.o 1,000 ~5~o ""3';°0 S'1 Sd ca~O/o 
!lI -
I ~t..)~o~" ... o\)~ ~~ t\ "t.-:. \S% ~S50 ,~~o '3.000 \ --; °10 

__ ......... _._ a. ______ _ ... __ .... -...... --"'-'._'. .. . . -.--.. ------.. - -.--.---- ._ . 
i 'O~o ~(,% 
.~-

\..J\N~O\.ut-.le..(' d.,CX::O \ 00/0 \~OO 
................ _----. _ .. -........ -... .... _ .... -."- .... ~-- .. -.... _ ...... --_ .. -_.---_. 

~~ 

\,"\ f\..N ~.\ '-'" 0 ~ D 

Ci'S ~O 
1?J 

~ "0 \ ero \'10 iii 
., .-- .... _----

$~ 

l"\ 0 .. ~% 
' ~ 

f\ ~c l"\e. ~ ~oo y \ °10 \ °10 .,. . .;, 

, 
\ % \"10 i~ '!Ie i "\-..)"Z.l... ,-e.. "oo"'tet. (" 'aoo \ % 

------
~N- ~e.S\M?~ 

400 d% 0-/0 
~'-\O .~\~ ~ 

if 
~~OUl~(' 

~ 
I 

., 

, 

r.\a4atl O~ ~ tJ\\),)~ 
'C:..\ \) ~ '-'-~ 

SENATE FISH AN;; ·~).ME . _. 

EXHIBIT NO. a -~_7f 
Di\ TE 0 ~.;>. ~/---~ ., ~ 
BILL rw. ffi3-S35" I 



• 
, 

~ .... ~ ~ ,~ g rs c
/ it. 

~ 0 t/J 
I( .S' 4. ;.- <L CU t.I V7 ~ 4J: C 

• /$aJ 0./.1 0 J' ./ &.~ S ~ c..~~NC. E. 
~ ;- D.. q" '. &I ,.2 Cl:'" '. ...:> ~ ~O ~ e. ~.¥ ~~i.JI-0 S~<.~~~S ~ 

£. .. 
V< q, 0 r:. oJ 

.. . .-- - . .~_ .• <;Z' ~. . 

C::>U~~e.O \() .000 ~OO/o SOcrO ~JSOC 'S~ .. 
L. 
~()" - bU\ Oe.O L\,OOO 6.00 dO c/o ""3 }'"\OO ,~ °/0 

. 
~t..)~O~I''' O\)"'tl::t\-t.-:., ~,ooo l 0 °/0 \00/0 \,100 fir. o~ 

II. ._--_ .. - -'-- .. ~--.. . _. __ .... - ....... --.----
"c' l.J:\ ...,~ O\IJ ..., e.. C' ~,a.DO \ \ 0/0 , \ eta \,~10 ,r. ·"0 i. .. -... -. ~ _._---- f- .. - .. _ .. _ •.... - .. .. . ... 0_'_'." -'- -----_.-.. _-- _._ .. -

\""\~~\ <:..J'.Q~ D 
~oO \~ \ 0/0 \')0 ,IS. Ole 

i ., -
~e..<:..~e.~ '-tC0 ~ 0/0 ~ 0/0 ~'-\o ,~ D4 

1-
1< ( 

~'V'Z. z.. \..e.. \..o~()~ r '-100 d... 0/0 ~ 0/0 ~L\D ,~ o~o 
t. 
~'; 

\.:)o~ - ~ e. $'\ o~""'" .. 1500 0/0 L\, 01
0 lo<tO 4i~ 0/0 ~~O'-ll~(' L\ 

. 
> 

~ 
III , SENATE FiSH At . ";IlE 

EXHIBIT NO. a.~.g-
~Ql 000 t\ ~~'-\c.J\AJ\c::, 

E~.~OM- ~b.'a r,)'-

• DATE ,-2 .;J±~ r; ___ 

~u~~N~ :!935: 

, .. • • 

~t.ote.. C \l.)\.'t~ ~4! ~Pt1· 
c..o1-\es 



• ,..,,~ 

• ;{; ".i' .r! //' laic % -. 
• J Ii 0.,- ~ .j'" ~ ~l r ,I ~-.~ 0\° c.. ~ t\ Nee. 0 

~ go, 01 J 0,/ 0 tJJ ?'~ . _/./~.</ g.Of./~·_~l;a./mJ_?':l<:c:.ess i 
- .~. .. 

~S% ~rs% ~Dao ~lo. to ~o J 10,500 
.' 

c:'u;()to I 

~ 0'" . G:,\,J \ ae, 0 IO,~OO ~S0 ~t;o/v '1,ODO ~lD.lo Q/o I 
. 

t..J\ t.) ~Cl~"" ou"t c:: t\ ~ -:. 4,500 \ src:, l~ 0/0 3.000 lo~.lo % I 
---------_'.-__ 0. _._._---- ...... _----1--

~ "'~ CN.J t.J e. C' ~IOOO \0% to % cllOOO l>~ .~ c/D i r. 

.. -.-.~ .'._----- r- .• -.-.• --. -..... .. . ..• "-' _ ...... -'- _._-_ ... _- r----- ..•. -

\,"\~~'\ t..1'.Q~ D '?In \ 0/0 
\ % 'd.oO to ~. to'C/vil 

~ 

.. -
~~(,,~e.~ 7:£:D: \ 0/0 \ 0/0 'cl.OO L,~. ~ olD 

-:-t. 
300 \ % l C/o caC() it, to . to 0 

• . \ ~ 'Z. l:.. '-e.. \..<:>I't CIt, ('" 

~N - ~ eo S\ o~"'"'" 
~~O'-\l't (' 

loCO 

, 

~QJOOO 
Ar~?-\CJ\~~ 

--

ca 0/0 ~OID 
°1 " 

4CO l.c ~. ~ PIc) 
I ' " 

~ 

~ SENATE FISH AND C :E jl 
oao c&!Y 'T NO. /;2. ~~ 

.\ DA~ 3-:;77- . Z 
\"f\ ~l NO. 5 7'""" I 

E " ... ,.... ~~\DS ~"1\\."'1 CI 

~O w-."tt~t.. ~~,. "'~ ~ 
6~ ?~khS Pf"~\ \...~C\U! .. Of" 

~ O~ ~ t~~\C.~tJ't~ 
~ 



RETURN COMPLETED APPLICATION TO: 

~ I 0 ... R."I"d 

MONTANA DEPARTMENT OF FISH, WILDLIFE & PARKS 01 0206578 
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SPECIAL LICENSING 
1420 East Sixth Avenue 

Helena, MT 59620 
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File # 

(Ollice Usa Only) 

Photo Cop los Accoptable 

1987 ($350) NONRESIDENT BIG GAME COMBINATION LICENSE APPLICATION 

• First Name Middle Inilial 
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1'\ I' I I I II I I 
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I ~ ·1' .j; ,',,' I I.' : I 
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E! Sex ,; EJ Eyes 
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, 0 GR·G'., ..... y--
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Last Name PLEASE NOTE: 

I 

I I I 

[! Weight [! 
1 I 

Steps 1·8 are MANDATORY In order 
for your application to, be processed. 

I I Phone Number Zip Code 

I ,---,--,---,1-1 I . I 
Height [J Hair ~ Date of· Birth , 
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LICENSE APPLICATIONS, A CERTIFICATE VERIFYING'HE OR SHE HAS 

COMPLETED A COURSE IN THE SAFE HANDLING OF FIREARMS IN ANY STATE OR PROVINCE. 

All statements on this form are true and corroct. I understand that if I 
.. subscribe to any false statement In this application that I am subject to 

criminal prosecution. 
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RETURN COMPLETED APPLICATION TO: 

I Dat. R".,,,. 
MONTANA DEPARTMENT OF FISH, WILDLIFE & PARKS 01 02065781 

(Olflc. U •• Only) 

SPECIAL LICENSING 
1420 East Sixth Avenue 

Helena, MT 59620 
(406) 444·2950 

File 11 

(Ollie. u •• Only) ;Iie 

Photo Copl'~ Acceptable e; 

1987 ($350) NONRESIDENT BIG GAME COMBINATION LICENSE APPLICATION 

First Name Middle Initial Last Name 

, I II s~re~t Address or BOx" No. , • 

I " "I I 'I 'II 'I , I , " , , , I I I , 

StaJa 

II~~·,'· ~ 
; City " 

I:.: J" ,j ;':'1,' I " ,,; ~ J " I I 

I I 
Zip Code 

I I I I , I I 

PLEASE NOTE: 
Steps 1·8 are MANDATORY In or'1l 
for your application to, be processe • 

Phone Number 
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, ,0 G N~reen _ *' ' A NONRESIDENT.Jlli.l2IB ,U MUST SU8M1T WITW' A" "".m.m, ' o GR GIO, LICENSE APPLICATIONS, A CERTIFICATE VERIFyiNG HE OR SHE HAS o HA.Hazel, COMPLETED A COURSE IN THE SAFE HANDLING OF FIR~RMS IN ANY STATE OR PROVIN;:I 

All statements on this form are true and correct. I understand that If I Il '. 
subscribe to any false statement in this application that I am subject to "v-
criminal prosecullon. SIGNATURE OF APPL:,,,ANT-WRITE-DO NOT PRINT 

I 
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WITNESS STATEMENT 

SENATE FISH A"" JAMf 

EXH~3IT No.=13 == _ 
DAT~E. ---::..3,--:.;;:;d-,-Y_-.I£..~"':"~ __ 
BlLL NO'---'-1.M~:5:_3;;;....;;..) __ 

NAME Lewis E. Hawkes BILL NO. HB535 

ADDRESS 16 Cloninger Lane, Bozeman, MT 59715 

WHOM DO YOU REPRESENT? Public Land Access Association, Inc. 

SUPPORT OPPOSE x AMEND 

COMMENTS: House Bill 535 is bad legislation and its passage will be IIbuy-

ing trouble ll for future generations of Montanans. Montana has one of the 

most successful wildlife programs in the world, and it is based on two funda-

mentals; (1) the public land management agencies (BLM and Forest Service) 

maintain the habitat for wildlife on public lands, and (2) the Montana Depart-

ment of Fish, Wildlife and Parks manages the numbers of animals. This 

relationship, plus a successful transplanting program, has returned big game 

animals to all of Montana even where it was wiped out in the early 1900's. 

For example, Montana had about 2,500 head of elk left in 1920 (excluding 

Yellowstone herds). Today, there are approximately 100,000 head of el k in 

Montana. The public land users of Montana, primarily the sportsmen, have 

directly paid for this return of wildlife through excise taxes on arms, am-

munition and fishing tackle via the Pitman-Robertson and the Dingel-Johnson 

Federal Legislative bills, and State license fees. 

Today, a bloated and blatant dude rancher-outfitter-guide complex is 

seeking to over-commercialize the wildlife resources of Montana at the ex-

pense of the average Montanan through HB 535. Region 3 of the Montana 

Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks contains the greatest concentration of 

outfitter-guides in the world, and most of these operate on the Beaverhead, 

Deerlodge and Gallatin National Forests. The dude rancher-outfitter-guide 

complex is out of control and running rampant. At least seven outfitters in 

Montana are teaching students to be guides, and each guide is soon out 



l 
looking for a place to set up as on outfitter - preferably where he can J 
control access to public lands. The outfitter contributes nothing 

raising of wildlife. He is a middleman broker who is solely intent on 

money from Montana's wildlife and at the direct expense of the average 

Montanan. He is a "speed trap" on the non-resident. Some states, such as 

Utah, have refused to let the outfitter-guide industry become established 

and consider them as "a powerful special interest group, and they pressure 

the Fish and Game Departments to set special seasons or longer seasons for 

their own financial benefit and push for excessive trophy hunts to draw 

their clientele and obtain more money. II 

The Montana outfitter-guide industry recently worked with the faculty 

of Business at Montana State University on an economic study of the outfitter-

guide industry. While the outfitter-guide industry has hailed this study for 

the money it brings into Montana, it has only confirmed the Public Land <1 
,I 

Access Association's suspicions of the industry. A look at the estimates i~ 

the study shows the major difference in costs between expenses of guided 

and non-guided hunters is $2,878 minus $1,391 or $1,487, and the hunting 

guide personally takes $1,507 of the $2,878. In addition, the airfares, 

hunting gear, gifts, taxidermy, meat locker and tips for guided hunters 

exceed the non-guided hunters by $189. Non-guided hunters, however, 

contribute an average of $209 more to small businesses on car and gas, 

motel, restaurant food, non- restaurant food, alcohol ic beverages, and other 

collectively. 

The major point is that the guided hunter pays over 50% of his cost 

personally to the outfitter/guide and as air fares, whereas the non-guided 

hunter contributes an average of $209 more to small businesses in Montana 

for all services. He brings several people with him, and stays an average 
~ 
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of about 5 days longer. While guided hunters bring more total money into 

the state, it is also very obvious that the outfitter, as a middleman broker 

of public resources, personally benefits by about $1,500 with fewer benefits 

to small businesses in Montana. 

The $1,507 revenue paid solely to the outfitter is the prime reason the 

dude rancher-outfitter-guide complex is so active in the closing down of 

access to public lands in Montana. Wherever an outfitter can control access 

to large tracts of private and public land, he has a monopoly on public 

resources to be solely used for his economic benefit. The resident is ex-

cluded and the non-resident is a captive of the system and pays according-

Iy. 

Today, there are about 23 million acres of public land I mostly east of 

the Continental Divide in Montana (BLM, Forest Service, and State School 

Lands). Over 13 million of these 23 million acres, or about 56% are legally 

inaccessible to the public land user. The dude rancher-outFitter-guide 

complex is primarily responsible for the closing down of public access to 

these 13 million acres of public land. 

PLAAI would much prefer to see many more of the 17,000 non-residents 

drive into Montana and have ready access to the public lands. 

Again, HB 535 is bad legislation. It sets up a special class of non-

residents for special treatment by a special interest group, the dude rancher-

outfitter-guide complex and at the di rect expense of the average Montanan. 

It should not be passed because it is only IIbuying trouble ll for future 

Montanans. Montana1s wildlife is not for sale to the highest bidder. 
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HB 535 

Gentlemen 0+ the committee: 

My name is Bill McRae. I am a +ree-Iance outdoor 
writer/photographer, and I write hunting articles +or several 0+ 
the nation's outdoor magazines, including Outdoor Li+e, Field ~ 
Stream, Sports A+ield, etc. 

I am grate+ul +or this opportunity to express my 
HB 535 +or the +ollowing reasons: 

opposition to 

1. I believe that, as a matter 0+ principle, Montana's wildli+e 
belongs equally to all 0+ the citizens 0+ this state, and I am 
convinced that HB 535 violates that sacred principle by +avoring 
two special interest groups--namely out+itters and landowners. 
Further, I believe that the landowner provision 0+ this bill is a 
step toward the privatization 0+ wildli+e, and that it will 
eventually lead to the control and exploitation 0+ publicly owned 
wildli+e resources by wealthy out 0+ state interests. In short, 
it is a step toward the public-be-damned type 0+ game ranching 
that exists in Texas. 

2. Regarding the 6,000 class B-11 nonresident licenses, I don't 
believe that Montana currently has 6,000 deer to spare on a state 
wide basis. Also i+ I understand the legal jargon correctly, the 

~ holders 0+ class B-11 licenses could also apply +or other class B 
licenses, which means that many 0+ these nonresident hunters 
could take more than one deer. 

3. By mandating that 6,000 class B-11 licenses be sold each year 
regardless 0+ the status 0+ the state's deer herds, this bill 
would tie the hands 0+ the Fish and Game Commission when it comes 
to making biologically sound decisions concerning the size 0+ the 
deer harvest. It also logically +ollows that, should the deer 
population crash and cuts absolutely need to be made, the hunting 
opportunities 0+ residents would be cut since the number 0+ 
nonresident hunters would be mandated by law. 

4. It might be 0+ interest to you that, according to +igures 
released by the U.S. Fish and Wildli+e Service, Montana, by a 
wide margin, already issues more nonresident licenses, tags, 
permits, and stamps than any other state in the nation. HB 535 
is designed to bring more nonresident hunters to Montana and, 
+rankly, I believe that we are already +ailing to provide quality 
hunting +or the nonresident hunters who are coming. It is 
clearly unethical to issue expensive hunting licenses +or game 
that, in many cases, doesn't exist. 

I respect+ully urge this committee to turn thumbs down on HB 535. 
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Testimony presented by Jim Flynn, Dept. of Fish, Wildlife & Parks 

The acquis it ion of land by the state wildlife management agency 
and the dedication of that land to wildlife conservation and 
public access is not a new concept for Montana. The state's 
ini t ial purchase occurred in 1915 at Red Rocks Lake. The firs t 
major acquisition for big game, the Judith River Game Range near 
Utica, Montana, was completed in 1940. Each of these areas of 
important wildlife habitat purchased might otherwise have been 
altered or lost to other land uses without such protection. 

The wildlife management area program has 
successful way to ensure that these special 
available for use by wildlife for generations 
encroachment makes other habitat unavailable. 

proven to be a 
lands will remain 
to come as human 

Over the pat 70 years, management philosophies and land 
opportunities have evolved to include the utilization of 
conservation easements and leases where they are cost effective 
and where landowners' attitudes have been favorable. In 
addition, some federal lands adjacent to state wildlife 
management areas have been dedicated and managed for wildlife 
enhancement under cooperative agreements, thus expanding the 
positive benefits of these holdings. 

Ultimately the key to success in securing wildlife enhancement 
opportuni ties will be maximizing the options available to the 
willing landowner. Some landowners view outright fee title as 
the only option suitable. Others, wishing to protect key 
habitats yet retain ownership, find conservation easements a 
realistic approach. Leasing is generally a short-term approach 
utilized while long-term options are reviewed. 

The department currently has about 295, 000 acres for wildlife 
management areas, of which about 97, 000 acres are leased and 
about 9,000 acres are in conservation easements. 

Since 1981 the department has acquired 7,629 acres of fee title 
and leases for wildlife, using sportsmen's dollars, at a cost 
of $2,235,750. About 500 of these 7,629 acres have been leased 
from the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Land Management. 
These are itemized in Attachment 1. 

In addition, conservation easements received by the department 
have been donated or purchased. Three easements were donated 
for wildlife habitat purposes. They are the Sourdough in 
Gallatin County, Sun River in Lewis & Clark County, and a Rock 
Creek easement east of Missoula in Granite County. Other 
conservation easements which were donated are at Kleinschmidt 
Lake in Powell County and Fox Lake in Richland County. These 
easements are floodage easements to provide for waterfowl habitat 
improvements. 



Easements which were purchased are located along the Blackfoot 
River at Rock Creek WMA near Missoula and along Spring Creek 
south of Lewistown. The Blackfoot River conservation easement 
provides for protection of the scenic beauty of the Blackfoot 
Canyon and some public access. The Rock Creek easement provides 
for protection of the natural setting of Rock Creek and the 
surrounding area which is bighorn sheep habitat. The Spring 
Creek easement protects the unique fishery and provides public 
access. All of these easements prevent subdivision of the lands 
and allow for grazing and other consistent uses which are 
compatible for the purpose of the conservation easement. 

Out of a total of 47 wildlife management areas managed by the 
department, 23 have programs which· involve private agricultural 
interests, including 2,055 acres of sharecropping, 1,525 acres 
of hay leasing, 6,644 AUM's of livestock grazing and 9 million 
board feet of timber harvest. A number of other areas are under 
review for the potential application of similar programs. 

It is important to point out that in our land dealings, the 
department has only negotiated with willing sellers and would 
not pursue an acquisition under other circumstances. 

The department is sens i ti ve to public opinion, not only 
sportsmen's interests, but also those of local residents and 
off icials who may have special concerns about the acquisition 
of large tracts of land. 

A good example of this is the case of the 6,000 acre Charlie 
Marshall Ranch located 15 miles southwest of Absarokee along 
the Stillwater River. Acquisition of this property offered the 
department the opportunity to acquire excellent deer and bighorn 
sheep range, the potential for increasing an elk herd, as well 
as securing important public access to thousands of acres of 
public land and the protection of a significant portion of both 
shores of the Stillwater River. 

Negotiations for this property began in 1976 when Mr. Marshall 
offered the department, through The Nature Conservancy, the 
opportunity to buy his property. By 1984, the department had 
the necessary funding and an acceptable agreement to acquire 
the property. It also had sportsmen's support because the 
property provided significant habitat and recreational values. 

However, the project did not enjoy the support of neighboring 
ranchers, and the decision was made not to buy the property in 
deference to their concerns. 

The issue of property taxes affected by department-acquired lands 
is often a concern. By making in-lieu payments to counties, 
the department pays an amount equal to what would be assessed 
if the property were privately owned. In 1986, taxes paid for 
wildlife lands will be about $160,000. Our .1985 payments by 
county are in Attachment 2. This equates to over 12% of total 
operational expenses. SENATE FISH AND G,~::lE 
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Maintenance and upkeep on department-acquired land is another 
area of concern often expressed. HB 526 addresses this by taking 
a portion of the earmarked revenue and directing that it go to 
the Real Property Trust Account. The interest would then be 
used for maintenance costs such as weed control, fencing, road 
improvements, signing, etc. 

A Real Property Trust Account was authorized by the 1981 
legislature through the enactment of Section 87-1-601( 5), MCA. 
This statute requires the deposit of monies received from the 
sale of department surplus real property and the revenue from 
the use of certain department lands into a trust account, with 
the principal to remain inviolate. The interest derived from 
this account may be used only for the operation, development 
and maintenance of department real property. 

Deposits into the trust account through FY 1986, as well as 
expenditures from that account, are detailed in Attachment 3. 

We regularly receive inquiries from landowners indicating their 
willingness, and in fact preference, to deal with the department 
regarding their land holdings. Examples of these offers have 
included the Robb Creek Grazing Association near Dillon 
(interested in selling, but only a subdivider as an interested 
buyer), the Wittmayer Grazing Association along the "Highline, II 

the Dreyer Ranch near Clearwater Junction (Attachment 4) and 
an interest in conservation easements along the Smith River 
(McMicking property and Doggett property). 

Funds have not been available on a consistent basis to favorably 
respond to these requests. We must continually put these 
inquiries off to see if any funds will be available in the next 
session. This bill would allow a timely response to inquiries 
and allow a basis for looking at priority habitat needs. 

This bill provides clear direction for a process to allow 
considerable review and public input into each acquisition 
potential. First, the department must develop a process for 
evaluating and ranking land potentials. Once that process is 
formalized, proposals can be submitted to the commission for 
review. 

When the department presents a recommendation to the commission 
for considerati.on, it also includes a public review. The final 
step is review by the State Land Board consisting of the 
Governor, Secretary of STate, Attorney General, Auditor and 
Superintendent of Public Instruction. These individuals have 
the final say on acquisitions of any size. These steps ensure 
opportunity for consideration by all affected parties. 

Given the major contribution this bill would make toward the 
long-term conservation of Montana's wildlife resources and their 
habitats for current and future generations to _ enjoy, :we urge:... 
your support on this legislation. 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

Wildlife Management Areas Purchased by Montana Department of 
Fish, Wildlife and Parks Since 1981 

WMA County Grantor 

Seven Sisters Richland Private 
(addition) -
along Yellow-
stone River 
near Sidney 

Big Lake - Stillwtr. Private 
near Billings 

Isaac Hmstd. Treasure BLM 
(addition) -
along Yellow-
stone near Forsyth 

Kootenai -
near Eureka 

Wall Creek -
near Ennis 
(inholding) 

Lincoln 

Madison 

Pablo Lake 
(addition) for 
waterfowl 

Blackleaf Teton 
(inholding) on 
game range 

Dailey Lake - Park 
Rigler property 
near Gardiner 

TOTAL 

COE 

Private 

Private 

Private 

Private 

Acres 

193 

240 

85 

2,443 

320 

25 

1,632 

2,691 

7,629 

Date Cost 

10/81 $ 119,000 

12/81 43,750 

5/82 (Donation) 

10/82 (Mitigation) 

8/84 504,000 

12/84 35,000 

10/85 494,000 

4/86 1,040,000 

$2,235.750 
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ATTACHMENT 2 

MDFWP 1985 TAX PAYMENTS BY COUNTY FOR WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT AREAS 

REGION 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

216.2 

COUNTY 

Flathead 
Lake 
Lincoln 

Powell 
Missoula 
Ravalli 

Anaconda/Deer Lodge 
Beaverhead 
Butte/Silver Bow 
Gallatin 
Jefferson 
Madison 

Cascade 
Judith Basin 
Lewis and Clark 
Teton 

Bighorn 
Stillwater 
Wheatland 

Hill 
Phillips 
Valley 

Richland 
Treasure 

1985 TOTAL 

TAXES PAID 

$ 289.65 
14,936.25 
1,824.16 

4,596.51 
3,383.52 
4,688.16 

17,914.73 
4,262.99 
4,898.72 
2,042.84 

207.50 
2,950.01 

3,338.61 
2,389.48 

14,775.62 
14,955.14 

143.64 
80.18 

316.86 

275.64 
90.96 

118.82 

4,187.15 
1,007.71 

$103,674.75 
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ATTACHMENT 3 

I. DEPARTMENT OF FISH. WILDLIFE AND PARKS DEPOSITS INTO THE 
REAL PROPERTY TRUST ACCOUNT THROUGH FY 1986 

CATEGORY 

Mt. Haggin Timber Sales 
Sale of Department Real Property 
Mineral, Grazing, Land & Building Leases 

AMOUNT 

$ 741,390 
227,001 
216,596 

$1,184,987 

II. PROJECTS FUNDED BY THE TRUST ACCOUNT 

S~ent and lor 
Amount Encumbered 

Project & A/E# Allocated to Date 

Mt. Haggin WMA $76,000.00 $53,036.38 
Fence 85-35-21 

Wall Creek WMA 25,000.00 15,893.54 
Fence 85-35-22 

Milk River WMA 13,500.00 - 0 -
Fence 85-35-23 

Miscellaneous 1 
85-35-15 

Nevada Lake WMA 
Fence 1,344.00 360.20 

Warm Springs WMA 
Fence 1,344.00 1,545.05 

PARKS: 32,812.00 
Klabunde Mem 7,338.93 
Yellow Bay Fence 9,866.14 

$150,000.00 $88,041.24 

I all figures as of 9/11/86 

216.3 

Balance 

$22,963.62 

9,106.46 

13,500.00 

983.80 

(201.05) 
15,606.93 

$61,958.76 

SENATE ASH AND 24M£ 

.. 

EXHIBIT NO._/S= ~ ~ 
DATE.. >1-eX J:i7 
BIll NO._ IM.5 ~b 



ATTACHMENT 4 

January 26,1987 nECCIVEQ 

JAN 2 8 19~/ 

Arnie Ohon 
\'IIU)!...IFE OIVI~\ON 

Department of Fish Wildlife & Parks 
1420 East 6th Avenue 
Helena, Montana 59620 

Dear Mr. Olson, 

We have our ranch for sale and thought the ~ish ~ Game 
might be interested. \ve have thought about selling the 
ranch to a large corporation as a huntin~ & fishing 
retreat, but ~e think the place would better serve the 
Fish & Game in preserving their elk and deer popUlation. 

Our ranch is located Northeast of the Blackfoot Clear
water Game Range. Our land is a corridor from the 
game range to Forest Service land and the Bob Marshall 
Wilderness. We have 2,960 acres that are a natural 
habitat for elk ann deer. 

There are elk and deer on this ranch year round, many 
elk and deer stay on the place thru the winter. Several 
hundred use the ranch to pass thru to higher country 
and to return to the game ranch in fall and winter. 
Around 100 head of elk have their calves in our pasture 
and stay there thru the summer and fall. In the early 
fall during breeding season, the elk congregate in 
the pastures and meadows near our buildings. Our 
meadows and some timber land are in Area 282. 

We also, have about 1 mile of Cottonwood Creek passing 
thru our property. 

-J} 
We are interested in selling this ranch-~~~r~_not 

~ int~reste4 in a Conservation Saseme~t. We look forward 
to a response from you soon. 

Since e~, ... ,v 
J7~ d~a:Jup:J/4V.:LL/ 

Jim & Susan Dre~er 
Star Route Box 435 
Greenough, Mr. 59836 

Telephone 793-5714 

SENATE FISH AND 
EXHiBIT NO. 0-

:;-=--~~~ 

\'.' 
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SLIP& 
SLIDE 
RANCH 
FRANKLIN 8< SUSAN RIGLER • BOx 877 • CORWIN SPRINGS. MT 59021 • (406) 848.7648 

SENATE fiSH ANO (, '.iAE 

EXHIBIT No.'::'_ .... /~~~=--~ ___ 
$021-87 

-Sen8tors, 

I a~ writing in reference to House 3i11 526 which concerns ~cney 
for acquisition of wildlife habitat. ~here are a few points for 
your ccnsi~eration in this ~atter. 

Tbe rortbern Yellowstone Elk herr] is tl1e largest in the world. 
':'l1is elt berd has been slaughtereo in the I!O's, 50's, and 
60's in the Iark by a direct rec'luction policy an~ outsirJe of tte 
Tark ~y the historic firing line. We have a Ipte elk hunt in 
area 313 now that bottlenecks elk in tbe Ferk. 1ast week, ~urer
intendent ~~rbee spoke to the CorJy rha~ber of ro~~erce stating 
that studies by ~rofessionals en range conc'liticns we~e teing con
ducted to deter:1ine range conr'litions and that "so:Jet-ing \'J01)1rJ be 
done lf if the situation warrar;terl it. 

Fistorieally, are8 313 bas been on e of tbe 'TIilnest Y.'interin8 Bress 
in ~ontana, a fact easily verified fro'!] the earliest Park Surer
intendent's reports. Areas below Yankee LTi'J Canyon cO'Tlbine pro
ductive well-watered north slopes with winter winds clearing fcrage 
for availability to wintering herds. As present land ~anagers, 
it is 'our responsi"oility to look into tl:e futu::e and envision the 
fantastic wildlife range potential in the cpper YellO'l.'stone. 

~e are all aware that Yellowstone's SU'TI'Jer range is practically 
unlimited. =r 'vie have the foresight to "plan for p'..]rchasing winter 
range properties as they beco:ne available, it is easy to envision 
a day wben the rest of the nation and the world will look at the 
Yellowstone eb"1plex in the same lig}lt as the Serer::geti Flain is 
seen today. You gentlemen possess the potential for ~JanninE 
to provide the world with a truly wild and free-ranging wildlife 
habitat in the Yellowstone ro~plex. The extent of wt2~ can be done 
is proportional to winter range available and fund laid asin.e to 
purchase tracts as they !are marketed. 

~e can easily see what happens when large tracts of lan~ go into 
private ownership for development as the forbes Ranch and the 
efforts of CUT. Large scale development can only spell disaster 
for a wildlife management plan. Yet, we still have an opportunity 
on the east side of the Yellowstone River, the traditional winter
ing grounds for thousands of migrating elk. 
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SLIP & 
SLIDE 
RANCH 
FRANKLIN Be SUSAN RIGLER • Box 877 • CORWIN SPRINGS. MT 59021 • (406) 848-7648 

page 2-

It is ti~e for you to resrond to the here En~ now. ~e have a 
responsibility not only to this generation "but to generations who 
will follow us. You must understEnd this is not creating a 
'pse"do-"';n+-er i nO' O'roun rl ' (l'e T;:;;r-.'J"con :~olel h'Llt c:nLlT'pcr+l'Y'1rr aY) v'\. ""...L. lr - 0 0 .~! t,; -:..--. n0 ... - -... I ....... ...... t- v J,'; C .... 

Erea traditional to elk ~igraticn. 

~cr ttcse o~ you wary about the state entering into the 'reel 
estate'~~siness, you need to truly eprreciate the unicueness of 
this ~re&. In the 1920's the federal gover~~ent had a visicn 
of wh2t be done along these lines, but we heve been stalled 
for tee pest 60 years. '!ie have an op}:ortur.i ty to get on the 
track ag2in anti you o'v,:e tbe peorle of ~··onts_na an investigE:tion 
of t:-J is and 2cti on on it. 

.' SENATE FISH AND GAf~E 

EXHIBIT NO" /(; ;~ :J-J 
I -

DATl. .. -} -:-8' 7 
BILL NO_ /-f.. :5 eJ.? 



,:i;~-;~'1\P " . 
'" ,~-H,. ~ ... >,;.t,- .-;-: , 

1923-79. U' I ... r .. LdI~' ... l. h~ 
numbers and re;.:ova1s, • , " , ':~f. ~;'~"" El k 

, ~-1'.bl~'a.:..~< -

·.'ii~ftfjf;/·: . : 

Winter Rerr.ovals '<;;X,'~~ll n, e·ra ""~ , 
{~'-i"i:- lio<t" Ce!1sus H!.Jllter ~i 11 ?:rk fot3.\ I .!, ~ ... ~~ . .. .. ;.,. 

f·:~t~'~ ~~~g,~y: 
33 49, 82 ~\/2:~4.1-t :ll1.~ .. ~3,:;,,:; , 

! ·:..:~.f:~i~.~'*~ ';.. '-"'::-', 44 .11 55 i;""i;-[:tt~~:1924 . 
ri:E<tf:o ~::,:'1925 36Sb ; 

! 

59 425 
; 

\ 
~"'t'j • .... ~ •. ", 

~.:.:0:;~',~:-- ; 19'26 88 80 I 168 
8tt~t~·:~" 1927 

, 

719 107 826 
~:.' '.. ..... . 

.. 1928 1529c 187 11716 . ' 
. , 1929 15 0 '. 15 

1930 8257 312 110 \ 422 
1931 76969, 316 2 318 
1932 10624 290 37 ' 327 

. 1933 11521 177 2 179 

1934 10042 136 11 147 
1935 10112d 2598 667 3265 
1936 102tn 2227 557 2844 
1937 8794 257 574 831 
; 

1933 10976 3587 236 3823 

1939 2971 307 :278 

...,. 1940 122 16 138 
1941 275 12 287 .. 
1942' .~ 145 ?216 

1943 8235 , _ 6539 @ GlV" 
1944 125 10 135 

.1945 403' . 0 403 

1946 8513 ~ 73 2167 
1947 69 76 3145 

, 
1948 7815 970 39 1009 
1949 9496 cY~ 49 2886 
1950 40 834 874 
1951 I .1265 218 2083 
1952 )~ 602 3800 

... 
1953 110 172 282 

.' 

'. 

SENATE FISH AND .'\: 'I.E . 
..:Ii "I 

EXHIBIT NO·t .. .. 0 
DATL _ ;.L<2G~--
BILL NO._ hli1 Sd b . 

- .... - ___ ._ ....... __ ~ .... _.1.. 



. A;~~5:'· 
.,. J. '.w t\ . (continued) Elk nUi.:bers and removals. 1923-79. fiTI6Jet~· 

~~~~.:)r~':' ~ 
~- I",' .v~ .J>; , . 

. ~t i1.::!:t~':: ' .. " " ?~:!;':"1nter ;/inter Removals : 

" .. ',J.)- i d Census Hunter. K i 11 ?arl< TOi:3i .':' ;;, :'~, .~;:: Pe r 0 
'.' ~. !:;:;~~; .'. ,', 

':'::'. ;~. ;'1954 422 387 . S09 !'1~' . ''-:> .. " .. 
1955 763 593 1361 " 1956 6963f' 3900 2635 @ 

·:.1 
~! .. 1957 345 944 1289 ,~ 

: : 
1958 . 50 536 586 
1959 '4884eg 372 1334 1706 
1960 50 809 

f 
859 

1961 8150ef 
25 1434 J459 

1962 . 5725f 
125 f:Wo/ dill) 

1963 530 1290 1820 
1964 30 1121 1151 
1965 4865f 

1012 892 1904 
1966 30 1240 12iO 
1967 3842f 1108 1540 2648 

! . 1968 3172e 116 984 11 CO • 

1969 . 430Se 50 0 50 
1970 5543eh 50 0 50 
1971 7281 e 45 0 45 
1972 8215e 75 0 is 
1973 9931 e 154 0 154 

.. 
1974 1052ge . 210 0 2'''' ..... 

12607e ... 
1975 147 0 147 
1976 108072 1547 . 0 1547 
1977 8980eg 219 0 219 

:;. 1978 1185Se 1086 0 1086 
1979 10768e 340 0 340 
,qt;:) 4SG () c!..~" 
l~SI I '-~- 0 1"-' 
a1923 = winter of 1922-23, etc. 

b.rota 1 rer.tova 1 estimated at 1000 including cripple losses. 

CContains eS:lmates of cripple losses-
/ 

I • '-..-. .-, •. t '11 :,;". ;-/ _("-'. ~. ,. ~". 0." - (' 

.-
:-.:-

:.,.. ... 
-' 



., 
Table 2. Summary of harvest results during the recent Gardiner late elk 

seasons (inciudlng illegal kills). 

Permits 

Winter Total 

1975-76 1,500 o 1,500 
i 

1977-78 1,500 o 1,500 

1978-79 300 o 300 
I 

1979-80 1,Oqo o 1,000 
I 

1980-81 1,'750 850 2,600 

~ 1981-82 

U :?~11982-83 
1,600 800 2,400 

.. 

3d] 1983-84 

~/J 1984-85 

-/~J~- //'l.f 

Totals 

1,600 800 2,400 

800 1;600 2,400 

·300 2,100 2,400 

10,350 6,lSOe 

aValid for either-sex elk . 
~ 

bValid for antlerless elk only. 

Bulls 

70S 
, I 

359 

30 

285 

73 

491 

470 

396 

li3 

2984 

/' , 
Harvest Percent:;: 

Cows Calves Total Bulls J(/;;/ 
362 140 1207 58 

297 179 803 47 

3 2 70 ; 86 

157 25 467 . 61 

42 16 133 56 

422 100 1015 : 48 

712 241 1462 33 

816 396 1652 24 

742 291 1206 14 

3553 1390 8016 37 

SENATE ASH AND G;~E 
EXHIHIT NO. floP ;f!J:fq.2 0 
DATE .3-d.4:- s: 
BilL NO. /f.f3 ~b 

.-, 
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~ut. then adopted a new policy of trying'to sell financially 
shaky lines to short-line opera~rs instead of abandoning 
them .. 

Jan-
line He said HB 861 would jeopardize such sales because 

local entrepreneurs couldn't make short lines financially 
.;ton successful if they are forced to assume BN's labor con
i be tracts. He said labor is BN's biggest expense, with the av
/ice erage employee getting $26.41 an hour in pay and benefits. 

"What chance of success would a new operator have 
if he ha~ to take on these labor costs?" be asked. ....... ~~: ~ . 

ap- \' - .' , ' .'~ 
1 for $tu \Doggett' of the Montana Chamber of Commerce 
line - ~rtticized the bill as an "undue intrusion" of the state Into 

the private sector. He said the Columbia Falls aluminUm 
JU5e ,plant and Butte mines likely wouldn't.be In operation 
:om- today if they had to honor the labor agreements that HB 

861 would require of the railroads. . ' . . " '. 
ould' John Green, president of the new Montana Western 
.heir short-line railroad between Garrison and Silver Bow, 
rs to questioned whether the labor-agreement provision was 
road constitutional. The bill, he said, "eliminates any new short 

lines in the state of Montana." 
BN's Meanwhile, John Post of uvinistOn. spokesman for .. 

., 
TUESDAY, MAR. 17,1987 . 

Park studies:" 
capacity. for' 

,; 

el kbison --'--. , . .. 

By TOM HOWARD 
Gazette Cody Bureau 

CODY, Wyo.- National Park 
Service officials are studying the 
wildlife carrying capacity of 
Yellowstone National Park in an 
attempt to better manage elk and . 
bison, Yellowstone Superintendent 
Robert Barbee said Monday. 

interest groups, each of them 
concerned about the management 
of America's oldest national park, 
are proliferating like mushrooms 
after a spring rain, Barbee said. 

He wouldn't predict when the 
'east entrance of Yellowstone will 
. open this spring becaUse of 
:weather and other vartables. But, : 
with snowpack about 50 percent of : 

Barbee said the National Park normal, the Park Service is well 
. Service is making a "concerted ahead of schedule for plowing snow. 

" effort" to bring university experts from roads. As another sign that . 
. to the park to determine the • spring is at hand, bears are out of 
number of animals the park can their dens, Barbee said. 

di that . A one-year increase in entrance 
support. If research in . cates fees to national parks could provide 
herds must be reduced, "well go 

Cod additional money for the park's . 
with 11," Barbee told the y . operating budget, which is $12 .:~..:. 
Country Chamber of Commerce. million this year, Barbee said. ~- . 

: "We bope we can ground our . The new entrance-fee'scheduie : 
decisions in good, hard data. We're 'raises the single-visit fee from $2 
not wedded to any concept," . per vehicle to $5 per vehicle. 
Barbee said in response to a Traditionally, money raised from 
question about how the Park entrance fees has been placed in 
Service plans to manage an " the government's general fund. 
increasing bison herd. '. Under the new fee schedule, 

Bison management is just one in Yellowstone could receive about 
an endless string of controversies $600,000 of the money annually, 
surrounding Yellowstone. Special- Barbee said. ;. 

Trucking hearings likely 
Gazette Cody Bureau new regulation or enforce the 

restrictions," Barbee said, adding 
CODY, Wyo. - Yellowstone that the Park Service is contacting. 

National Park Superintendent representatives of the trucking " 
Robert Barbee said Monday that industry and the citizen's group. He 
the National Park Service w'1Il said no date has been set on the ~ . 
likely bold public meetings on a .. j)Ossible meeting. .. ~~ ~.~ .. ~.c. '--1 
citizen's group's demands for Barbee said the Park Service is . 

. halting truck traffi~ on a highway .. interested in hearing all sides of the 
in Yellowstone Natio~al Park... issue. The issue boils down to ,,"{: " 

Commercial trucking is . regulating interstate truck traffic, . 
prohibited in national parks, but for' and Bamee doesn't relish that 
ye~ trucks have been traveling a responsibility. "We've got a lot of 
14-mile section of U.S. 191 that other things to do " be said. 
winds into Yellowstone National j' ,.' ' . 

Parlt just north of West Properly defining commerclal 

Y~~ow~n~, ~?n~ A l~ ~up is ~~~~f~_~?~~licates the issue. 
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TESTIMONY -- HB535 '"" 

·1 ;Senate Fish & Game Committe~ 
::J . ..;~ .. 

.. "'~. 

, ' , 

~ ~ . j ~ ! ,~; ~ :1 ' 1 

~~~~~,,~, ,~,~"~, ~,~,~: .. ~~:f,:););~(1t~~i;:c;1:;i:10fi:'; ;. i 
I" .Montana'outfitter~·l My wife and I 

:j.q " ,: : \:i:I:!~;!jf~:)i';()": ' , : ,: ;', 1'" .: ,'. ", . 

ded packt ps. ep into the Bob Marshall Wilde~n~ss,an~'ha~e' 
(~hki "; ,.\ S;,.:!:j:'~~~:-i.:;::l~;·i" ;\!i\iR1:~i,) I'~<F;.,:;' i.': Ii, i " : ;1 ' , 1 ); ',: ' , I 

done,so",for, ,) 8: years .';; Dur lng those, 18 years, we've been 
, ';:~l, \L"';;:;'!j·r,"i'.~ :"::1, '" ' ';' i , .. I ' , ' ;: 

privileged to have: many people retu~n with us many timesionefor 
, ~ t II 1 " . 1. 

nine years in a ro~, two for ~even', others for six. As far as I 

k~o~,ld~ring our 18 years of providing a'needed public s~rvice 
int~ one of Amer'ica's la~gest Wilderness areas, there has never 

, .• ,".~.~'t" .:,l: '~""'l ';-', ' 1 :,~,:,:>;,\,:;~:il 
been so much aSbn~ ~omplaint lodged ag~{n~t the quality of that 

I 
~ -l; . I 

; . .' ~ 

Our sis not a' 1 a r g e 0 u t fit tin g bus i n e s s . Nor do we have an 
!.,:"" 

, opportunity to grow larger even if we wlshed, controlled as we 
1~ ,,' , '1,1, ' ! , .. ~ 1. :'1' ' ;.' 1 i.: ~'. ~. ; '; ;,j'{~4~,:~11;1,l~:,J' j. ~. I 

, ,; ", 
,are by the U.S. Forest Service. But our high quality ~Mom:&Pop" 
• , ., ..' I i ( 

, " 

outfitting service is an economically marginal one. Without ~ome 

assurance that those non-resident hunters weve come to love and 

depend upon and who love and trust us can obtain a license, our 

lifetime work of high quality service cannot survive. 

There are those who'll tell you a lottery system will weed 

out the so-called "bad" outfitters, but that those with quality 

operations will survive. That, folks, is ridiculous self-serving 

poppycock and I'm confident anyone who's risen to your positions 

of public trust and confidence can readily determine the truth 

about HB535 -- that it is barely a subsistence level for yet 

P.O. BOX 1880 - COLUMBIA FALLS, MONTANA 59912 - Tel. (406) 892·5560 

I 

1 
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Charles Burr, Diamond Bar X from Agusta is in favor of 

HB 406 and HB 535. He wants every person of the Senate 

Fish and Game Committee to receive this notice. 

9:00 A.M. 

March 24, 1987 
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SPECIALIZED HUNTING TRIPS 
5520 SOURDOUGH ROAD 

BOZEMAN. MONTANA 59715 
USA 

SUMMER PACK TRIPS 
TRIPLE TREE RANCH 

RAY AND BIll MYERS 

LICENSED OUTFITTERS 

Mr. "thairman, Members of the Senate fish and Game 

RAY 406-587-8513 
BIll 406-587-4821 

Committee, for the record, I am Bill Myers a rancher and an 

outfitter and guide of 2~ years from Bozeman. I am 

representing Gallitan County Agriculture Preservation Ass'n 

and I am also President of Montana Outdoors Ass'n, a group of 

outfitters and landowners, farmed 2 years ago to deal with 

the problems of wildlife management and nan-resident 

licensing. 

I came before you today to support HB 535. I had some 

problems' in doing that, but the other alternative was even 

mare distasteful. You have heard testimony from an industry 

today that has a substantial investment in Montana. The 

outfitting industry, which brings into Montana $3~,OOO,OOO 

plus. You are about to hear from others here today that have 

an interest in the wildlife and its welfare. They will 

address fairness, fee hunting, and locking up of traditional 

hunting grounds. That brings me to the arena of my 

testimony. fairness, fee hunting, and traditional hunting 

grounds. 

What are these traditional hunting grounds? Private 

lands--Agricultural lands. Landowners are actually charging 

a fee tc hunt on their lands, they are leasing to outfitters 

sc.:::h as S CCll here to~ac.: o~ ~hel' n~e nulrli'l~ and 
............ ~ -- ...... - -~, ........ , ....... ::::;1 ....... - ~ ... --, t:::' ," 



outfitting themselves. Why? To answer that question, we 

need to go bock in time. Back to 1978. In 1978 the 

Department of fish and Game as it was called then, came out 

with the 1978 MONTANA STATEWIDE COMPREHENSIUE OUTDOOR 

RECREATION PLAN, or SCORP as it was abbreviated. I am 

somewhat embarrassed to say I finally "discovered" a copy of 

this plan 2 years ago. I have found one (1), outfitter that 

remembers seeing it prior to my "discovery". I have not found 

a landowner that owns up to having seen it prior to my 

"discovery". SCORP has been updated as recently as 1985 

holding along the same lines as the original document. 

A short review of the document answers several questions 

that crise. 1. Und~r major issues to be resolved, the 

document describes projected wildlife, fish and recreational 

resource status through 1990. 2. Public access for 

recreation to private land is limited and is expected to be 

further restricted in the future. 3. The impact of non

residents on Montana's recreational resources needs to be 

identified so that goals and policies can be established or 

reviewed as appropriate. 

Going further into SCORP, one finds the Strategic Plan 

for Montana's Wildlife and fisheries Prps~ams 1977-19S0. 

Under this chapter. we learn t.J,ot riont:mc is 30~ cOj""It.rolled 



b~ the Federal Government, 6% b~ state government, and 6~%--

6~% is private. The majorit~ of private land is used for 

agricultural purposes. In 1975, sportsmen participated in an 

estimated 5.2 million da~s of big and small game hunting, 

fishing and trapping. Projections in the SCORP were 6.5 

million da~s of hunting, fishing and trapping b~ l~~Q. 

A little further in our review of SCORP, we find the 

Wildlife Program. We discover management. Quote;"Under 

sustained ~ield management, biological surpluses of animal 

populations are harvested each ~ear and the remainder of the 

population is continuously available to the non-consumptive 

user. Ibg mQ1Qcit~ QE ~ilQliEg ~Qg~ig~ QCg DQt bQC~g~tgQ~ 

As we read further, we find the options the Department has to 

accommodate increasing hunting pressure: 

1. Maintain or jDgr§Q~§ number of animals available through 

intensive management and/or protection of the habitat. 

2. Regulate hunting in a manner that Qg~CgQ~g~ hunting 

success. 

3. Limit the number of participants. 

~. In~~gQ~g Q~~g~2 to hunting areas not available-to the 

public. 

5. Implement a combination of the above four actions. 



Again in our Journe~ through SCORP, we come to the Big 

Game Strategic Plan. Big Game Goal: To maintain en 

available suppl~ of big game to meet demand for all types of 

big game oriented recreation while insuring the protection 

and perpetuation of all big game species and their 

ecosystems. 

g ~eQ~ QQ1~~ti~§~ l~ZZ=l~e~==tQ ~tLi~e tQ illQintQin 

LeQ~QnQQ1§ g~Qli~ Q~~e~~ tQ Qt leQ~t ZQ~ QE tbQ~e QLi~Qt§ 

lQCQ~ ~itb big gQille~ 

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, gOing bock 

through time (1978J has shown us that 1. under sustained 

~ield management we will have more wildlife, and in fact we 

do. Using the Departments own wildlife counts in most areas 

we have over 10 times the wildlife we had in 1975 when the 

non-resident combination license was limited to 17,000. 

2. We have learned that 6~% of Montana is private land. 

3. We have learned that the long range plan called for 

opening up of at least 70% of those private lands to public 

big game hunting. 

In drafting the Constitution, the founding Fathers gave 

the individual citizen specific rights in the Bill Of Rights. 



All rights not specificall~ granted to individuals or 

withheld for the Federal Government were granted to the 

States. Included in these are the right to manege resident 

wildlife species. These animals the State holds in trust for 

the people. The onl~ right an~ landowner has under this 

s~stem is to limit access to propert~. As an economic 

incentive, he ma~ charge a trespass fee, and charge for 

services in addition to the hunt, such as horses, guide fees, 

and so on, but he ma~ not cherge for the animal itself. 

Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks regularl~ census 

populations and project the number which can be harvested 

without determent to the population. A conflict arises when 

the-number of permits available are totall~ allocated to 

individuals, and a landowner is unable to locate enough 

hunters to commend a respecteble price for his services. The 

landowners economic incentive is reduced for proper 

mcn~gement and the resources necessar~ for wildlife 

propagation ere liJ;el~ to be allocated to some other non-

wild!ife use such as increased livestock use or ~ide sccle 

timber harvest or something that will show economic return. 

In review of several court cases, we find thgt 

landowners do have the right to restrict the publics access 

to wildlife: 

"The exclusive right to hunt on a particular tract of 



land is vested in the owner of such realty; and no one can 

trespass on such premises without the consent of the owner." 

[Ohio Oil vs. Jackson 69 Mich. ~88: Hall vs. Alford 11~ 

Mich. 165: Lamprey vs. Danz 86 Minn.: L. Realaty Co. vs. 

Johnson 92 Minn.363: Herrin vs. Southerland 2~1 Pac 328 

Mont.J. 

Further, the legality of a legislature authorizing 

access to private propert~ was tested in Diana Shooting vs. 

Lamc~euz [11~ Wisc. ~~J; "The exclusive use of his own 

propert~ is a property right af the o~ner which is protected 

by the Constituticn. A legislature cannot authorize another 

to enter the premises for the purpose of taking game." 

The case of L. Realty vs. Johnson went further towards 

management in stating: "While true that the title of all wild 

game is in the State ... the owner of the premise it is 

located ... has the right to exercise exclusive and absolute 

dcminion over his property, and incidentally, the unqualified 

right to control and protect the wild game thereon." If you 

will also remember Montana's own Attorney General Greely 

recently reaffirmed this opinion. 

It is apparent that the private landowner has legal 

right to control access over his property. Legally, he ma~ 

also lease that right to any party he chooses as was 



· .. 

demonstrated in Kellog vs. King; "A landcwner may make a 

lease cf the hunting privileges giving the lessee the 

exclusive right to kill game or woterfowl on the premises .. " 

Inasmuch as the hunting rights are a property right, and 

the management authority for game on those properties rests 

not only on the State, but with the private property owner, 

restricting his opportunity to choose the hunte~s he desires 

b~ limiting the licenses seems constitutionally questionable. 

I would submit to this committee that g~anted the 

outfitting industry is in dire straits, we have a major 

industry that has even worse economic problems. We have an 

industry that not only is in deep economic trouble, we are 

attempting to burden them even mo~e b~ propagating more and 

more wildlife and forcing access on them without their 

permission. That industry that is taking the brunt of this 

abuse is Agriculture. Whether it be farming or ranching, 

Agriculture is feeding the bulk of the State's wildlife. 

Therefore, in all fairness, I would request of ~ou an 

amendment to HE 535 on page 2, line 17 . folowing "and", 

insert: "S,600 of the authcrized Class 8-10 licenses and" . 

If ~ou look to who has the investment in Montana, who is 

providing the habitat, ond who should partiCipate in an~ set

a-side p~ogram, Agriculture should b~ all means have a large 



• I 

part in any such program. East and West, Elk or Deer, 

Agriculture , ranching and/or farming, wildlife damage is a 

very real problem. The only economic benefit the landowner 

might enJoy is a trespass fee, and guiding services on his 

own property. The only sportsman that will really pay the 

cost of operating under sustained yield management is the 

non-resident sportsmen. Again, I urge this committee to 

amend HB 535 and enable the landowner to be compensated for 

his management and tolerance of wildlife. Amend HB 535 to 

give the landowner 5,600 non-resident combination big game 

licenses. 

Again the amendment: 

Page 2, line 17 

Followi ng: "and" 

Insert: "5600 of the authorized Class B-l0 licenses,and" 

Bill Myers 

Agriculture Preservation Association and Montana Outdoors 

Association. 



TESTIMONY ON HB 535 
before the Senate Fish & Game Committee~ March 24, 1987 

by Lorents Grosfield, cattle rancher from Big Timber 

HB 535 is a good bill. It introduces a new and much needed 
dimension to landowner incentives to provide hunting 
opportunities for the public. And it introduces a much needed 
reasonably-priced license for non-resident hunters that want to 
come to Montana but don't particularly care to hunt elk. 

I support the Third Reading Copy of this bill, but I do have 
some amendment suggestions that I think would make the bill a 
little fairer to non-resident hunters as well as to landowners, 
such as myself, that might wish to utilize the landowner sponsor 
provisions regarding the deer B-11 licenses. Is it really 
necessary to say that the sponsor must "o:,·.Jn" all the I and to be 
hunted on? I don't really own my ranch Q§C_§§; I am part of a 
family partnrship that o~·.Jns it. Many "family" ranches are 
actually owned by (family) corporations. And what about the 40-
acre BLM tract that is surrounded by hundreds of acres of our 
private land--- according to this bill as presently written, I 
think I would have to post that land to keep a sponsored hunter 
off. And what about my neighbor--- he's a rancher who's leased 
"his" ranch for over t\i'Jenty years from a ; ..... ido~·J ~·;ho ~·ianted to keep 
the ranch in her family name. Is it fair to exclude him? He's 
been operating longer than I have. What I am suggesting is to 
change lJo~'1n" to "own or control". Also~ I would suggest deleting 
the requirement in the present bill that requires the hunter to 
hunt "only" on lands o\'-lned by a particula.r sponsor. This is 
unfair to the hunter as well as to the landowner, and would be an 
administrative nightmare. 

I urge your passage of HB 535, and hope you will consider 
these amendments. 



1. Page 2, line 19 
Fall o~.oJi ng: "ON" 

SUGGESTED AMENDMENTS TO 
HB 535 (THIRD READING) 

Insert: "pri vate" 
Following: "Ol'JNED" 
Insert: "or controlled" 

2. Page 3~ line 16-17 
Strike: "THE SPONSOR IS A U~NDOvJNER AND THAT" 

3. Page 3, line 18 
Stri ke: "ONLY" 
Following: "OWNED" 
Insert: "or controlled" 



Westerl! Molltann 'lish and 
vallie Association 

Senate Fish & Gam~ Committee 
State Capitol Building 
HeI enc\, ~1pnt.;;;\I·I<:\ 

Dear Mr. Smith and Committee Members: 

The Western Montana Fish and Game Association is a Missoula based 
sp Of" t. s;:·man [JF" tJ i::\f\ i 2: c.t t i on \.J it h some 3:)0 iliefob et" s. [AJ€.' at- 6:.' ill t c';'';) S t £;'d 
in the management qf Montana's big game h8rds. We would like to 
see c\11 cwc\iL.\ble bi~I' ~)amE\ t-anges Elt 0:'" nCClr C,;\rTi'io':C;': '::",p:.lcity 
and a manag2ment 
DppOt-tun it:L L'S" 

v:()u:l. d 

~ShDL.lJ.cI t')d\'f;' , .. :'1::': ci·lo:i.c.t-:~ as::· to 1,·.Jf'lC'l:;lC:,"· t!':0:V h.LS'i'i to t.?1i!:~)lU" .:.\ ' .. ' .. ;i.'.::':: 
Qt.. C'iLI t.·f itt S'\'" • In fact~ we fe2~ this 
'/E:.:.\r-· .. ~ "\(Jo \'I!"IC:f'l t-JQ in {,,\c:t hi:Tl.d i::'\ t'''ule that r"lorl-i'-es,'lc:F::'l'l: t,!.",nti.;.'r":;, 
had to b(;:) <::\ccCllllpi:.\niE:.\d by a gu.j,d(~ cw M'~)n·i·:.~"n",'\ 1'·8sj.iJ<:'nt., d,ld thi:;.i 
nolle i·J<:1.S ch,,:\llEmgeu ~.Il CCJw .. t and thrc)l"ln out! 

We therefore would like to go on record as opposing the P(UPOS0~ 
by thE? i'1CJI"l t .:;,\).::\ Out -:: :i. t t 'i"'!t .. S an c1 eLl i ues:· As\;;:·oc i "'\ t i (.)1) t w :'C::: f:,,',' ,,·t.,,' ur I ',,' 

half of the 17,000 non-resident big game combination licensos for 
t I') t'-1 i 1'- C 1. i en t ':;. Q r- p ut en t i .;;\ 1 c:: 1 i EO! I'! t S • In",: d cI i t ion, (.J E.\ Up P [) 5 E0 t r'l ~:, J.i 

P~-CP(.J':;;::\l til ",'1:: 6000 nE'W deer 8 .. ··11 1 i. cenSE'~~ be i. SSLlE'~d .;'; (:w F\(~'(,I i. ems 
4,~;?6, ?1. 7 ';;If'ld th",~t (:.1['12 h",\1+ 0+ thE:,'sf:.:: be. ... ·eser .. v8d fot" cJ.i.c~f';L~:. elf 
Out fit tt:?r'~,;; and g '...l:i. d0~~';. Out''' rton-n::,'s :i. den t hul"l t i fig p.::.\r· t!l er s ~':':·l eJU 1. J 
b~ <i:\·f·for·c.i~;!c:l til. CiH..licE:, jL.l,,~t C\~.; ,o·esi(.lel'lts "-'1I .... e~ c~s ·to \-~hE't:hE.'::·" tiE"'.' 
ItJish to ':2rnploy ':'~I"l OutfiU:t~r" •• nl;,;~t t.hem c:hDDs(;';, 1I2t .. ·~", ('Dt-. 
legislate it and open the state up to anothe~ potenti~i lawsuit. 

DaVE;' Cioi2nr., Co-·Chai r (1le;H1 

Big GamE Cammittst.? 



JVERTISEMENT 
~ ~;'. 

...... "" 

RESIDENT~HcU, .. s·1 ·:S:··~·~:·····;"'A··.I,iL' ':,~D.:~ 
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.., ' ... ! " .. 'Y''l 

PROPOSAI.:·S.t , ", ,.' ,,' .,', " . ',' 

rhe Western Montana Fish and 'Game~s8oclatloi1 Is a private; 
v1issoula based sportsmen's organization, which has ,for about 50 
lears worked to enhance the sport of hunting in western Montana. 
rhe Association has had several members attending the current 
egislative session In Helena, monitoring all bills directly affecting 
.vildllfe, hunting and fishing. The Association Wishes to make pub
iC the following report on this year's legislative activity to date. 
~t least 25 bills affecting Montana hunting have been Introduced 
n the current legislative session in Helena. Most contain gOOd, 
,enslble ideas for managing game and hunters; There have been 
leveral proposals In this leglslature,however, that would take 
lway local hunters' opportunities by: 
I.) allowing up to 14,000 more non-residents to hunt Montana 

~.~' . ~.) enabling some non-residents to avoid the lottery system 
and guarantee yearly hunts for themselves. 

I.) allocating more permits to guides and outfitters effectively 
squeezing Montana and non-gUided, non-resident hunters 
Into evermore crowded public hunting areas. 

\11 of the proposals listed above would, if made into law, place in
;reased hunting pressure on Montana game, herds, make It in
;reasingly difficult for Montana hunters t'J find a place to hunt, and 
~EDUCE THE AVERAGE RESIDENT'S CHANCES OF SUCCESS 
N ANY AREA OF MONTANA. 
=ortunately, many Montana legislators are hunters themselves -
Jr understand the value of hunting to Montanans - and are will
.1g to protect hunting resources and opportunities. They haveal
eady rejected some of the most detrimental proposals,' but there 
Ire some stili under consideration. At least one, HB535, NEEDS 
MMEDIATE ACTION FROM MONTANA HUNTERS. . . 

( 
'ressure from several sources, including the Montana Outfitters 
,nd Guides Association, produced HB535 and pushed it through 
"e House. It is about to come before the Senate. HB535 would 
:reate SIX THOUSAND NEW NON-RESIDENT licenses that would 
.lIow license holders to hunt for everything except elk and black 
lear. 

Aontana presently sells 17,000 non-resident combination licenses 
, year, which allow license holders to hunt elk, deer, and bear. 
\bout 35,000 applications are received annually, and about 4.200 
·f those receiving combination licenses last year hunted deer ex
iuslvelY. So by issuing 6000 more deer licenses the state will es
antlally have created a minimum 4,200 non-resident elk hunters 
nd a maximum of 6000 more non-resident elk hunters. There
ultlng 35% Increase In out':'of-state hunters would go Into effect In 
1e 1988 season.' . · •. c· ...•. ,'<":~' .. ::.;;': . 
iOOO MORE NON-RESIDENT HUNTERS IN 1988 would meim a 
.harp Increase In competition for the limited supply of game 
.nimals and places to hunt, WHICH WILL EVENTUALLY LEAD TO 
,HORTER SEASONS, HUNTING BY SPECIAL PERMIT ONLY, OR 
'OTH. 
iB535 also calis for allocation of 2000 of those 6000 new licenses 
J out-of-state hunters who hunt with guides and outfitters, which 
3nds to further damage hunting chances for Montanans, as ex
J/ained below. 
he state set aside 5600 non-resident permits for Clients of outflt-
3rs and guides in 1985 and 1986, to help hunters and their guides 
:) plan ahead. Since the recent average number of non-residents 
unting with guides and outfitters has been around 5600, the addl
onal 2000 permits allocated under HB535 would raise the total 
1I0cations to 7600, well above current proportions of demand for 
,uided hunts. Landowners have also been allocated 2000 non-re
ident permits, and since some landowners are also outfitters and 
uides, the aliocation is in excess of 7600. This legislation takes 

l 
luch of the risk out of the outfitting and guiding business. THIS 
lAS A DETRIMENTAL EFFECT ON THE AVERAGE HUNTER. 
,ere's how: 

J!l~il;-' . .' 
;",,' ·~;~j+'::t ~~> . :'.. " .'.. " . " 

. f~~. " " n~':aecur.lty ~8rid' profits. oUttltteraand guides Cit I 
::-~> ord .. 1C)·adYi~~.,.rn~.heavlly and create 'more del' d. 
'.-.~i~,J:tlt1~tY;~ •. ~'~ .aDte, .. '.'''U>'~.ase. . mO,re Private-proP8, rty for Ir 
"';-~'~'-~i'errect:~-.~~ .;~al ~f;lunter. aw~y. fro E 

.. s·~,;~.,~'ftt'~~~'~·,";'P,ubIJCI8{ld8i 'furthel'f!'\ore, pr t . 
~,: .. ;;:~dli'8"v.,..lt;IeIIees;:h8ve .. vested Inter6St In closing . 
.; '~\~~~,.ntls .. ~~.~I.'&,' "Pttbllc lands, 1hat frequently IIld~':·'/Q,".m:to:. ; _H"'!',.· ... ~n~:able to U-..the public Ian at t 
: .. thelr~bacrc~,8$It.·"eywere their own~ Local hunter re 

~ ,': tor~ :onto IncrMilnciW'crowded portions of acceaslble public 
- Jar'ld8; W.ITH PASSA~;OF HB535. PRESSURE'ON PUBLIC 

LANDS WOULOINCAEASE, AND HUNTING -oPPORTUNIIS 
.', FO~~~!iE' AVERAGE' t:lUNTER WOULD DECREASE. ' I 
H9$35, bad ,as It Is, doesn't do as much as Its' backers hope fo 
It replaces·HB137. Which called for Issuance of 14,OOO'new nor C. 
f!urdent permits, raising total non-resident annual nUn\llerlr { 
11,000 to 31,000 In 1988. (Another HB16. would have added O· 
arct.ery-only licences this year to the current non-resldent- m 
ceiling.) H8535 Is simply one survivor, hopefUlly short-livec • 
among several recent attempts at exploiting Montana hU,ntl ( 1 
the expense of Montana hunters. " " .', ..' 
The Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks (FW&P), has e, 
record of performance so far in this legislative session. Howevel 

, Jim Flynn, Its governor-appointed director, has done welllnik 
Ing HB526, a measure designed to help the state acquire de 
and maintain wildlife habitat. Through hunting license' f In 
creases, HB526 will enable the agency to lease, purchase, a (,O I 
acquire conservation easements on land especially sUited to w Id ! 

life. ihe modest fee Increases proposed .In HB526 range J$: 
and $3 for resident deer and elk tags, respectively, to $50 f. h' 
nonresident combination license. The revenues thus t ...... e< 
would product' $1.5 million in 1988 and $2.2·mlllin In 198" ben 
afit wildlife, w!ldllfe observers and hunters, residents and non-re 
sldentsallke. J" ~ I 

. Although there are landowners eager to sell to the state In or t( 
protect the land from development or other undesirable uses, thh 
bill Is opposed by others, and faces a tough journey Into the lav 
book. Letters and calls SUPPORTING HB52~ are Urgentlyneegd. 

To Ita discredit, FW&P requested Introduction of -HB407, .cl 
would have allowed nonresidents owning land In Montana to Hun 
deer, antelope and elk on that property with a resident license I 
This bill could have opened a number of doors for non-reSin 
hunters and further diminished hunting opportunities for res n 
Montanans. FORTUNATELY FOR MONTANA HUNTERS •. h( 
~~~.Flsh and Game Committee went against ~~f> and kllle( l' 

. Because it was such a potentially destructiveblllj a~d b~US"Ui • 
. state agency supportsd It, HB407's defects deserve to be deU.d 

It makes It clear that hunters. cannot Just sit back and expect thel! ]'. 
,,,goney administrators to know and/or defend their Interests'I' 
r~sldonts wr;te letters and make phone calls urging our ag C) 
peo;?leto help them out. So do all kinds of. people who h 
fltand,to'galoOr' lese r.loney according to t~.way.our.~land 
wlldll~ resour.:e, are managed. HB407 Is a gc)Od examPle of wtfa 
agency administrators can be led to do.' !; I" 
HB407 creatGd Incentive forout-of-statehuntq~ to purchase" 1C 
In Montana primarily for the purpose of hunting. Not only wo L 
have saved such hunters the annual license fee for non-resldent~ 

Western MPntail 
vame AsYrlli 

, , ..•. • i_ 

THE WESTERN MONTANA FISH AJ< 
could use your support In Its efforts to tl 
llina hunting, for Montanans. Join today 01 
~a\; help us keep a clear eye on. and alve \-



lEGISLATIVE _~~"f;'" 

~NA' HUNTERS, 
, l • . ' ,'t", ~ ..... 

(forthemselvea and any of their Immediate family,' tneludlng. 
spause, parents; children, brothers and sisters), HB407· WOULD.~ 
ALSO HAVE GUARANTEED NON·RESIDENT LANDOWNERS A' 
LICENSE EACH YEAR, EUMINATING THE RISK OF aUOT 
AND OAAWII"!GS. .', "~" .. 

... < • "- ~ _ ",~' r' . " • _ :~~"'$~., • • '.t' ... ,\,\:. 

Corporate atoCfcholders In companies ownlnglaiuf' .In Montana" 
would alSO' have rec.elwd resident licenses to hunt on that land,' 
under provisions of HB407. Companies with huge 18ndholdlng'l~ ::~. 
Westem Montana. would have become Instant hunting clubs fOr:-~" 
the economically privileged. Anyone owning 5% or more of the' . 
outstandlng shares such B corporation would have been eligible, 
along With members of hlslher family. for a resident license for" 
hunting on the corporation's Isnd. Since many ranches In Montana • 
are also owned by corp~ratlons with non·resldentahareholdera,' ,.' 
quite a few more non-resident hunters would have been encour- .. ,' 
aged tohunt In Montana by HB407. " . ",t!. 

HB407 would also have allowed mambers,of a partnership to pw
chase resident licenses to hunt on property owhed by the partner-. 
ship. This would have provided Incentive for hunting clubs to pur
chase Montana lands exclusively for their own hunting preserves. 
and g\!aranteed them yt'lsrly permits at resident prices. ' ' 
FW&P, In backing bills that would hurt resident hunters, may be 
respondlrlg to th8 etate's push for economic development But 
poorer hunting opportunities for residents would not be good for 
most Montanans. hunter andnon·hunter alike, economically or 
otherwise. Proposail that would benefit a few people who makf.J \ 
money from hunting, or those who for one reason or another ex
pect special privileges, must be weighed against the sportfng In
terests of the hundreds of thousands of Montana ,hunters .. 
RESIDENT MONTANA HUNTERS CONTRIBUTE ALMOST THEIR 
ENTIRE INCOME TO iHE ECONOMY OF MONTANA. People who 
live In Montana frequently value hunting opportunity higher than 
money-making opportunity. They've willingly given up money
making 8IJd cultural opportunities available elsewhere, so they 
could live, hunt, and recreate In Montana. They are frequently the 
people who do the mOlt for conservation and other movements 
that keep Montana a pleasant place In which' to live. 
The people of "e!sewhere" Bnd yesteryear traded away their hu~ : 
Ing opportunities long ago, In favor of making more money. Mon-' 
tana is ono of the last strongholds of wildlife and hlgh·qusUty:. 
hunting orportunlty. The r~st of the world envies Montanans fOr' 
that. But If hunting is to remain good In Montana, for Montanans', '. 
and non·resldents alike, hllnters must be aware of and oppose 
those who \iould trade off hunting in favor of "economic growth:' 
And they must let the lawmakers know if there's something going 
on that they don't like. '. , 

MONTANANS WHO WANT HIGH·QUALITY HUNTING," FOR 
THEMSELVES, THEIR CHILDREN AND THEIR GR,A,NDCHILDREN, 
SHOULD ACT NOW by writing or calling their representatives and 
senators In Helena, and exore3slng their OPPOSITION to HB535i: 
their SUPPORT for W:~526. and theii concern about hunting op
portunities in general. You can cali end leave a message for your, 
senatol' at '-444-4800 or wrIte your senatorst thefonowh1g'~, 
address: (Remembor, time I~ of the essence.).·. . , . 

Montana Senate 
Capitol Station 
He,.,n"~ Montana 59620 

'fish alld 
II' 

1(111 
• ASSOCIATION 
ld erchancij Mon.. 
Imbershlpdollars . 
strong_ voice In 

Bo.4214 " 
MI •• out.; Montana !9808 
728-7746 
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1. 
* 2. 

3. 
* 4. 
* 5. 

6. 
* 7. 
* 8. 
* 9. 

10. 
*11. 
*12. 
*13. 

14. 
*15. 

16. 

**17. 
**18. 
**19. 
**20. 
**21. 
**22. 
**23. 
**24. 
**25. 
**26. 

***27. 
***28. 
***29. 
***30. 
***31. 
***32. 
***33. 
***34. 
***35. 
***36. 

37. 
38. 
39. 
40. 
41. 
42. 
43. 
44. 
45. 
46. 
47. 
48. 
49. 
50. 
51. 
52. 
53. 
54. 
55. 
56. 

ACRES OF PUBLIC LAND IN EACH MONTANA COUNTY 
(F.Y. 1983 PILT PAYMENTS) 

COUNTY 

Flathead 
Beaverhead 
Lincoln 
Phillips 
Valley 
Ravalli 
Lewis & Clark 
Madison 
Park County 
Sanders 
Garfield 
Powell 
Granite 
Missoula 
Gallatin 
Mineral 

Powder River 
Carter 
Carbon 
Jefferson 
Fergus 
Meagher 
Blaine 
Prairie 
Glacier 
Petroleum 

Custer 
Rosebud 
Judith Basin 
Broadwater 
Sweetgrass 
McCone 
Teton 
Butte-Silver Bow 
Cascade 
Stillwater 

2,417,824 
2,049,002 
1,787,009 
1,388,190 
1,131,822 
1,106,678 
1,060,816 
1,050,685 

914,571 
905,785 
827,329 
713,349 
709,103 
699,920 
678,156 
643,392 

603,273 
601,157 
568,391 
556,942 
499,743 
474,581 
458,462 
429,408 
402,835 
346,998 

342,445 
329,477 
311,023 
304,637 
303,070 
277,581 
265,434 
237,737 
215,376 
192,010 

Anaconda-Deer Lodge 
Chouteau 

184,453 
157,014 
156,982 
121,906 
107,919 

Lake 
Fallon 
Pondera 
Musselshell 
Yellowstone 
Dawson 
Wheatland 
Richland 
Hill 
Toole 
Big Horn 
Liberty 
Golden 
Wibaux 
Treasure 
Roosevelt 
Sheridan 
Daniels 

90,299 
88,Tl9 
68,591 
53,369 
52,862 
47,720 
46,013 
35,651 
33,363 
31,968 
25,882 
11,798 

4,722 
1,388 

200 

COUNTY SEAT 

Kalispell 
Dillon 
Libby 
Malta 
Glasgow 
Hamilton 
Helena 
Virginia City 
Livingston 
Thompson Falls 
Jordan 
Deer Lodge 
Phillipsburg 
Missoula 
Bozeman 
Superior 

Broadus 
Ekalaka 
Red Lodge 
Boulder 
Lewistown 
White Sulphur 
Chinook 
Terry 
Cut Bank 
Winnett 

Miles City 
Forsyth 
Stanford 
Townsend 
Big Timber 
Circle 
Choteau 
Butte 
Great Falls 
Columbus 

Anaconda 
Ft. Benton 
Polson 
Baker 
Conrad 
Roundup 
Billings 
Glendive 
Harlowton 
Sidney 
Havre 
Shelby 
Hardin 
Chester 
Ryegate 
Wibaux 
Hysham 
Wolf Point 
Plentywood 
Scobey 

MAJORITY 

FS 

BLM 
BLM 

FS 
FS 
FS 

BLM 
FS 
FS 

FS 

BLM-FS 
BLM 
FS-BLM 
FS 
BLM 
FS 
BLM 
BLM 
NPS-FS 
BLM 

BLM 
BLM 
FS 
FS 
FS 
BLM 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 

FS 
BLM 
FS 
BLM 
FS 
BLM 
BLM 
BLM 
BLM 
BLM 
BLM 
BLM 
BLM 
BLM 
BLM 
BLM 
BLM 
BLM 
BLM 
BLM 

Source of Data - BLM payments to counties - FY 1983 
* Top ten east side counties with most acres of public land (BLM and National 

Forest) 
** List of east side counties in 11-20 category with most acres of public land 

(BLM and National Forest) 
*** List of east side counties in 21-30 category with most acres of public land 

(B LM and National Forest) 

P. L. A. A . I. 3/2/87 
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Date: March 23, 1987 

To: Senate Fish & Game Committee 

From: George R. Holman., 'Qavalli County Sportsman 

Fe: H.~. 535 The setaside of 5600 licenses out of 17,000 
non-resident plus 2,000 of 6,OCO deer, bird and fish licenses. 

I urge you to vote "no" on this for these reasons: 

1. 

2. 

We all believe in Democracy. All are equal under the 
law. "Setasides" promote eliteism. The idea is undemocratic. 

The monetary impact on the state is not dependent upon 
the setaside. It will accrue with or without this. 

outfitting in Montana is a growth industry needing no 
favoritism. 
In 1975 there were 405 outfitters with 22,275 clients. 
In 1979 there were 430 outfitters with 23,650 clients. 
In 1986 there were over 1400 outfitters pleading for 
special privileges. 
Perhaps they should strive to regulate themselves. 

h. ~on-resident hunters need no further inducement to hunt 
in Montana when 17,000 licenses can be bought in 6 days. 
What is needed is a better lottery system. 

5. Any additional non-resident deer, bird, fish ligenses 
should be confined to the eastern half of Montana during 
years of over-abundant game only. There has never been 
an over-abundance of game in western Montana. 



Date: March 23, 1987 

To: Senators and Representatives 

From: George H. Holman, Pavalli County Sportsman 

Pe: H.E. 526 Habitat Frotection Fund 

We urge you to vote "yes" for these reasons: 

1. A limiting factor in big game nu~bers is winter 
habitat. The current 13 elk winter ranges provide 
food for only 12 to 16~ of the states 80,000 elk. 
This bill, with which most sports~en agree, will 
provide ear-marked money for the lease, easement 
or purchase of land for winter range. 

2. This bill will help insure the continued economic 
benefits of huntin~ in Yontana. 



\, 

HOi.J OOES A LICF1~SE SET ASIDE FOR OUTFITTED CLIENTS EFFEer MONTANA? 

... 
There.are two iillI2Q.t.t.~e.Laside effects oUIl_state. One way is 

r economic and the other is social. -

~ let's look at economics. An outfitted hunter, according to a study by 
MSU, spends exactly $1,487 dollars more in Montana than a non-outfitted hunter. 
The set aside in HB 535 will bring an additional $11.3 million dollars a year 
of ne'>., money into the Montana economy. Even without increasing the number of 
non-resident hunters, the greater the set aside the more the economic benefit 
to our state. 

~, l~t's look._at the soc~al effects·X_~e:~.all,~iMts ~~".the 

~:"J'i}:~r:t~~=sd~o~o 
unto How does a set aside change the social effects non-residents impose on 

resident hunters? The same university study mentioned earlier says that the 
average outfitted hunter spends 11 days in Montana and the average non
outfitted hunter spends 16 days in Montana. The outfitted hunter is spend-
ing one-third less time hUnting than the non-outfitted non~r~?~9~nt hunter. ~ 
'S:eta2si-@e-~B"~P"mfflN~;;iiit~4b tttc4Fyuwg~~nd .• .fewer'.:iIt:::the.~l&,:cla~ 
The. greater the set aside the lesser the non-resident social impact, all other 
things being equal. 

But, all other things are not equal. Outfitters normally do not take their 
hunters into areas where they compete with resident hunters, but rather pack 
them into the bakccountry beyond where most residents hunt -- even further 
reducing the social impacts of outfitted non-residents. 

In summary, the set aside in HB 535 not only benefits our state's economy by 
$11. 3 million dollars a year, it also reduces the non-resident hunting ~ 
38,760 days and puts more non-residents in the backcountry a\vay from residents. 

J ¥r-f 1115 ~3 S- R';~ff; %/'f.:o~ 
/~=<"-~R )) ~If (~p~-<J 

"340.5 /0 -~ Rcf2.1 
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428 N. GULLEY ROAD 
DEARBORN. MICHIGAN 48128 

Honorable Edward Smith 
Montana Legislature 
Helena, Montana 

Dear Mr. Smith: 

MARIO CHIESA 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 

March 19, 1987 

Believe me, it is not my habit to go out and look for 

(313) 277-1967 

trouble and then jump in with both feet; enough comes my way naturally. 
Yet, I really am concerned about a family and a professional I have 
come to know and admire. I am not going to mention their name; I 
don't want to be responsible for making them the object of unwarranted 
attention. I'm speaking of the outfitter I met a number of years ago 
and who I try to get back to Montana to see and hunt with as often as 
I can. 

~ I don't have all the facts, but what I've heard so far leads 
me to believe there is a real problem regarding the allocation of the 
nonresident big game licenses and specifically the inability of out
fitters to maintain their bookings. As I understand it, my friend 
has had responses from about 28 of the individuals booked for 1987 
and 12 didn't receive their licenses. Losing a dozen Elk hunters 
means losing several thousand dollars of income. I don't think you 
or I would like to be in that position. If all of the lost dollars 
caused by hunters who didn't receive licenses and who booked with 
outfitters are considered, the total would probably be staggering. 
Dollars that would have paid for outfitter fees, lodging, food, 
gasoline and numerous other items and which ultimately pay for roads, 
universities, public programs and public employees, were irrevocably 
lost. This is in addition to the fact that a number of hard working 
people and their families are taking it on the chin. 

Furthermore, given the fact I get to Montana as often as I 
can and have spent more money than my spouse can tolerate, I ask you 
to consider me and people in my position. 



'" f 

Honorable Edward Smith 
Page Two 
March 19, 1987 

I would probably come even if I didn't get a license. There 
is something about spending time with friends in the Bob Marshall 
and soaking up its beauty that puts life in focus and cleans out the 
cobwebs. Yet, I don't think the outfitters should have to depend 
on people who may share my point of view. Hunting is the attraction, 
and the goal of most of those who book outfitters is to hunt, and 
probably hunt Elk. 

I get the impression that those who oppose the outfitters are 
better organized and probably better funded. If this conflict is 
like others concerning hunting there are probably some pretty big 
out-state groups opposing any relief for the outfitters. My friend 
and his dad have been in the outfitting profession for over 50 years. 
They don't have a well funded organization backing them, they look 
to you and the law for help. Anyone who can take a midwesterner 
like me, put me on a horse for ten days, show me the most beautiful 
country in the northwest, get me within rock throwing distance of a 
majestic bull and then maintain their sanity when I do something 
dumb or decide not to shoot, deserves all the help they can get. 

I know you and the other lawmakers are being bombarded with 
arguments and various points of view and competing interests. Some 
of the tactics people use to get your attention may be fair and some 
not so fair. I know you are wrestling with a tough problem. Yet, 
it seems to me that any appropriate result would have to recognize 
the need for the outfitters to secure some stability in their 
businesses. Obviously stability is directly linked to nonresident 
hunters securing licenses. I know there are many facets of the 
problem; yet, any thoughtful resolution must protect the hard working 
people who make up the outfitting industry in Montana. They unlike 
some others who may be involved in this dispute raise families, vote 
and pay taxes in Montana. They need your help. Thanks for listening! 

r-..... 
SinCerelY~ 

MtlAA£)· ~~ 
MARIO CHIESA 

MC :mec 



Senate Committee for F.W. & P Department of Montana 
Helena, MT 59601 

Att: Chairman Ed Smith 

Dear Sir: 

March 23, 1987 

I want it to be on record that our business has been put in 
danger as a result of the 1987 non-resident hunting license sales 
process used by the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and 
Parks. 

Six non-resident cl ientele had booked wi th me to hunt in 
~ Area 560 during the 1987 season. Five of the customers failed to 

receive a license and the one that did succeed in receiving a 
license is not now planning to hunt with us this year as his 
hunting companion who was to accompany him did not get a license. 

I am now told that those who put a note with their 
applications stating they desired a none or all results in the 
drawing were able to do so. This was not information made known 
to all, thus discriminating against those unknowing individuals 
who applied singly. 

I understand the department as been working to solve this 
complex problem, but more is needed if businesses are to survive. 
Our business revenue comes entirely from the non-resident 
recreationist of which big game hunting is a large part and we 
will not survive if this continues. 

Respectfully 

~ W. ~/I/"'-
ROBERT W. (BIIf /) 
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AMENDMENTS 1'0 HB 535 

Page 2, Subsection 2, Line 8 
Add: No t more than 

Page 2, NEW SECTION, Section 2 
Line 14 
Strike: 5600 
Insert: 6500 

Line 15 
Strike: 2000 
Insert: One third of the 

Line 17 
Strike: 2000 
Insert: One third 



Date: March 23, 1987 

To: Senate Fish & Game Committee 

From: George H. Holman, ~avalli County Sportsman 

Re: H.E. 535 The setaside of 5600 licenses out of 17,000 
non-resident plus 2,000 of 6,000 deer, bird and fish licenses. 

I urge you to vote "no" on this for these reasons: 

1. We all believe in Democracy. All are equal under the 
law. "Setasides" promote eliteisID. The idea is undemocratic. 

2. The monetary impact on the state is not dependent upon 
the setaside. It will accrue with or without this. 

3. Outfitting in Yontana is a growth industry needing no 
favoritism. 
In 1975 there were 405 outfitters with 22,275 clients. 
In 1979 there were 430 outfitters with 23,650 clients. 
In 1986 there were over 1400 outfitters pleading for 
special privileges. 
Perhaps they should strive to regulate themselves. 

4. Non-resident hunters need no further inducement to hunt 
in Hontana when 17,000 licenses can be bought in 6 days. 
What is needed is a better lottery system. 

5. Any additional non-resident deer, bird, fish lice~ses ~ 
should be confined to the eastern half of Montana during 
years of over-abundant game only.' There has never been 
an over-abundance of game in western ~ontana. 



Date: March 23, 1987 

To: Senators and Representatives 

From: George H. F.olman, ?avalli County Sportsman 

Pe: F..B. 526 Habitat Protection Fund 

VIe urge you to vote "yes" for these reasons: 

1. A limiting factor in big game numbers is winter 
habitat. The current 13 elk winter ranges provide 
food for only 12 to 16~ of the states 80,000 elk. 
This bill, with which most sports~€n agree, will 
pro7ide ear-marked money for the lease, easement 
or purchase of land fo~ winter range. 

2. This bill will help insure tte continued economic 
benefits of h~nting in Yontana. 



Russ Barnett 
7373 Hwy 2 East 
Columbia Falls, Mt 59912 

Senate Committee on HB 535 

As a Montana sportsman I urge you to support HB 535. If more 

non-residents are required to hunt with an outfitter or private 

land owner they will be hunting in areas that most residents don't 

have access to. I believe that this bill woulrl relieve sarno of the 

pressure on our already over hunted roads. 

Russ Barnett 



Senator Ed Smith 
Capitol Station 
Helena, MT 59620 

Re: HB 535 

Dear Senator Smith: 

March 16, 1987 

Please vote in favor of HB 535. 

HB 535 provides a new system for allocating the limited 

number of out-of-state game licenses between guided and 
non-guided hunters. 

Mt. outfitters and their clients represent a 
significant source of out-of-state revenue, and HB 535 
assures their continued viability in Montana. 

Please work toward passage of HB 535 . 

.JJ;;U7;:;;« 
cc: Senators Walker, Meyer, Thayer and Manning 



Mar. 17 t 1987 

Dear Senator Smith, 

Montana's economy depends in large part upon out of state 

income. An important source of this revenue is derived from 

out-of-state hunters who hire Montana outfitters. 

Because of current licensing methods, many Montana outfitters 

are seriously threatened with the loss of their businesses. 

House Bill 535 fairly apportions non-resident licenses 

between guided and non-guided hunters. It will allow 

outfitters with sufficent numbers of clients to insure 

the continued existence of their guiding businesses and 

thereby greatly enhance the state's coffers. 

Please actively support HB 535 and vote for its passage. 



Mar. 17, 1987 

Dear Senator Smith, 

Montana's econolEY depends in large part upon out of state 

income. An important source of this revenue is derived from 

out-of-state hunters who hire Montana outfitters. 

Because of current licensing methods. many Montana outfitters 

are seriously threatened with the loss of their businesses. 

House Bill 5J~ fairly apportions non-resident licenses 

between guided and non-guided hunters. It will allow 

outfitters with sufficent numbers of clients to insure 

the continued existence of their guiding businesses and 

thereby greatly enhance the state's coffers. 

Please actively support HB 535 and vote for its passage. 

Sincerely, 



Senator Ed Smith 
Capitol Station 
Helena, MT 59620 

Re: HB 535 

Dear Senator Smith: 

March 16, 1987 

Please vote in favor of HB 535. 

HB 535 provides a new system for allocating the limited: 
number of out-of-state game licenses between guided and 
non-guided hunters. 

Mt. outfitters and their clients represent a 

significant source of out-of-state revenue, and HB 535 
assures their continued viability in Montana. 

Please work toward passage of HB 535. 

cc: Senators Walker, Meyer, 



··~I 



1 ,. 



J " 





• 

\ " ',.-'~ \ 



Senator Ed Smith 
Capitol Station 
Helena, MT 59620 

Re: HB 535 

Dear Senator Smith: 

March 16, 1987 

Please vote in favor of HE 535. 

HB 535 provides a new system for allocating the limited 

number of out-of-state game licenses between guided and 

non-guided hunters. 

Mt. outfitters and their clients represent a 

significant source of out-of-state revenue, and HE 535 
assures their continued viability in Montana. 

Please wor~ toward passage of HE 535. 

cc: Senators Walker, Meyer, Thayer and Manning 



Mar. 17, 1987 

Dear Senator Smith, 

Montana's economy depends in large part upon out of state 

income. An important source of this revenue is derived from 

out-of-state hunters who hire Montana outfitters. 

Because of current licensing methods, many Montana outfitters 

are seriously threatened with the loss of their businesses. 

House Bill 535 fairly apportions non-resident licenses 

between guided and non-guided hunters. It will allow 

outfitters with sufficent numbers of clients to insure 

the continued existence of their guiding businesses and 

thereby greatly enhance the state's coffers. 

Please actively support HB 535 and vote for its passage. 

Sincerely, 



Senator Ed Smith 
Capitol Station 
Helena, MT 596"0 

Re: HB 535 

Dear Senator Smith: 

March 16, 1987 

Please vote in favor of HB 535. 

HB 535 provides a new system for allocating the limited, 

number of out-of-state game licenses between guided and 
non-guided hunters. 

Mt. outfitters and their clients represent a 

significant source of out-of-state revenue, and HB 535 
assures their continued viability in Montana. 

Please work toward passage of HB 535. 

lJurs very. t?9iU1Y , .. 
. ---L/1 ~ 

~...Af.,( 'CP). ~ 

cc: Senators Jalker, Meyer, Thayer and Manning 



Senator Ed Smith 
Capitol Station 
Helena, MT 59620 

Re: HB 535 

Dear Senator Smith: 

March 16, 1987 

Please vote in favor of HB 535. 

HB 535 provides a new system for allocating the limited 

number of out-of-state game licenses between guided and 
non-guided hunters. 

Mt. outfitters and their clients represent a 

significant source of out-of-state revenue, and HB 535 
assures their continued viability in Montana. 

Please work toward passage of HB 535. 

::x: 
truly, 

cc: Senators Walker, Meyer, Thayer and Manning 
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WILLIAM CONKLIN 
L. D. NYBO 
E. LEE LEVEQ.UE 
THOMAS J. MURPHY 

Senator Manning 
Senator Meyer 
Senator Smith 
Senator Thayer 
Senator Walker 

Re: HB 535 

Sir: 

LAW OFFICES OF 

CONKLIN, NYBO &: LEVEQUE 

104 FOURTH STREET NORTH 

P. O. BOX 2048 

GREAT FALLS. MONTANA 59403 

March 15, 1987 

I am writing to seek your support of HB 535. 

AREA CODE" 
PHONE 727-9~ 

As you know, a major source of Montana's out-of-state revenue 

is received from hunters who purchase non-resident licenses and 

hire Montana outfitters as guides. 

Presently, many of these outfitters face the very real prospect 

of losing their businesses because of the current system of 

license allocation. The economic loss to Montana would be significant. 

HE 535 represents a fair and equitable allocation of out-of-state 

licenses between guided and non-guided hunters, while at the same 
time protecting oneof Montana's most important natural resources. 

Please support HB 535 in an active 
by your vote on its passage. 

ELL:ab 

and 

r 
I 

'Wi 
I 



MUNSON RADIO r-I ---------------...., 

616 10th Street South i \ 
Great Falls. Montana 59405 ! 

406-453-18841 ~ _____________________________________ ~ 

Senator Edward Smith 
Montana Senate 
Helena, Montana 59601 

Dear Senator Smith. 

March 19, 1987 

~ 
I 

I would like to advise you of my support for 
House Bill 535, the outfitters of Montana bill. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

$4(~-/1~-c.-
Anna Munson 

~:l0HNSON·,--~ -_/ 
-:,.;I./O-WAY FM RAOIO COMMUNICATiCl\JS SYS-;-E~:iS 

i 
i 

I 
,/ 



March 1 8, 1 987 

Dear Senator Smith, 

I am writing in regard to House Bill 535. 

Guiding and Outfitting is one of Montana's notable 

sources of securing money from out-of-state, and benefits 

all Montanans. The sharp decrease in the number of out-of

state licenses available to Guides and Outfitters severely 

limits this revenue. 

Please give this your fullest consideration regarding 

House Bill 535. A guide or outfitter simply cannot book a 

hunt in advance, if he is not guaranteed a certain number of 

the non-resident Big Game licenses ava1lable. 

S~cerely, Q ~ /'" 
0) S~~ ( IV C~/ ,"-"--" " 

David S. Randall 

Great Falls, MT 59404 



1,-

Honorable Governor Ted Schwinden 
Capitol Building 
Helena, MT 59620 

Dear Honorable Governor Schwinden, 

Route 2 
Belington, WV 26250 
March 21, 1987 

I have been informed that legislation will be presented 
this year that will affect out of state hunters, licensed out
fitters and guides. For many years it has been my pleasure to hunt 
in Montana with Licensed Guides and Outfitters. Therefore, don't 
allow any legislation to pass that will hurt this group which is so 
vital to your state's economy. 

Each year I spend about $3,000.00 with the people of 
Montana. This includes hotel bills, car rental, meals, and guiding 
services, plus clothes, gifts and presents that I take back to 
West Virginia. 

In order to protect your outfitters and your tourist 
economy, more licenses need to be made available for hunters who 
use the service of Licensed Guides and Outfitters. 

Entirely too many out of state licenses are made available 
to out of state hunters who come to your state in their cars, trucks 
or campers and spend very little money while there. This I know 
first hand since some of the people are West Virginia people that I 
know personally. 

The people that make hunting a pleasure and build a strong 
economy are the Licensed Guides and Outfitters. 

Please use your influence to protect the outfitters so that 
people like me can come to Montana each Fall and enjoy your great and 
beautiful state. 

CC: Senator William Norman 
Capitol Building 
Helena, Montana 59620 

Senator Edward Smith 
Capitol Building 
Helena, Montana 59620 

a 
A. Houston Booth 



Senator Ed Smith 
Chairman Fish & Game Committee 

Dear Senator Smith: 

Donald C. Wasser 
7705 Manor House Drive 
Fairfax Station, VA 22039 

March 20, 1987 

As a visitor to 
summer of '82 and since 
out of state hunting 
for the '87 season, I 
535 will be supported 

the Bob Marshall on a pack trip in the 
then as an unsuccessful applicant for an 

license in '86, and a successful applicant 
must express my hope that the House Bill 
by you. 

As you are well aware out of state visitors, be they 
tourists, fishermen or hunters, cannot help but contribute to the 
economy in a rather substantial fashion without demanding much in 
the way of services in return. 

-

I will not belabor the point but I do hope the Outfitters 
have an opportunity to show off Montana to more and more summer~ 
and fall visitors who, in turn, will become as I have an 
enthusiastic Montana booster. 
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.. PHONE 466-2044 :-: CHOTEAU, MONTANA 59422 

Licensed Ouifitter and Guide-Chuck and Sharon Blixrud 

Member of the Dude Ranchers Association and the 

i. Professional Wilderness Outfitters Association 

~ 

,(1_:;::-_ ~.::.:~~~ 

Senaio/l. Cd Sm@, Cha..iAman 

J.iAh and §ame C ommiilee 

CapiJJ:LL S:ta.l..i.on 

II elena, (!Jontana 59620 

CHOTEAU, MONTANA 59422 

!) am Wltilin9- in /l.e/ell.ence to the II OUA e Bill 535, wh.i.ch will 

Ila Cl./.J.i.de 5600 non /l.eIJ.i.dent huntiJi9- L.i.cenlJeIJ lO/l. cL.i.enill ot 

ou.:tt.i.ilell.lJ . 

All the /l.eporu come -Ln, we have Lollt 20% 01 01lA. booked 1987 
fall huntell.lJ . ••. Jh.iA hall amounted to OVell. $6000 in LOllt 

/l.even.ue to UA. Jh.iA.iA Well. 9-oin9- to /l.elJULi.. in the LOIlIl 

ot at LecLlJt one man wA.i.cA !) uould have empLoffed th.iA fall. 
!) LOllt all MOp camp huntell.lJ, wh.i.ch!) take !-o/l. a LelJllell. tee 

than 01lA. fullff fJU.i.ded huntell.lJ, bu.:t /l.eg.wulleIJll, !) could have 
LOllt all ~ed huntell.lJ too. 

!) would llA.g.e ffOU to Iluppod 1I0UAe Bill 535, bu.:t not lO/l. the 
5600 L..i.cenlJeIJ, bu.:t 7000 .i.nIltead. (!Janff ou.:tl.i.ilell.lJ have LOllt 

huntell.lJ, and th.iA .iA new monieIJ comin9- into the Iliate. !)t.iA 

tJvwu~ theIJe toLkll that we all.e abLe to IJllA.vive, and we wo.n.k 

hall.d to buJd a /l.epu.i.at.i.on w@ p/l.etVUted cLienill IJO theff will 

Ilpeak well ot 01lA. bUAineIJll. And two pwd.i.eIJ we LOIJt WVte 

9-l1..elJiIJ ot the h.i.~elJt caL.i.bell., and not onLff cLienill but Vell.ff 
def1A /A.i.endA. 

?LeaIJe La me know it !) can De ot anff help to ffOU -Ln fwttAell.in9-

theIJ e 9-Oa1IJ. 

C;;nI""OnO/JI CL~1&1-J~Q 



STEPHEN S. FENNELL, D.D.S., P.e. 

DIPLOMATE 
AMERICAN BOARD OF 

ORAL AND MAXILLOFACIAL SURGERY 

Maltc.tt 20, 1987 

Se.natM Eciwaltd Sm.<.th 
State. Capitoi BuUding 
He.ie.na, Montana 59601 

Ve.alt Se.natolt Smith: 

PROFESSIONAL CENTER 

600 OGLETHORPE AVENUE 
ATHENS, GEORGIA 30606 

(404) 549·5033 
PRACTICE LIMITED TO 

ORAL AND MAXILLOFACIAL SURGERY 

I have. hunte.d, 6~he.d and vac.at-Lone.d in Montana e.ac.h ye.alt ~inc.e. 1972 and have. 
made. many ii6e.iong 6Itie.n~ in yoult be.aut-L6ui ~tate.. I have. aiway~ ~e.d iic.e.n~e.d ~ 
guid~ and out6itte.lt~ and have. ie.6t the e.c.onomy 06 Montana in an -tmpltove.d c.onditio~ 
on my ie.aving. 

Th~ ye.alt I wUi not be. hunting in Montana 6M the. 6-i.Jt~t t-Lme. -in 15 ye.aJt~ be.c.a~e. 
I wa~ not dltawn. Income. pianne.d upon by my gu-Lde. wUi not be. c.oming. 

In view 06 t~, I 6e.e.i that the. numbe.1t 06 out6itte.1t gUaltante.e.d pe.Jtmi~ 601t 
hun~ng ~hou1d be ~c.ltea~ed to at ie~t ~even tho~and. 

S-i.nc.elte.iy, 

A~.<- J. L.dt' f4;'J A~ 
Ste.phen S. Fenneii, VVS PC 

SSF/k.e.b 



Russ Barnett 
7373 Hwy 2 East 
Columbia Falls, Mt 59912 

Senate Committee on HB 535 

As a Montana sportsman I urge you to support HB 535. If more 

non-residents are required to hunt with an outfitter or private 

land owner they will be hunting in areas that most residents don't 

have access to. I believe that this bill would relieve some of the 

pressure on our already over hunted roads. 

Russ Ral'n") t t 



ONLY YEAR AROUND ENTRANCE TO YELLOWSTONE PARK 

"TEDDY ROOSEVELT ARCH" 

Gardiner Chamber of Commerce 

Dear Senator, 

P. O. Box 81 
Gardiner, Montana 59030 

~1arcr) 19, 1987 

I am writ ing to urge you to support HB 535 which will enab Ie 
outfitters to obtain licenses ror their out of state hunters 

Outfitters and the business t.hey and their liunters bring us are vital 
to the economy or the Gardiner community and Uie state. Tl,eir business 
comes, for the most part, after the main tourist season in summer and 
provides some act ivi ty dur-ing an otherw ise very quiet time of year. A.ll 
year long, they and the i r f am iIi es and the i r hands are a part of trli s 
community. We need outfitters and they need He 535 in order to remain in 
business. 

Please suppor't tt-ds l)i I!. Thank you. 

,-... 1'r rI"r" Iv .:) i .......... , ~ , ! 

~'j!'eS1Clent 

C;,:lrrjJr'Jer Ularnber of Comrner'ce 

Drive The Valley Route through Maiestic Mountain Scenery to The 
North Entrance of Yellowstone National Park - FROM ANYWHERE 
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cTackAtcheson & Sons, Inc. 
INTERNATIONAL HUNTING, FISHING & PHOTOGRAPHIC CONSULTANTS 

INTERNATIONAL TRAVEL AGENCY 

3210 Ottawa Street 

8utte. Montana 59701 

Telex 551-643 

Telephone (406) 782-2382 

(406) 782-3498 
Travel Agency (406) 494-2415 

Taxidermy (406) 782-0569 

.. 

. ~ 
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am Jack Atcheson from Butte. I am a hunting consultant, which is 

similar to an airline travel agent. But instead of Hawaiian tours, I 

find hunters. Our business is worldwide. The majority of our cl ients 

are from 0 the r s tat e s 0 r for e i g nco u n t r i e s • For 2 5 yea r s ran a 

taxidermy business, al I businesses employing an aggregate of 18 

people, year round. 

h a v e jus t los t $ 1 2 , 0 0 0 0 n c omm iss ion s be c au sec lie n t s did not d raw 

licenses. My sons lost $42,000, also because cl ients did not draw 

I I censes. 

Licensed outfitters don't block that much land. Landowners block the 

land. Even doing away with outfitters won't open any private land. 

Montana would quickly be taken over by unlicensed rogue outfitters 

from Texas or Call fornia. They'll bring their clients to hunt In 

Montana, but do their banking In Dallas or Los Angeles. 

Montana Is for sale. The ranches are sold to non-residents as a tax 

shelter, sub-divisions, or a second home. They post the land 12 

months a year, not just during hunting season. What Is needed are 

easements and public roads that get the public behind the blocked 

area. Don't blame licensed outfitters for this. 

In Montana during the last five years only recreation has made ~oney -

agricul ture, logging, and mining have decl ined. The dest iny of 

Montana is to be a recreational state. However, Montana is not 

obi igated to furnish low cost vacations or low cost hunting licenses 

to non-residents. If Montana is to be a recreational state, we must 

charge for it. The fact that some non-resident does not have enough 

money does not mean that we have to subsidize him. The residents of 

Alaska • Asia • Africa • Australia • British Columbia • Idaho • Mongolia • Montana • Yukon 

Go while you are physically able 



,. 

Montana get a I I of the big game licenses they want, while 
.. 

the 

non-residents are I imlted to under one-fifth of what residents 

receive. Some residents say that is sti II too many, and I understand 

that. Opponents feel that non-residents are not getting a fair shake. 

Their objective puzzles IT'e, but when you consider that about 40% of 

this state Is Federal land, perhaps opponents would think it even more 

fair If half the licenses went to non-residents and hal f to residents. 

This would be very fair to non-residents, but would make the residents 

somewhat unhappy. 

If would be even more fair If the cost of non-resident Ifcenses were 

reduced, and the resident licenses were increased. This would make It 

more fair to the poor non-resident. One of the biggest reasons that 

non-residents flock to Montana Is because the combination license Is 

CHEAP. Montana has the cheapest license of all states offering elk, 

Including Wyoming, Colorado, Idaho, New Mexico, Alaska, Arizona, and 

Michigan. Yes, elk in Michigan! Consider the poor non-resident from 

Michigan. He can hunt cheaper in Montana than I, as a non-resident, ~ 
could hunt in Michigan. I would pay $470 In ~,Aichigan to hunt elk, 

deer, and black bear, birds, and fish, but only $350 in Montana. Why 

so cheap? Is Montana going to give away Its resources just because 

some opponents feel non-residents are not getting a fair deal? 

We don't give away our coa I. We're going to have a bed tax and a 

sales tax, yet opponents want us to furnish cheap licenses for cheap 

va cat ion s for non - res ide n t s • Do n 't fee Ito 0 so r r y for non - res ide n t s • 

By the year 2000, tourism will be the biggest business In the world. 

They will clutter up the highways, streams, and mountains. But we 

need regulated tourism of any type. The licensed outfitter is 

regulated, but the cost of doing business Is high. 

.. 
i 



The cost of advertising has nearly doubled In the last five years, but 

the pool of prospective clients has not doubled. If we are to have 

more hunters or recreationists in Montana, it is just because we took 

them away from Wyoming, Idaho, or British Columbia, because of cheap 

licenses and mass advertising. Don't make it any tougher for us. 

Licensed outfitters bring new money into the State. Guided hunters 

only take 8% of the elk and 2% of the deer ki I led each year. 

In Wyoming they have a drawing for elk. Outfitters must double book 

to hopefully draw enough clients. This costs .!.~.!..£~ as much In 

advertising. The cl ients become hesitant because they want to plan and 

you can't predict the drawing. Therefore, the Wyoming outfitter must 

cut his prices to make things appeal ing. I do not handle Wyoming 

hunters in our booking business, It is not worth the effort. If there 

Is no set-aside of licenses, why gamble to lose $15,000 more? 

I f we want to destroy a $34 mi II ion dollar Industry, we can do it by 

making It tough on outfitters. and recreationists. 

TAXIDERMY SHARE NON-RESIDENT HUNTERS 

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

Each person left about $41 for the taxidermist ($820,000). 1250 will 

continue to ship taxidermy to the Montana taxidermists. Out of state 

shipments originating from Alaska or Africa average $800. This Is a 

minimum of $1,820,000. All out of state money. Every year this 

figure wi I I continue to grow rapidly. I f you give us 3000 more 

I icenses, it wi II mean $300,000 next year to the taxidermist trade 

alone. 
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Non-residents are limited to only 17,000 combination big ga~e 
lice~ses. Maybe that is not fair, since residents get over 
100,000. There is no limit on the resident licenses but non
residents are limited. That is not fair. 

If you remove, today, all of the licensed guides and outfitters 
in Montana in just a short time the void would be filled \..;ith 
rogue outfitters from other states. They pay no Montana taxes, 
they do not pay 3% to the government, the clients they bring to 
Montana would do their hunting here but all of the money \.;ould 
end up in a bank in Texas. 

For many years there have been approximately 5,000-7,000 peo?le 
hire guides, it was not a problem. Why is it such a big problem 
this year? 

LOSS OF PRIVATE LAND 

Private property is being leased up by resident and non-resident 
alike. At this time only l~% of the state of Montana is leased 
by licensed outfitters. Far more is leased by rogue outfitters ,. 
and people who just want to lease land to hunt with or"wi thout a 
guide. What brought this all about, where did it go, will we 
ever see the good ole days again? The answer is no. Enclosed 
are 10 situations pointing out what has happened with private 
property. To start off there is nothing wrong with someone try-
ing to make a living off of their private property. Some of the 
ranchers couldn't make it with livestock or agriculture so must 
find some way to live. This is a better break for wildlife. If 
the rancher did not want wildlife he could destroy the habitat 
and there would be no wildlife. What are the situations? 

1. There are many land owners who allow access this year but 
what about 5 years from now? 

2. Non-residents who lease or pay in other ways to hunt on pri
vate land. Most of these hunts are semi-guided, quite often 
by rogue outfitters. 

3. The non-residents who do all their hunting on their own and 
has made some sort of a lease with a land owner. 

4. Residents who have private clubs who lease land and lease it 
to other residents or club members. A lot of us will end up 
there. 

5. Residents who lock up their land but will lease it to any- '-
one on a daily or per annum basis or charge them some other 
sort of fee. 



6. Ne have residents and non-residents who own private pro;Jerty 
and just lock it up - nobody hunts. Quite often this land 
goes into some sort of sub-division in the near future. 

7. Licensed outfitters who actually do lease and block so~e pub
lic land. According to our figures only l~% of the private 
land in the state is leased by licensed outfitters. 

8. The rogue outfitter who brings clients from other states or 
quite often a local man does a little guiding on the side a~d 
is actually a rogue who takes out small parties (maybe only 
1 or 2 a year) but he does take cash under the table. 

9. What we have left is a few of thE- good guys who do }.et as 
many people hunt as possible. They are in the minority a~d 
are fading fast because there is so much pressure; telephone 
calls late at night, people leaving fences open, that in a 
short time this 'good ole boy' will hire an outfitter or 
lease the land to some private resident who acts some.vnat as 
a game warden or policeman just to keep people from b~gging 
him and keep them off his back. He has no other choice. 

10. There are probably other situations that if you look back you 
will find, but these are the present situations which seems 
to be consuming most of the private property. In a short 
time most of this state will be in the hands of non-residents 
because the residents cannot afford to keep their land any 
longer. I don't think that ever again we will be able to use 
private land as we did before. The era of paid hunting is 
here. 

Some residents are concerned that non-residents are not getting a 
fair shake when it comes to the allocation of non-resident big 
game hunting licenses. What would be fair?· 

Since about 40% of this state is federal land and since most elk 
are shot on federal land it would probably be fair to the non
residents if we gave them 50% of all elk and deer licenses. This 
would be fair. To be even more fair there would be no more 10% 
limitation placed on drawings for sheep, goat, moose and antelope. 
Resident and non-resident would draw equally. That would be fair. 

Furthermore, we could reduce the cost of the non-resident hunting 
licenses by having the residents pay more - that would be fair. 
Do you really believe that we residents want to be that fair? 



TESTIMONY ON HB 535 
before the Senate Fish & Game Committee, March 24~ 1987 

by Lorents Grcsfield~ cattle rancher from Big Timber 

HB 535 is a good bill. It introduces a new and much needed 
dimension to landowner incentives to provide hunting 
opportunities for the public. And it introduces a much needed 
reasonably-priced ~1cense for non-resident hunters that want to 
come to Montana but don~t particularly care to hunt elk. 

I support the Third Reading Copy of this bill~ but I do have 
some amendment suggestions that I think would make the bill a 
little fairer to non-resident hunters as well as to landowners~ 
such as myself, that might wish to utilize the landowner sponsor 
provisions regarding the deer B-11 licenses. Is it really 
necessary to say that the sponsor must "m'in" all the 1 and to be 
hunted on? I don~t really own my ranch Q~C_§§; I am part of a 
family partnrship that o~'ms it. Many "family" ranches a.re 
actually owned by (family> corporations. And what about the 40-
acre BLM tract that is surrounded by hundreds of acres of our 
private land--- according to this bill 2S presently written, I 
think I would have to post that land to keep a sponsored hunter 
off. And what about my neighbor--- he~s a rancher who's leased 
"his" ranch for over ttrJenty years from a ~"ido\l'J :-Jho ~'Janted to keep 
the ranch in her family name. Is it fair to exclude him? He's 
been operating longer than I have. What I am suggesting is to 
change "own" to "own or control". Also, I would suggest deleting 
the requirement in the present bill that requires the hunter to 
hunt "only" on lands owned by a particular '5ponsor. This is 
unfair to the hunter as well as to the landowner, and would be an 
administrative nightmare. 

I urge your passage of HB 535, and hope you will consider 
these amendments. 



1. Page 2, line 19 
Fall owi ng: "ON" 

SUGGESTED AMENDMENTS TO 
HB 535 (THIRD READING) 

Insert: "pri vate" 
Fall owi ng: "Ol.<JNED" 
Insert: "or controlled" 

2. Page 3, line 16-17 
Stri ke: "THE SPONSOr:;: IS A LANDOl!-)NER AND THAT" 

3. Page 3, line 18 
Strike: "ONLY" 
Following: "OWNED" 
Insert: "or controlled" 



SPECIALIZED HUNTING TRIPS 

SUMMER PACK TRIPS 
TRIPLE TREE RANCH 

RAY AND BILL MYERS 

LICENSED OUTFITTERS 

SS20 SOURDOUGH ROAD 
BOZEMAN. MONTANA S971S 

USA 

RA Y 406-587-8513 
BILL 406-587-4821 

Mr. L:hairman, Members of the Senate Fish and Game 

Committee, for the record, I am Bill Myers a rancher and an 

outfitter and guide of 2~ years from Bozeman. I am 

representing Gallitan County Agriculture Preservation Ass'n 

and I am also President of Montana Outdoors Ass'n, a group of 

outfitters and landowners, formed 2 years ago to deal with 

the problems of wildlife management and non-resident 

licensing. 

I come before you today to support HB 535. I had some 

problems in doing that, but the other alternative was even 

more distasteful. You have heard testimony from an industry 

today that has a substantial investment in Montana. The 

outfitting industry, which brings into Montana $3~,OOO,OOO 

plus. You are about to hear from others here today that have 

an interest in the wildlife and its welfare. They will 

address fairness, fee hunting, and locking up of traditional 

hunting grounds. That brings me to the arena of my 

testimony. Fairness, fee hunting, and traditional hunting 

grounds. 

What are these traditional hunting grounds? Private 

lands--Agriculturcl lands. Landowners are actuall~ charging 

a fee to hunt on their lands, they are leasing to outfitters 

s "'''', .... h",,",,,, +-n~"" nr +-h"'" ,... .... 0 ~U; rl i .......... I"'Illd 
-~" J._ ....... ..... -- ..... ~, - .... , ..... ':;.1 ...... ""- ~ _~_;I::; ~ 



out~itting themselves. Why? To answe~ that question, we 

need to go back in time. Back to 1978. In 1978 the 

Department of Fish and Game as it was called then, came out 

with the 1978 MONTANA STATEWIDE COMPREHENSIVE OUTDOOR 

RECREATION PLAN, or SCORP as it was abbreviated. I am 

somewhat embarrassed to say I finally "discovered" a copy of 

this plan 2 years ago. I have found one (i), outfitter that 

remembers seeing it prior to my "discovery". I have not found 

a landowner that owns up to having seen it prior to my 

"discovery". SCORP has been updated as recently as 1985 

holding along the same lines as the original document. 

A short review of the document answers several questions 

that arise. 1. Under major issues to be resolved, the 

document describes projected wildlife, fish and recreational 

resource status through 1990. 2. Public access for 

recreation to private land is limited and is expected to be 

further restricted in the future. 3. The impact of non-

residents on Montana's recreational resources needs to be 

identified so that goals and policies can be established or 

reviewed as appropriate. 

Going further into SCORP, one finds the Strategic Plan 

for Montana's Wildlife and Fisheries Programs 1977-1990. 

Under this chapter, we learn that Montana is 30% controlled 



by the Federal Government, 6% by state government, and 6~%--

6~% is private. The majority of private land is used for 

agricultural purposes. In 1975, sportsmen participated in an 

estimated 5.2 million days of big and small game hunting, 

fishing and trapping. Projections in the SCORP were 6.5 

million days of hunting, fishing ond trapping by l~eQ. 

A little further in our review of SCORP, we find the 

Wildlife Program. We discover management. Quote; "Under 

-
sustained yield management, biological surpluses of animal 

populations are harvested each year and the remainder of the 

population is continuously available to the non-consumptive 

As we read further, we find the options the Department has to 

accommodate increasing hunting pressure: 

1. Maintain or 1Dg~~Q§§ number of animals available through 

intensive management and/or protection of the habitat. 

2. Regulate hunting in a manner that Q§~~§Q~~~ hunting 

success. 

3. Limit the number of participants. 

~. lQ~~§Q~§ Q~~§22 to hunting areas not available-to the 

public. 

5. Implement a combination of the above four actions. 



Again in our Journey through SCORP, we come to the Big 

Game Strategic Plan. Big Game Goal: To maintain an 

available supply of big game to meet demand for all t~pes of 

big game oriented recreation while insuring the protection 

and perpetuation of all big game species and their 

ecosystems. 

6 ~§Q~ QQ1§Qti~e~ l~ZZ=l~e~==tQ 2t~i~e tQ mgintQin 

ceQ2QnQQle g~QliQ QQQ§~2 tQ gt leg2t ZQ~ QE tbQ~e Qci~gt§ 

19nQ~ ~itb Qig ggme~ 

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, gOing back 

through time (1978) has shown us that 1. under sustained 

yield management we will have more wildlife, and in fact we 

do. Using the Departments own wildlife counts in most areas 

we have over 10 times the wildlife we had in 1975 when the 

non-resident combination license was limited to 17,000. 

2. We have learned that 6~% of Montana is private land. 

3. We have learned that the long range plan called for 

opening up of at least 70% of those private lands to public 

big game hunting. 

In drafting the Constitution, the founding Fathers gave 

the individual citizen specific rights in the Bill Of Rights. 



All rights not specificall~ granted to individuals cr 

withheld for the Federal Government were granted tc the 

States. Included in these are the right to manage resident 

wildlife species. These animals the State holds in trust for 

the people. The onl~ right an~ landowner has under this 

s~stem is to limit access to propert~. As an economic 

incentive, he ma~ charge a trespass fee, and charge for 

services in addition to the hunt, such as horses, guide fees, 

and so on, but he ma~ not charge for the animal itself. 

Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks regularly census 

pcpulations and project the number which can be harvested 

without determent to the population. A conflict arises when 

the "number of permits available are totall~ allocated to 

individuals, and a landowner is unable to locate enough 

hunters tc commend a respectable price for his services. The 

landowners economic incentive is reduced for proper 

monObsment and the resources necessar~ for wildlife 

propagation a~s likel~ to be allocated to soms other non-

wildlife wse swch as increased livestock use or wide sccle 

timber harvest or something that will show economic return. 

In review of several ccurt cases, we find thgt 

landowners do have the right to restrict the publics access 

tc wildlife: 

"The exclusive right tc hunt on a particular tract of 



land is vested in the owner of such realty; and no one can 

trespass on such premises without the consent of the owner." 

(Ohio Oil vs. Jackson 69 Mich. ~88: Hall vs. Alford 11~ 

Mich. 165: Lamprey vs. Danz 86 Minn.: L. Realaty Co. vs. 

Johnson 92 Minn.363: Herrin vs. Southerland 2~1 Pac 328 

Mont.). 

Further, the legality of a legislature authorizing 

access to private property was tested in Diana Shooting vs. 

Lamo~euz (11~ Wisc. ~~); "The exclusive use of his own 

property is a property right of the owner which is p~otected 

by the Constitution. A legislature cannot authorize another 

to enter the premises for the purpose of taking game." 

The case of L. Realty vs. Johnson went further towards 

management in stating: "While true that the title of all wild 

game is in the State ... the owner of the premise it is 

located ... has the right to exercise exclusive and absolute 

dcminion over his property, and incicentally, the unqualified 

right to control and protect the wild game thereon." If you 

will also remember Montana's own Attorney General Greely 

recently reaffirmed this opinion. 

It is apparent that the private landowner has legal 

right to control access over his property. Legally, he may 

also lease that right to any party he chooses as was 



\' .. 

demonstrated in Kellog vs. King; "A landcwner may make a 

lease of the hunting privileges giving the lessee the 

exclusive right to kill game or waterfowl on the premises .. " 

Inasmuch as the hunting rights are a r-ropert~ right, and 

the management autharity for game on those properties rests 

not onl~ on the State, but with the private propert~ owner, 

restricting his opportunity to choose the hunters he desires 

b~ limiting the licenses seems constitutionall~ questionable. 

I would submit to this committee that granted the 

outfitting industry is in dire straits, we have a major 

industry that has even worse economic problems. We have an 

industry that not only is in deep economic trouble, we are 

attempting to burden them even more by propagating more and 

more wildlife and forcing access on them without their 

permission. That industry that is taking the brunt of this 

abuse is Agriculture. Whether it be farming or ranching, 

Agriculture is feeding the bulk of the State's wildlife. 

Therefore, in all fairness, I would request of you on 

amendment to HE 535 on page 2, line 17 . folowing "and", 

insert: "5,600 of the authorized Closs 8-10 licenses and" 

If you look to who has the investment in Montano, who is 

providing the habitat, and who should participate in any set

a-side program, Agriculture should by all means have a large 



part in any such program. East and West, Elk or Deer, 

Agricult~re , ranching and/or farming, wildlife damage is a 

very real problem. The only economic benefit the landowner 

might enJoy is a trespass fee, and guiding services an his 

own property. The only sportsman that will really pay the 

cast of operating under sustained yield management is the 

non-resident sportsmen. Again, I urge this committee to 

amend HE 535 and enable the landowner to be compensated for 

his management and tolerance of wildlife. Amend HE 535 to 

give the landowner 5,600 non-resident combination big game 

licenses. 

Again the amendment: 

Page 2, line 17 

following: "and" 

Insert: "5600 of the authorized Class B-10 licenses,and" 

Bill Myers 

Agricult~re Preservation Association and Montana Outdoors 

Association. 



March 18, 1987 

CIRCLE !rBL 
OUTFITTERS and GUIDES 
P.O. Box 25 
Stevensville, Montana 59870 
(406) 777-5969 

Senator Ed Smith, Chairman 
Senate Fish & Game Committee 
Capitol Station 
Helena, MT 59620 

Dear Senator Smith, 

Bob &. Kathy Lamberson 

As owners and operators of a licensed professional outfitting business in Montana, 
Kathy and I are writing to ask for your aggressive support for a change in the 
present Nonresident big game licensing procedures that will allow us and the other 
members of the outfitting industry to operate in a free, competitive marketplace as 
any other business does. The 17,000 limit on licenses, which we support in principle, 
does not allow a free market system to function, under present licensing procedures, 
when the demand on licenses is so high. 

We support, and ask that you support the concept of HB 535, which provides a 30 day 
period in which our customers can get their licenses. As an independent business, we 

~ do not need or want any number of customers guaranteed to us, and this is not the 
objective of HB 535. We do need a way to assure our customers, those that choose to 
use our services as a result of our own efforts, that their plans for a hunt in 
Montana will not be contingent on the luck of the draw for a license. This is the 
intent of HB 535. 

If the number of licenses requested to be set aside, in HB 535, is construed by some 
to be some sort of subsidy, why not eliminate the number of licenses to be set aside, 
and simply allow 30 days, before the general sale, for those Nonresidents who choose 
to use the services of an outfitter to purchase their licenses. 

Considering the state of Montana's economy, and the loss of revenue already as a 
result of the 1987 nonresident license sale procedures, I cannot imagine how anyone 
can be against simply allowing the opportunity for a clean, and growing industry to 
bring new dollars into the state, at no cost to Montanans. 

HB 535 is a bill for Montanans. Let's support the residents of Montana. The enclosed 
sheet of facts are documented statistics that prove ALL MONTANANS benefit more from 
outfitted, than from non-outfitted, Nonresident hunters, in spite of the emotional 
clamor by some to the contrary. 

Thank you for taking the time to consider our problem. 

Cordially, 

-~Ka:/~~I~ 
SUMMER PACK TRIPS. BIG GAME HUNTS. FISHING & PHOTO EXPEDITIONS 



· . 
HB 535 FACT SHEET 

1. 2,000 jobs are provided by the Outfitting industry, with an annual payroll of 2.5 mil~ 
doLLars. 

2. The Outfitting industry brings about 34 million new dollars into Montana's economy. 

3. Since the 1987 B-10 licenses went on sale on February 24th, there have been 2,136 
Nonresident license applications rejected that were committed (with deposits paid) to 
hunt with an outfitter. This is a 6.1 million dollar loss to the economy of Montana. 

4. This is the only industry in the state that has a limit on the number of customers that 
can use it's services. 

5. FAIRNESS? 
--- 30 % of the total land in Montana is Federal land which is supported by the tax 
monies of Nonresidents as well as residents--- this Federal land is where most 
of the hunting takes place, yet Nonresidents are limited to less than 2% of the Elk and 
Deer hunting licenses. 

6. 6,000 Deer "A" tags proposed by HB 535 ---
--From 1982 through 1985 there has been an average of 3,206 Nonresident Deer '~" tags 
issued each year, over and above the 17,000 Nonresident B-10 combination licenses. 
--HB 535 provides that 2,000 will hunt only with a resident sponsor on land owned by 
that sponsor, leaving a net increase of 800 Nonresident Deer "A"tags that ultimately 
could be used on public land, state wide, through the whole season. 

7. 17,000 Nonresident B-10 licenses will be sold, regardless of whether they hunt with an 
outfitter or not. 

8. 17,000 Nonresident B-10 licenses have been offered since 1975; Outfitters have taken ~ 
certain percentage of these 17,000 every year. 

Outfitted Hunters 
1982 4,779 
1983 5,324 
1984 5,747 
1985 7,324 
1986 5,600 ** 

**(1986 was the first 

Additional Hunters % 

Up 545 or 11% increase 
Up 423 or 8% increase 
Up 1,577 or 27% increase 
Down 1,724 or 31% decrease ** 

year of the 5600 set aside.) 

9. 1985 Resident Elk Hunters •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 99,404 
1985 Resident Deer Hunters •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 135.500 
1985 Nonresident Combination Elk and Deer Hunters •••••••••••••• 17,000 
1985 Nonresident Deer Hunters ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 2,500 

10.With 8500 B-10 Nonresident licenses set aside, as originally proposed in HB 535, there 
would be 14,790 LESS Nonresident hunter days than there is under the present system with 
the 5600 set aside. 

11.0utfitted hunters spend an average of $1487 more per hunt, in Montana, than 
non-outfitted hunters, and spend 5 days less in the state, producing less social 
conflicts, between residents and nonresidents. 

12.Nonresident Deer and Elk license fees make up 71.1% of the Montana Department of Fish, 
Wildlife & Parks' license revenue, while the Nonresidents only harvest. 7% of those 
species. ) 

13.HB 535 costs the state nothing and brings in about 35 million - how can anybody be ~: 
against that? If it costs the state nothing, why does it matter to the resident ~ : 
sportsman of Montana if somebody ~unts with a guide or not? 



Russ Barnett 
7373 Hwy 2 East 
Columbia Falls, Mt 59912 

Senate Committee on HB 535 

As a Montana sportsman I urge you to support HB 535. If more 

non-residents are required to hunt with an outfitter or private 

land owner they will be hunting in areas that most residents don't 

have access to. I believe that this bill would relieve some of the 

pressure on our already over hunted roads. 

Russ Barnett 



t-DNTANA OUTFITTERS AND GUIDES ASSOCIATION 

TESTIMONY FOR 6,000 B-11 LICENSES 

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

The B-11 combination deer, bird and fishing license is an appropriate license 
for deer hunters, 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 ar~use~\each year by those hunting just 
deer in Eastern Montana ..... ·'E'acR"y~Af' Hie;:'departm~nt has issued non-resident deer 
"A" and "B" tags, and even though they are issued too late to help outfitters 
they are utilized by non-resident hunters. . . ) 

For the past four years the Department has issued deer "A" and "B" tags in the 
numbers shown on the information you have. . 

When you combine these licenses with the 3500 B-10 tags used in the East, you 
come up with the following numbers of non-resident deer licenses used in Eastern 
Montana: 7,950 in 1982; 12,008 in 1983; 33,733 in 1984; and 24,447 in 1985. 
This makes a yearly average of 19,534 non-resident deer licenses used over the 
last four years. HB 535 asks for 6,000 of these to be issued as B-11 licenses. 
'11> "'~\'\"''< t:£:sso "'o .... -,,~~·:.4.r"" II A I' t"L.~" 

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 
for licensed outfitters' clients, landowner outfitters' clients and other non
residents who must plan their hunts to our state in advance. 



· .3j1?/cf 7 

__ 'f!Ift!t ~~~-i 9-~ WJit.; f /Z/0 





senator Ed Smith 
State Capitol 

Montana Land and Mineral 
Dvmers Association 

P.O. Eox 1301 

Havre I Montana 59501 

March 21, 1987 

Helena, Montana 59620 

Re: HB 526 (Allowing the Dept. of FWP to increase license 
fees to buy more land) 

Dear Senator Smith: 

The Montana Land and Mineral Owners Association would like to 
enter their testimony for the hearing scheduled for Tuesday, 
March 24, in regards to the above House Bill. Our Association 
believes that to increase license fees which are already quite 
high for the purpose of buying more land for the Dept. FWP to 
manage is not what we need in the State of Montana at this time. 
What will happen when you increase the hunting fees is to even 
more so restrict the people that can barely afford hunting 
licenses or prevent them from affording a hunting license 
altogether. 

We also have a problem with the Dept. FWP buying more land as 
it further erodes an already well-eroded tax base. As has been 
our experience in this area, when the Dept. FWP gets a piece of 
land, promises are great but the follow-through has been rather 
poor. They have, on some tracts, noxious weeds that they're not 
taking care of as they should be, and we wonder if they should not 
be putting money and management into upkeep of lands they already 
own. 

As was the case on another tract in Hill County, they have 
promised they would maintain the fences. It was a good fence 
built in the beginning, but maintenance has been nil. 

Perhaps the Dept. FWP should be proving that they can handle 
what they now have before the Legislature gives them the go-ahead 
to buy more land at an accelerated rate. For this reason, we 
oppose HB 526 and feel when the Montana Dept. FWP proves they have 
the management and resources to manage the land they now have, 
then maybe we can look at giving them support to buy additional 
land. 



Sen. Ed Smith -2- March 21, 1987 

If you would like to discuss this issue with me further, 
please feel to call me at 394-2277. Thank you. 

GM:sn 

Sincerely, 

MONTANA LAND AND MINERAL 
OWNERS ASSOCIATION 

" /., 

yff/ikl/ /l7ft::{t~J /::n) 
Gary Me~and, President 



BRIEF COMMENTS ON H.B. 526 
BEFORE THE SENATE FISH AND GA Mi! COMMITTEE 

MARrH 24, 1987, HEIENA, MONTANA 

BYI PAUL F. BERG ------------------------
Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee. I am Paul F. Berg. I represent 

14 sportsman's clubs Alld .5,900 Montana Sportsmen. 

~fe strongly support H.B • .526. My attached statement supporting this bill is 
rather detailed and complex. Therefore, I offer the following general conunents for 
your consideration. 

1. Hunting is a major recreational activity enjoyed by many residents and nonresident 

2. Hunting produces great economic and aesthetic benefits for the people of Montana 
and our visitors. 

3. I have devoted my entire professional life to wildlife research and management, 
and I know that habitat is the key to survival and perpetuation of our wildlife 
resources and hunting opportunities in Montana. 

4. Passage of H.B. 526 would result in acquisition, easement, protection, and 
management of habitats vitally needed by many important wildlife species. 

" 

.5. Hunters will pay far these habitats through license fee increases only if the 
money collected is earmarked for these purposes, because this has the greatest 
potential for increasing wildlife populntions and hunt~ng opportunities statewide. 

6. Habitat acquisition, easements, and leasing under this bill will not cost the 
~. general public anything. 

7. Everyone will benefit from these actions by hunters. 

8. If we do not acquire these critically needed wildlife habitats soon, Montana will 
lose a significant part of its wildlife and associated hunting opportunity, 
economic benefits, and aesthetic values. 

9. \fe should not let that happen. 

10. We ur~ that H.B. 526 be passedo 

Thank you, 

pa£~~~ 
3708 Harry Cooper Place 
Billings, Mr • .59106 

Phone I 656-2015 



COMMENTS ON H.B. 526 
BEFORE THE SENATE FISH AND GAME ("OMMl'l'TEE, MARCH 24, 19B7 

HEIENA, MONTANA, by Paul F. Berg *, 370B Harry Cooper Place 
Billings. Mr. 59106. Phone. 656-2015 

Nr. Chairman and mem~rs of the COmmittee, I am Paul F. Berg, Legislative 
Commi ttees, Billings Rod and Gun Club and Southeastern Sportsman Association. . I 
represent 9 clubs and 5,000 Montana Sportsmen; also, the Sierra Club (Yellowstone 
Basin Group), Rosebud/rreasure Wildlife Association, Billings RoughridcrR, Magic 
City 4 Hheelers, and Ril1II'ock 4X4 clubs, another 5 clubs and 900 sportsmen, concur 
with my statement. 

We strongly support H.B. 526 ~cause it would help accomplish our longstanding 
objective of having MDFWP acquire and manage critically needed habitats for many 
wildlife species in Montana ~fore they are destroyed by land developments. 

• 

t'Ji All Montanans and visitors who enjoy wildlife -- hikers, photographers, campers, I!i~ 
bird watchers, tourists. etc. --.!!t addition to hunters. would benefit. 

Hunters are willing to pay for these habitats through the hunting license fee 
increases listed in the bill l::ecause the money collected will l::e earmarked and used 
exclusively for habitat acquisition. lease, or conservation easements, and develop
ment and maintenance. 

The MDFWP currently owns or leases 47 wildlife management areas comprising 
2BO.000 acres which provide vital habitat for eik. deer. ducks. geese, pheasants, 
grouse, and many other forms of wildlife. Each of these areas protect important 
wildlife habitat that might otherwise disappear from the Montana landscape. 

1.'.1 .. 

All of these areas were purchased with money collected since 1937 from a 11% 
tax on sporting arms and equipment. and from hunting license fees. ..r 

Money needed to acquire wildlife habitats has always been difficult to get in 
past years. and the problem is now super critical. 

Time does not permit analysis of all habitats critica.lly needed by all wildlife 
species throughout our state, but all are eqUAlly important to all Montanans and our ~~ 
vis i tors and mus t be cons idered in this bill. i 

For the above reason, the following analysis focuses on elk and deer. hunter 
opportunity. and associated economic benefits. 

Nineteen of these wildlife management areas, comprising 235.000 acres, winter 
about 10% of the estimated 100,000 elk and 2% of the estimated 500,000 deer in 
Montana. The remainder of the elk and deer winter on a mixture of Forest Service, 
Bureau of Land Management. National Park Service, State School Land. and Burlington 
Northern. Champion International, and other private lands. A few elk and many deer 
winter exclusively on privately owned ranches. 

About Bcm of our elk and 20% of our deer are harvested by hunters on public 
land, mostly National Forests. 

Snow forces big game animals out of the high forest country onto lower elevation 
winter ranges located mostly on private property. They spend about 4 months there 
each winter. 

Big game numbers are limited by the amount of winter range available. Summer ,_ 
~~d fall ~~~~s are 2.n~~.:u;f~ _______________ ~ 
* Paul F. Berg attended the U. of Alaska; received his B.;'. from the U. of M.; 

M.S. from M.S.U.; ret1red from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in 19BO. 



COfo1M1mTS ON H.B. 526 (Page 2) 
by Paul F. Berg 

He Mve identified 32 critically needed elk Rnd deer winter ranges comprising 
a bout 155,000 acres. If the MDF'WP does not get control of these 32 winter ranges, 
which are threatened with imminent destruction by homesite developments, oil, gas 
and mining activities, and other causes, the 11,000 elk and 13,000 deer that depend 
upon them for winter food and survival will be lost from the populations within 
a few years. 

If NDFrfP owned or leased and managed the 32 winter ranges, elk and deer 
carrying capacities could. te at least doubled from 11,000 to 22,000 elk, and from 
13,000 to 26,000 deer. 

The $8.3 million total hunter expenditures (Table 1) would double to $16.6 
million annually -- a dtr.ec~ result Df acquisition and/or conservation easements 
and manage men t of the J2 ~ter ranges. 

Conversely, the big.game animals, hunter use, and associated expenditures 
would be lost in a few years if we do nothing to get control of the 32 areas by the 
MDFWP. 

Every hunter spent dollar generates 2.5 Rdditional dollars in the economy. 
Therefore, $16.6 million X 2.5 = $41.5 million to the state's economy -- all a 
direct result of hunter eJql!nditu:res generated from the 11,000 elk and 13,000 deer 
that winter on the J2 wJDter ranges each year! 

TABLE 1. Summary of 1982 hunter harvest and expenditures resulting from the elk 
and deer that de,:oond upon the 32 winter ranges discussed in text. 

Number Hunter Days Total Average Total 
Hunter Animals to Harvest Hunter Hunter Day Hunter 

TwLS~cies Harvested @ EMeer Da;rs E~nditure l!.;x~ndi tures Remark.§.. 

Res ide nt/ii:lk 1.452 48 69.696 $ 62 $4,321,152 See Exh. 
Nonres/Elk 393 J4 13,022 198 2,578,356 See Exh. 

., 

Res ident/Deer 2,763 8.3 22,933 44 1,009,052 See Exh. -
Nonres/Deer Lt55 7.7 JI~04 114 J2214~6 See Exh. 

Totals 5.063 109,155 $8,308 ,016 
-------------

Where do the hunters' dollars go? They go into cash registers in many towns 
throughout Montana -- for guns, ammunition. supplies, camping gear, guide services, 
groceries, gasoline, motels. restaurants, etc. 

These dollars are difficult to identify because they are scattered allover 
the state. Therefore, some towns may not Ncognize the importance of hunter dollars. 

It is essential that the bill conta.in the authority to acquire the 32 big game 
winter ranges and other wildlife habitats throughout Montana by purchase, lease or 
conservation easement as they become available. This would prov1de the l-1DFWP w1th 
the flexibility it must have to pursue either route as an individual landowner may 
wish. 

State acquisition of these habitats would not significantly alter the tax 
income to the counties because of the payment in lieu of taxes laws. 

Adjacent private property would be protected from wildlife depredations by 
fend:-· ": ,;Ill other managf'·;'!eI;i; ·c.,ractj ::::::5 11'0. i ... h,J. i.'(;L· in tt13 bill. 

The opportunity to co_nt is appreciated. \Jo..,u.Q t. G-"-'Id-
P. ttachments Paul F. Berg 



H.B. 526 Paul F. Berg I 
EXIU.!31.T-1_= RESjDgNT_ELl<_lfllll1EBS =-]'.9§~_ 

1. Basic information (from rmFVP) 

75,831 hunters devoted 532,800 hunter days and spent $62 per average day 
to harvest 11,078 elk from the 100,000 elk in Montana. Herd increase by 
calf production is 2~ annually. 

2. Hunter use and harvest - statewide 

A. .5J.? ... 800 hunter da.J.s 
11,0"'71f elk harVes~d = 48 hunter days to harvest 1 elk. 

B. 48 hunter days X $62 per average hunter day = $2,976 to harvest 1 elk. 

c. _11 ... .Q1?~1!t harveste.£l. _ 
100,000 elk in state - 11% hunter harvest. 

3. Economic analysis of the 11,000 elk that depend upon the 32 winter ranges 
for survival for about 4 months. 

A. 11,000 elk on winter range increase by 2W, calf production to 13,200 elk 
on fall hunting areas. j 

B. 13,200 elk X 11% hunter harvest = 1,452 elk harvested. 
u~~ 

c. 1,452 elk harvested X 48 hunter days = 69,696 hunter days X $62 = $4,321,152 i 
spent to harvest the 1,452 elk. 

EXHIBIT II - NONRESTI)ENT roLl{ HTTN'I'F,-q~ - 1982 

1. Basic information (from t-lDF'tIP) 
J 

~ 
I 14.321 hunters devoted 100,646 hunter days and spent $198 per average hunter 

day to harvest 2,949 elk from the 100,000 elk in Montana. Herd increase by 
ca.:1f production is 20% annually. 

2. Hunter use and harvest - statewide 

3· 

A. 100,646 hunter days = ':IlL hunter days to harvest 1 elk. 
2,949 elk harvested JT 

B. 

c. 

J4 hunter days X $198 per average hunter day = $6,732 to harvest 1 elk. 

2,~ elk harves~d ~ 
100,000 elk in state - 2,~ hunter harvest. 

Economic analysis of the 11,000 elk that depend upon the 32 winter ranges 
for survival for about 4 months. 

A. 11,000 elk on winter range increased by 20'?t; calf production to 13,200 elki 
on fall hunting areas. 

B. 13,200 elk X 2.9'6 hunter harvest = 383 elk harvested. i 
c. 383 elk harvested X 34 hunter days = 13,022 hunter days X $198 = $2,578,356 

spent to harvest the '383 elk. __ 



H. B. 526 Paul F. Berg 

g!1l!I!U.1.111....::..BES ]DEITJ'-DBBR H! IN'J'TmS - 1282 

1. Basic infcrll'.ation (from ~IDFVIP) 

139,905 hunters devoted 719.458 hunter days and spent $44 per average day. 
to harvest 86.404 deer from the 500,000 deer in Montana. Herd increase by 
fawn production is 2.5:~ annually. 

2. Hunter use and harvest - statewide 

A. 719.458 hunter da'y,§ __ = 8 '1 h t d to harvest 1 deer. 86.404 deer harvested 'j un er ays 

B. 8.3 hunter days X $44 per average hunter day = $365 to harvest 1 deer. 

c. 86,404 deer ~~ve$ted _ ~ 
500.000 deer in sta~- - 1m hunter harvest. 

3. Economic analysis of the 13.000 deer that depend upon the 32 winter ranges 
for survival for about 4 months. 

A. 13,000 deer on winter range increased by 25~ fawn production to 16,250 
deer on fall hunting areas. 

B. 16,250 deer X l?t hunter harvest = 2,163 deer harvested. 

c. 2.763 deer harvested X 8.3 hunter days = 22,933 hunter days X $44 = $1.009,052 
spent to harvest the 2,763 deer. ~ 

EXHIBIT IV - NONRESTIJENT DRPB IDJNTF.RS - 128,f 

1. Basic information (from MDFWP) 

20,172 hunters devoted 106.958 hunter days and spent $114 per average day to 
harvest 13,936 deer from the 500,000 deer in Montana. Herd increase by fawn 
production is 2~ annually. 

2. Hunter use and harvest - statewide 

106 0.::8 hunter davs 
_".J~.J.:;; ____ ~ ____ = 7.7 hunter days to harvest 1 deer. 

13,936 deer harvested 
A. 

B. 7.7 hunter days X $114 per average hunter day = $878 to harvest 1 deer. 

c. 1).9)6 deer harvested _ ~ 
500,000 deer in state - 2. ,0 hunter harvest 

3. ~conomic analysis of the 13,000 deer that depend upon the 32 winter ranges 
for survival for about 4 months. 

A. 13.000 deer on winter range increased by 25% fawn production to 16.250 
deer on fall hunting areas. 

B. 16,250 deer X 2.810 hunter harvest = 455 deer harvested. 

c. 455 deer harvested X 7.7 hunter days = 3.504 hunter days X $114 = $399,456 
spent to harvest the lj.55 deer. 





Date: ~arch 23, 1987 

To: Senators and Representatives 

From: George H. Holman, ~avalli County Sportsman 

Pe: E.E. 526 Habit2t Frotection Fund 

We urge you to v'Jte "yes" for t!:ese reasons: 

1. A li~iting factor in big game numbers is winter 
habitat. The current 13 elk winter ranges provide 
food for only 12 to l6~ of ~he states 80,GOO elk. 
This bill, with which mest sports~en agree, will 
provide ear-rr:2.ri\:ed !!loney for the lease, easement 
or purchase of land for winter range. 

2. This bill will help 
benefits of hunti~E 

insure ~he continuei econo~ic . 
in :.'ont';na. 



MORTAR! STCCKcnCWEns aSSOCIATION. INC. 
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OFFICERS: 

JACK EIDEL 
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ALZADA 
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My name is Kim Enkerud and I am representing the Montana Stockgrowers. 

This bill state as one of its points, that acquisition of lands suitable 
for wildlife habitat is necessary to protect and enhance this habitat. 

While we do not want to jeopardize a willing buyer-seller arrangement, 
we feel that State of Montana should not be in the real estate business. 

Landowner/sportsmen relationships and hunters might better be served 
if this money were to be used to open up access for hunting and mitigating 
damage to the landowner caused by wildlife,;IJSuCLd cf-Ct(9tuJ/-bb>'-.. 

We do not. support this bill and urge to committee to do not concur 
HB 526. 

Thank you. 

SERVING MONTANA'S CATTLE INDUSTRY SINCE 1884 

W.,j 
.. .VAUER .'11 

...... JOLIET 
... HARRISON 

. . ... BUSey 
. MAR TlNSDALE 

,,:,~ 





March 23, 1987 

Senate Committee for F.W. & P Department of Montana 
Helena, MT 59601 

Att: Chairman Ed Smith 

Dear Sir: 

I want it to be on record that our business has been put in 
danger as a result of the 1987 non-resident hunting license sales 
process used by the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and 
Parks. 

Six non-resident clientele had booked with me to hunt in 
Area 560 during the 1987 season. Five of the customers failed to 
receive a license and the one that did succeed in receiving a 
1 icense is not now pI anni ng to hunt wi th us thi s year as hi s 
hunting companion who was to accompany him did not get a license. 

I am now told that those who put a note with their 
applications stating they desired a none or all results in the 
drawing were able to do so. This was not information made known 
to all, thus discriminating against those unknowing individuals 
who applied singly. 

I understand the department as been working to solve this 
complex problem, but more is needed if businesses are to survive. 
Our business revenue comes entirely from the non-resident 
recreationist of wh~ch big game hunting is q. large part and we 
will not survive if this continues. 

\ . : 

Respectfully submi 

%/u/ W. ~/I/V.u{/ 
. I 

ROBERT W. (Bly') JARRETT 
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BLACKTAIL RANCH 

Wolf Creek, Montana 59648 
TAGRITTEL Phone: 406-235-4330 SANDRA RENNER 
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Date: March 23, 1937 

~o: Senate Fish & Game Com~ittee 

From: George H. Hol~an, Pavalli County Sportsman 

Re: H.E. 535 The setaside cf 5600 licenses out. of 17,000 
non-resident plus 2,000 of f,CCO deer, tird and fish licenses. 

I urge you to vote "no" on this for these reasons: 

1. ~e all believe in De~ocracy. All are eaual under the 
law. "S etasides" prc::ot e eli t eism. Th<.: idea is undemocra ti c. 

2. The ffionetary i~pact ~n the state is not dependent upon 
the setaside. It will accrue with or without this. 

3. outfitting in Yonta~a is a growth industry needing no 
favoritism. 
In 1975 thEre ',';ere 4C5 outfi'-tters with 22,275 clients. 
In 1979 there were 430 outfitters with 23,650 clients. 
In 1986 there were over 1400 outfitters pleading for 
special privileges. ~ 
Perhaps they should strive to ref,ulate themselves. 

4. ~on-resident hUnters need no f~rther inducement to hunt 
in Montana when 17,000 licenses can be bought in 6 days. 
~hat is needed is a better lottery system. 

5. Any additional non-resident deer, bird, fish licenses 
should be confined to the eastern half of Montana during 
years 0 f over-abundar. t game only.o There has never been 
an over-abundance of game in western Pontana. 
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AMENDMENl]/lJt )2, 
, . 

i 

I.J.. J/.. plio-4 f,- c .. 
CHANGE t:t 1: On Page f' at line.cS, after the word "purpe!!:e", 
and before the period, add the following language: 

.. ~llI!r'd9w=evi~ ,h.et se 1 ec t i on and secur i ng of such su i tabl e 
wildl ife habitat land shall give preference to securing lands 
already held in publ ic ownership", 

./ 

AMEN ENT t:t 3 

CHANGE.t:t 1. ~On Pa,?e 2, at line 23, GI.~ter the_~.ord "purpose", 
and betore th~-J:',erlod, add the following ~9uage: 

'"".. ./ 
", and prov i ded that. pr'eference shall b'~ given tCI use of 

" / 

1 eases and conserva t iOD ea=·emen ts, ~. opposed to purchase, 
when secur i ng wi 1 dl i fe h~,bi tat on. (and hel din pr i vate 
ownersh i pIt , ,,/, 

.,-.... , 

~x,::/ 
-'~ ... > 

./ ', ...... , .... 
"" 

AMENDMENT ~ 4, c~ombination of ~'s 2 &~ G 
CHANGE ** 1: On' Page 2, at 1 i ne 23, af ter e ..... Jor·d "purpo=.e", . 
and before the period, add the following lan age: 

", provided that selection and securing of such uitable 
Wil~l i ~ habitat land shall give preference to sec ing lands 
alre y held in pub I ic ownership, and provided that, when 
sep ring wildl ife habitat on land held in private owne ship, 
pfeference shall be given to use of leases and conserva ion 
.~asements, as opposed to purchase", 

/ 

/ 
/' ./ 
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oun OPINI()~J 

Pas~tt1t'f . 
Legislatio11:iwoUJd 'r:~t~aUlU::"".l.<yl.-'J'1II 
i~prove~ehe1ds "~~Tb~16 
wIthout 8t~Jii~~;/,,';'.agedtJythe ...... " 

;~'\'.!";', I ':'\,<' ,.ft",:i\.remarkablereooverM 

Of aU of Ute:fUih ~ ~ .:}*~)n those areas; For; .~~iOn 
in the LeglSlature this aes-,p,' WaD Creek range m tIl4t,.,M,a •• 
sion, the one that would haVe· Valley, only 150 elk 

the greatest public benefit is House there ·before the it in , 
Bill 526, a plan to raise hunting . 1960i:Now it cairiet .. 700'. 
license fees to purchase wildlife, eveiYwint~.'. '.' ,f; " :. 
habitat. . .. , :i. ,~ Mare than hunters 8nd~beaefit 

HB 526 would noteost the 'from:state-owned rangeJaDdl,'l};,;' ... 
average taxpayer ac;ent. But the though. The areas arebave¥~" , 
average Montanan ~ wheth~r he or other Wildlife, including ~ '" 
she hunts or not ....- would gam from species such as songbirdsind rap- . 
the acquisition of these key game tora. They often provide gwiraJltet~ 
ranges. . . . access to other as 

The bill, which went to a vote by . natiori8l 
the full House today, would raise the reenation. mcJIUCUIng~lIXU~.~C8DI~ 
cost of a hunting license sli~tly for ingand fishlng, are:,i180Pl~1Ied 
residents and more substantially for the rang •• ,' 
non-residents. For example, a deer HB 526' ~~~~::.i 
tag that now costs $9 would rise to . money that the f, wm~d'i:d 
$11, with the $2 increase ear- ' largefanchever'1.~j_«'\ 
marked for the state's game range , wmter range areaL'.Ir4I.-e.ce!Ol'l~r.al.li 
acquisition program.' .. ' the department has . 

The license increase wouldn't be the Legiilature in its aW!!mIJta.~tO 
a hardship for m~t ¥ontana h~t- , buy game range, eYfmlballltlll'lII 
ers - a $9 deer tag 18 a bargam money would not 
compared to the cost .. oflicenses in state's general 
other states. The 17~OOO non-' earmark money apeqtjtaJllY;~i)t 
resident hunting licenses issued land acquisition nM,n'llIrt.: 

~
arly would go up by $50~ The bill has mendec(lto 
In all, $2 million would be ,raised require pu~lic hearl· D(1I' l'm~,!IIPf(~' 

a ually for the pro~m. WIth . by both the Fish an4 .' 
agricultural land selling at bargam~, : sion and the State Lands 
basement prices around the state, . " "before the FWP can buy ranlgelland, 

the time is ripe for the Department Those.~:::;n~~;;:Ch;~~~ of Fish, Wildlife and Parks to add to down the 
its holdings. Financially strapped 
farmers and ranchers are ready to 
sell, and it would be a shame if 
sportsmen missed out on this oppor
tunity. 

Some landowners in the Legisla- addition·of sta1tHIWIl<ea 
ture are trying to tum HB 526 into . '.'Will help take 
a game damage compensation bill in " shrinking 
which money from hunting liceiise .' , HB526 wo.n'tamtra,18tf!.tJliO.;, 
increases would reimburse. f~rs'" . 
and r~ers:.t:or.~e,t~ 
cropsand'ran~~ ~rnd 
elk .... ',.'., 

The bill has been amended to . 
address those concerns, but the 
main thrust should continue to be to 
acquire winter game range. Other
wise, there is litde reason for ' 
sportsmen to 'support the proposal. 

Biolo~sts consider winter game 
range the key to the future of elk 



WITNESS STATEMENT 

NAME Lewis E. Hawkes BILL NO. HB526 

ADDRESS 16 Cloninger Lane, Bozeman, MT 59715 

WHOM DO YOU REPRESENT? Public Land Access Association", Inc. 

SUPPORT _..;.X~_ OPPOSE AMEND x 

COMMENTS: House Billl 526 is excellent legislation and it should be passed: 

Today I an estimated 90% of Montana's elk herds do not have adequate guar-

anteed winter range to support them through severe winters. Summer range 

is more than adequate, but winter range is critical. 

The purchase of key winter range areas is critical to the survival of 

Montana's big-game herds, and must be done relatively soon or the critical 

areas will disappear into recreation sub-divisions and summer homes. The 

acreage required in Montana is a fraction of 1% of the wild land existing in 

Montana; yet, it is so critical that its long term value of critical wildlife 

winter range habitat is difficult to estimate. Without these lands in public 

ownership, a large portion of Montana's wildlife heritage will eventually < 1't. 
v ill-

disappear. rJ 01 pI' 

Amendments 
;) rJ ~) 

M"& APPrO 
that tie game damage compensation to landowners as part of 

1\ 
the bill should be eliminated. 

/\ 

considered separately. 

They are two separate entities and should be 

Enclosed is an editorial from the Bozeman Chronicle which further 

supports HB 525. 
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HOUSE BILL 526 

I , 
; 

"AN ACT TO PROVIDE FOR THE LEASE OR PURCHASE OF LAND .•• FOR WILDLIFE ••• " 

SUPPORTING SENATE TESTIMONY BY JEFF BRANDT, INDIVIDUAL SPORTSMAN 

DATE: 03/24/87 

INTRODUCTION 

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee: My name is Jef~ Brandt. 

I appear before you today on my own behalf to speak in support of House Bill 
526. 

BENEFITS 

As a Montana sportsman, I see two major benefits to this legislation: 

1. It provides a mechanism to acquire the winter range that is so critical 
to the survival of Montana's elk herd. 

2. It provides a means to reduce land owner problems caused by the elk 
herds that winter on private land. 

WIDESPREAD SPORTSMEN SUPPORT 

This bill is a popular bill. In a recent elk hunting survey, an overwhelming 887-
of the resident elk hunters favored more state-owned elk winter range. In fact, 
resident elk hunters supported an average $8.60 increase in the price of an elk 
tag. 

KEEPING THINGS IN PERSPECTIVE 

It's important to keep the proposed increase in perspective. As a hunting 
sportsman who would pay an extra $3.00 for an elk tag, I offer these examples of 
what my $3.00 will buy: 

1. One bale of hay for the horseback hunter 
2. 35 miles of travel in a four wheel drive pickup 
3. 6 30-06 cartridges for the rifle hunter 
4. 1 arrow for the archery hunter 

Clearly, this bill is not an economic issue for the Montana sportsman. 

CONCLUSION 

I urge your support of this legislation for 
individual sportsmen like myself who consider 
most important natural resources. 

Thank you. 

the benefit of the thousands of 
Montana's elk one of Montana's 



Ladies and Gentlemen of the Senate Committee on Fish, Wildlife and 
Parks: 
My name is Roger Lincoln, I am a resident of Hill County and 
engaged in dry land farming along with my wife and son in a family 
farming operation. I come before you today to oppose House Bill 
~526. 

The Dept. F.W.P. presently owns 189,256 acres of land in the state, 
thirty nine per cent of which has been purchased in the last ten 
years. The department also leases 96,942 acres a thirty four per 
cent increase over the pa~t ten years. 
I submi t to you that when l an agency of the government purchases 
land and takes it off the tax rolls,there is a multiple detrimental 
effect. 
1. The tax base of the county (s) is eroded. 

a.the production from that land, either cattle or grain is no 
longer available to be taxed. 

b. the previous farm or ranch i~ no longer paying income tax. 
c. there are no longer employees on that operation to pay taxes. 

We have a farm in Toole County bordering the south side of Tiber 
Reservoir, now known as Lake Elwell. When the dam was built in the 
'50's the river bottom land was subjected to condemnation 
proceedings and became federal land. Some years later it was given 
over to be managed by the Dept. of F.W.P. In the early '80's 
F.W.P.proceeded to built a four wire fence around the lake. The 
stated pUt-pose o'f the fE'nce was to "enhance wi 1 dl i 'fe habi tat." The 
contracted price for fence construction was running about $5000 per 
mile and to date the fence has only been a patchwork. It has been a 
real nuisance to ranchers who use the lake for livestock water and 
certainly has not enhanced the wildlife habitat as there are far 
fewer deer in the area than there were five years ago. I would 
suggest that before we allow F.W.P. to embark upon more land 
procurement, they show us they know what they are doing with what 
they presently manage. 

It is not news to any of you that the State of Montana has a 
financial problem. I contend that the purchasing of more land by 
F.W.P. in this state which is already one third public land will 
only compound our economic problems. This is not the time, if ever 
there is a time, for more land to be going off the tax rolls. 

Recent figures released by the U.S.DnA. indicate that 1.2 million 
acres of (highly erodable) farmland in the state will be taken out 
of production and placed in conservation through the Conservation 
Reserve Program. This land will be planted to grass and in some 
cases trees will be planted too. In many cases this land will be 
along river breaks and areas already inhabited by wildlife. These 
acres cannot by law be grazed by livestock nor can the grasses be 
cut for hay. This leaves prime wildlife habitat at no direct cost 
to the state. However, I fear there will be some indirect costs 
that we should be aware of: 
i.Former operators of this land will no longer be purchasing 
supplies and equipment to operate this land. 
2. Once this land goes out of production it will be reclassified 
and the tax base will be further eroded. 
3. No longer will there be production from these lands to be taxed. 
To be sure this list is not complete and I am sure each of you can 
see more ways this will impact our state. 
Rather than going out and purchasing more land,it makes much more 
sense to cooperate with private agencies such as is now being done 
with the Boone and Crockett Club on land they recently purchased in 
the Dupuyer area. I would suggest putting more emphasis on such 
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64 Medical Park Drive • Helena, MT 59601 • 442·3190 

B-10 FACTS 

1. Because of the demand 8-10 combination licenses WILL BE sold on 
a lottery. 

2. set asides ( regardless of the number ) will NOT work. 

PLEASE - Design a system that allows ample time for all to apply, 
one that will be workable on a long term basis and most importantly 
a system that is FAIR TO ALL CONCERNED. 

History of B-7 licenses: 

1981 - 917 
1982 - 2111 
1983 - 3136 
1984 - 5076 
1985 - 2500 
1986 - 2550 

DEER TAGS - Facts 

Deer are easier to harvest 
which makes the percentage 
of kill much higher. 

Proper management dictates 
harvest only in areas where 
an excess is available. 

Montana Statutes 87-2-504 "Unless purchased as part of a B-10 
license, a Class B-7 license must be assigned for use in a SPECIFIC 
ADMINISTRATIVE REGION or portion thereof." 

Thank you VERY much for your time and effort in legislating such a 
complicated and emotional issue. 

" ••• with liberty and justice for all! " 



Jack Atcheson & Sons, Inc. 
INTERNATIONAL HUNTING, FISHING & PHOTOGRAPHIC CONSULTANTS 

3210 Onawa Street 

Bune. Montana 59701 

Telex 551-643 

Dear Gentlemen; 

INTERNATIONAL TRAVEL AGENCY 

March 13, 1987 

Telephone (4061 782-2382 

(4061 782-3498 

Travel Agency (4061 494-2415 

I am a member of the Montana Wildlife Federation and have been 
for many years. I am totally opposed to some of the new direc
tions the Wildlife Federation is headed. This organization does 
not feel that non-residents are getting a fair shake~ 

The state of Montana is not obligated to furnish low-cost licenses 
and low-cost vacations to non-residents. If this is going to be 
a recreational state we must charge for it. The fact that someone 
doesn't have enough money does not mean that we have to subsidize 
them. 

" 
The residents of Montana get all of the big game licenses they 
want while non-residents are allowed 17,000 combination licenses. 
The Wildlife Federation feels that these non-residents are not 
getting a fair shake. When you consider that about 40% of this 
state is Federal land, the non-residents might say that they are 
not getting a fair deal and want half of the licenses that are 
available for elk and deer on any Federal land. This would be 
really fair to non-residents, but would make the residents very 
unhappy. 

The Wildlife Federation might also feel that non-residents do 
not get a fair shake for the antelope, sheep, goat and moose per
mits because they are descriminated against on Federal land and 
are allowed only 10% of the permits. Maybe the non-residents 
should get 50% - this would really be fair. But-,' do the residents 
of Montana really want to be that fair? I don't think so. 

I think the Wildlife Federation is setting a dangerous precedent, 
particularly when you remember that the state of New Mexico lost 
a court case over license des crimination and, at this very time, 
Colorado is being sued by the same individual. The Wildlife 
Federation may be just making it easy for the non-residents to 
get just exactly what they think is fair (half of all licenses). 

If all of the outfitters in Montana were removed in just one year 
the void would be filled with rogue outfitters from other states. 
They would bring their clients, take Montana's game, spend no 
money in the state and do their banking in Texas. How does this 
help the state of Montana? Is this being fair to the residents? 
Actually, I personally don't care if any non-residents come to 
the state to hunt, fish or clutter up our roads during the summer. 

A!aSka • ASia • Africa • Australia • British Columbia • Idaho • Mongolia • Montana • Yukon 

Go while you are physically able 
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Unfortunately, this is a recreational state and we do need money 
to operate. It is obvious that the livestock industry is crumb
ling. When the subsidies are removed from the grain the agri
cultural people will flounder. Mining and the lumber industry 
are doing poorly. Keep in mind that recreation has been the only 
field that made money in this state in the last five years. We 
must have recreation, whether I want it or not. Therefore, be
fore any of us decide that we want to be super fair to non-resi
dents and give away our resources, maybe we should give away our 
coal and do away with the coal tax. Maybe we should do away with 
the bed tax because it is unfair to non-residents. 

Think about this before you vote'no' on HB-535. If the Legisla
ture would vote 'no' enough times you could completely stamp out 
the outfitting industry, you could also stamp out every rancher 
in Montana who is trying to make some sort of living off of the 
wildlife on his land. This would also stamp out the 34 million 
dollars that hunters pay to outfitters every year. Pretty soon 
the only people working in this state ~ill be those subsidized 
by the government or getting some sort of funding. We have to 
make a living in this state somehow and this is just one of the 
many ways. ~ 

As a member of the Wildlife Federation, I recommend that you vote 
'yes' on all three situations on this Action Alert. 

cc: Rep. Ed Smith 
Rep. John Yellowtail 
Rep. John Anderson 
Rep. Judy Jacobson 
Rep. Orville Severson 
Rep. Jergenson 
Rep. Al Bishop 
Rep. Bengtson 

urIrufdJ~ 
'\: 

J Atcheson, Sr. 
ptJsident 
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1985 - 2500 
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WITNESS STATEMENT 

NAME Lewis E. Hawkes BILL NO. H B535 

ADDRESS 16 Cloninger Lane, Bozeman, MT 59715 

WHOM DO YOU REPRESENT? Public Land Access Association, Inc. 

SUPPORT OPPOSE x AMEND 

COMMENTS: House Bill 535 is bad legislation and its passage will be IIbuy

ing trouble" for future generations of Montanans. Mon tana has one of the 

most successful wildlife programs in the world, and it is based on two funda

mentals; (1) the public land management agencies (BLM and Forest Service) 

maintain the habitat for wildlife on public lands, and (2) the Montana Depart

ment of Fish, Wildlife and Parks manages the numbers of animals. This 

relationship, plus a successful transplanting program, has returned big game 

animals to all of Montana even where it was wiped out in the early 1900's. 

For example, Montana had about 2,500 head of elk left in 1920 (excluding 

Yellowstone herds). Today, there are approximately 100, 000 head of el k in 

Montana. The public land users of Montana, primari Iy the sportsmen, have 

directly paid for this return of wildlife through excise taxes on arms, am

munition and fishing tackle via the Pitman- Robertson and the Dingel-Johnson 

Federal Legislative bills, and State license fees. 

Today, a bloated and blatant dude rancher-outfitter-guide complex is 

seeking to over-commercialize the wildlife resources of Montana at the ex

pense of the average Montanan through H B 535. Region 3 of the Montana 

Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks contains the greatest concentration of 

outfitter-guides in the world, and most of these operate on the Beaverhead, 

Deerlodge and Gallatin National Forests. The dude rancher-outfitter-guide 

complex is out of control and running rampant. At least seven outfitters in 

Montana are teaching students to be guides, and each guide is soon out 



.. 

I 
1
,0: 
i' 

looking for a place to set up as on outfitter - preferably where he can 

control access to public lands. 
''& 

The outfitter contributes nothing to t_1 
raising of wildlife. He is a middleman broker who is solely intent on making 

money from Montana's wildlife and at the direct expense of the average I 
Montanan. He is a "speed trap" on the non-resident. Some states, such as 

Utah, have refused to let the outfitter-guide industry become established I 
and consider them as "a powerful special interest group, and they pressure i 
the Fish and Game Departments to set special seasons or longer seasons for 

their own financial benefit and push for excessive trophy hunts to draw i 
their clientele and obtain more money." 

The Montana outfitter-guide industry recently worked with the faculty i 
of Business at Montana 

guide industry. While 

State University"on an economic study of the outfitter- Of 

the outfitter-guide industry has hailed this study for i 
the money it brings into Montana, it has only confirmed the Public Land 3 
Access Association's suspicions of the industry. A look at the estimates "fftII 
the study shows the major difference in costs between expenses of guided I 
and non-guided hunters is $2,878 minus $1,391 or $1,487, and the hunting 

I personally takes $1,507 of the $2,878. I n addition, the airfares, guide 

hunting gear, gifts, taxidermy, meat locker and tips for guided hunters ~ 

exceed the non-guided hunters by $189, Non-guided hunters, however, 

contribute an average of $209 more to small businesses on car and gas, 

motel, restaurant food, non-restaurant food, alcoholic beverages, and other 

collectively. 

~ 
~11 
I 

The major point is that the guided hunter pays over 50% of his cost I 
personally to the outfitter/guide and as air fares, whereas the non-guided 

hunter contributes an average of $209 more to small businesses in Montana I 
for all services. He brings several people with him, and stays an average 

1 --
2 

I 



of about 5 days longer. While guided hunters bring more total money into 

the state, it is also very obvious that the outfitter, as a middleman broker 

of public resources, personally benefits by about $1,500 with fewer benefits 

to small businesses in Montana. 

The $1,507 revenue paid solely to the outfitter is the prime reason the 

dude rancher-outfitter-guide complex is so active in the closing down of 

access to public lands in Montana. Wherever an outfitter can control access 

to large tracts of private and public land, he has a monopoly on public 

resources to be solely used for his economic benefit. The resident is ex

cluded and the non-resident is a captive of the system and pays according

ly. 

Today, there are about 23 million acres of public land, mostly east of 

the Continental Divide in Montana (BLM, Forest Service, and State School 

Lands). Over 13 million of these 23 million acres, or about 56% are legally 

inaccessible to the public land user. The dude rancher-outfitter-guide 

complex is primarily responsible for the closing down of public access to 

these 13 million acres of public land. 

PLAA I would much prefer to see many more of the 17,000 non-residents 

drive into Montana and have ready access to the public lands. 

Again, H B 535 is bad legislation. It sets up a special class of non-

residents for special treatment by a special interest group, the dude rancher

outfitter-guide complex arid at the direct expense of the average Montanan. 

It should not be passed because it is only "buying trouble" for future 

Montanans. Montana1s wildlife is not for sale to the highest bidder. 

3 
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Jete: V:arch 23, 1987 

To: Senators and Representatives 

?rom: Geor~e H. Rolman, Paval~i County Sports~an 

Pe: H.P. 526 Habitat Protection Fund 

'!Ie urge you t8 vote "yes" for these reasons: 

1. A limiting factcr in big ga~e nu~bers is winter 
habitat. The current 13 elk winter ranges provide 
food for only 12 to ~6~ of tte states 80,000 elk. 
This bill, with whict most sports~en agree, will 
provide ea~-~3rked ~~~ey for the lease, easement 
or purc~ase of land fc~ winter range. 

2. c'Jntin~ed eccno:r.ic 



BRIEdi' COMM!5N'fS ON H. B. .535 

BEFORE THE SENATE FISH AND GAME COMMITTEE 

MARrH 24, 1987. HElENA, Mafl'ANA 

By. PAUL F. BERG 

I 

1. We believe that the randoll drawing method is the only fair way to assure that .~ 
all persons who apply w111 have an equal opportunity of obtaining one of the. -~ 
17,000 licenses. I 

2. 

4. 

Any outfitter set-aside would encourage more outfitters to get into tb1a 
already overcrowded business. That would encourage more leasing of private 
lands and blocking of public access to public lands to reduce coapetition 
fro II h\Ultera who do not hire outfitters to hunt on public land. 

Resident hunters must apply for antelope and deer B tags and many elk tags 
which are randoaly drawn by cOllputer. We believe that the nonresident hunters 
should follow the 8&1118 process for the 17,000 licenses. 

The current econoa1c conditions should not be used as an excuse to jeopardize 
our big gaM resources by overcollMrc1alislI to benefit outfitters. The Montana t. 
DepartMnt of Flah, Vlldlife and Parks should not be in the business of guaranteein 
econoa1c security to any group. 

5. Hunting is a aanagell8nt tool which should not be doled out to preferred groups. 

6. Hunting is a natural resource recreational aotivity -- not a monopolistic 
econoaic venture. 

7. Hunting is a privilege -- not a right to be overcolllJlerc1alized by outfitters • ., 

8. Hunting is a source of food -- not troplv heads to adorn a Wall Street office. ] 

We take our hunting heritage seriously -- that is why we chose to live in Montana. 

10. Our heritage is not for sale. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 11 I 

* Representing 9 clubs and 5.000 
Southeastern Montana Sportsmen. 

] ....•.... 

II 
Paul F. Berg, Legislative Committees ~.·.1' 
BUlings Rod and Gun Club, and iii 

Southeastern Sportsman Assoc. * 
3708 Harry Cooper Place 
Billings, Montana 59106 i 
Phones 656-2015 

I 

I 



SUMMARY OF STATEWIDE ELK AND DEER HUNTER HA~~ST AND EXPENDITURES 
BY RESIDENT AND NONRESIDENT HUNTERS - 1982 Y 

Average 
Hunter Daily Dollar 'rotal Dollar 

T~neci~ ~ E~nd1ture EXl2!:::nd1ture 

Res/Elk 532,800 $ 62 $ 33,033,600 
Nonres/Elk 100,646 198 19,927,908 
Res/Deer 719,458 44 31,656,152 
Nonres/Deer 106,958 114 12,193,212 

Totals 1,459,862 ~ 96,810,872 

, All resident and nonresident elk and ~ hunters statewi~ spent a total 
of $96.8 million during 1982. Therefore, $98.8 million X 2.5 = $242 million 
contributed to the econoay of the state in 1982 by elk and deer hunters. 

All resident and nonresident hunters (elk, deer, antelope, bear, moose, 
sheep, goat, birds, including waterfowl -- ~xclud1ng trappers and archery 
hunt~8) and fishermen expended 5,128,636 days afield and $207,)62,958 during 
1982 =t. 

In its 1982 study, the MIlFWP estimated that $800 million was generated to 
the economy of the state in 1982 from all hunter and fisherman expenditures. 

Using MOGA's multiplier (2.5), $207.4 (rounded) million X 2.5 = $518.5 
million contributed to the economy of the state in 1982 by all hunters and 
fishermen. 

MOGA claims its industry contributes $86 million each year to the economy 
of the state. 

All resident and nonresident hunters and fishermen spent $518.5 million 
in 1982. Therefore, $518.5 - $ 86.0 = $432.5 million spent by hunters and 
fishermen who lli. !!2i use MOGA' s services. 

Q~~a~ 
Paul F. Berg 
3708 Harry Cooper Place 
Billings, Montana 59106 
Phone I 656-2015 

- -----------Y Basic figures froa Montana Department Fish Wildlife and Parks (MDFWP). 

?j Multtpl1ar used by Montana Outfitters and Guides Association (MOGA) to 
l:ellec t. the dollars passed hand t::,. t4.l.1.d. through the econvmy. 
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Senator Ed Smith 
Capitol Station 
Helena, Montana 59620 

Dear Senator Smith: 

March 24, 1987 

I am very much opposed to HB 526! ~~e Fish, Wildlife and 
Parks Department control too much land already. The 
Department puts pressure on private land owners for access. 
Once they acquire the land, there is little chance that 
the land will ever go back to private ownersh{p. 

I urge you to vote against HB 526. Thank you. 

Since~e~.y, . ~ 

~" 1 ' Y;f~t:-t<ZOf-- ." ~ ;. 
herill Henderson 

Sidney, Montana 59301 
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VERTISEMENT 

RES IDE N-T ,M U NI;E.RS, ' ALII::'(~;;'·": 
'- PROPOSALsTliftl1eN·M 

he Western Montana Fish and 'Game Association is a private, 
dssoula based sportsmen's organization; which has for about 50 
3ars worked to enhance the sport of hunting In western Montana. 
1e Association has had several members attending the current 
;gislatlve session in Helena, monitoring all bills directly affecting 
ildlife, hunting and fishing. The ASsociation wishes to make pub
:; the following report on this year's legislative activity to date. 
t least 25 bills affecting Montana hunting have been introduced 
, the current legislative session In Helena. Most contain good 
3nsible Ideas for managing game and hunters; There have bee~ 
3veral proposals in this legislature, however, that would take 
Nay local hunters' opportunities by: 
,) allowing up to 14,000 mote non-resldents'ID 'hunt Montana 

big-game. 
,) 

) 

enabling some non-residents to avoid the lottery system 
and guarantee yearly hunts for themselves. 
allocating more permits to guides and outfitters effectively 
squeezing Montana and non-guided, non-resident hunters 
into evermore crowded public hunting areas. ' 

.11 of the proposals listed above WOUld, If made Into law, place in .. 
~eased hunting pressure on Montana game, herds, make It In
reaslngly difficult for Montana hunters t'J find a place to hunt, and 
EDUCE THE AVERAGE RESIDENT'S CHANCES OF SUCCESS 
j ANY AREA OF MONTANA. 
ortunately, many Montana legislators are hunters themselves -
r understand the value of hunting to Montanans - and are Will
ig to protect hunting resources and opportunities. They have al
~ady rejected some of the most detrimental proposals, but there 
"e some still under consideration. At least one, HB535, NEEDS 
~MEDIATE ACTION FROM MONTANA HUNTERS. 

• ~ssure from several sources, including the Montana Outfitters 
1d Guides ASSOCiation, produced HB535 and pushed it through 
Ie House. It Is about to come before the Senate. HB535 would 
~eate SIX THOUSAND NEW NON-RESIDENT licenses that would 

I ~Iow license holders to hunt for everything except elk and black 
Jar. 
:ontana presently selis 17,000 non-resident combination licenses 
year, which allow license holders to hunt elk, deer, and bear. 

• bout 35,000 applications are received annualiy, and about 4,200 
f those receiving combination licenses last year hunted deer ex
:uslvely'. So by Issuing 6000 more deer licenses the state will es-
3ntlally have created a minimum 4,200 non-resident elk hunters 

;" ,1d a maximum of aOOO'more non-resident elk hunters. The re-
• 'Jlting 35% Increase In out~of-state bunters would go Into effect In 

Ie 1988 season. 
000 MORE NON-RESIDENT HUNTERS IN 1988 would mean a 
harp Increase In competition for the limited supply of game 

(I ,nlmals and places to hunt, WHICH Will EVENTUALLY LEAD TO 
:HORTER SEASONS, HUNTING BY SPECIAL PERMIT ONLY, OR 
iOTH. ' , 
;B535 also calis for allocation of 2000 of those 6000 new licenses 

I ) out-of-state hunters who hunt with guides and outfitters, which 
)nds to further damage hunting chances for Montanans, as ex
lained below. 
he state set aside 5600 non-resident permits for clients of outfit

. }rs and guides in 1985 and 1986, to help hunters and their guides 
• ) plan ahead. Since the recent average number of non-reSidents 

unting with guides and outfitters has been around 5600, the addl
onal 2000 permits allocated under HB535 would raise the total 
lIocations to 7600, well above current proportions of demand for 

II uided hunts. landowners have also been allocated 2000 non-re
;dent permits, and since some landowners are also outfitters and 
"ides, the allocation is In excess of 7600. This legislation takes 

,;h of the risk out of the outfitting and guiding business. THIS 
~S A DETRIMENTAL EFFECT ON THE AVERAGE HUNTER. 

ill I are's how: 

;"~~'." '-,,~;~i~;l{.:::·::···: "' - ,.. <- ." ": 

, w~ft(ncr8uecisecurlty and profits, outfitters and guides can 
affordtO"lidvertlsemore ,heavily and create more demand. 

{,They ;..".IIO,8b1e:1O "eue, more prlvate·property for their 
ellent!,,; .8ffectlve1y 8queez~g . local. , hunters away from the 

, privett :;:e11);'and ~o.,publJc lands; furthermore; private 
J~jn.utfof , ancMheir leasees have a veSted Interest In closing, 
their land'~ access ~:t~e,pUb"c lands that frequently lie ad
Jacent to',tt'lefrs. ,They .r~ then able to use the public lands at 
\helr,~.,pOOI'l_Jt ;tft,eYwere their own~ local hunters are 
t'9r~ 6MOlhCreejinalY'ctowded portions of aCC888lbl .. public 
.land ••.. WITH PASSAG£:;Of HB535, PRESSURE 'ON ' PUBLIC 
lANOSWOULO INCREASE. AND HUNTING -OPPORTUNITIES 

"r:OR:ntE:'AYERAGE' HUNTER WOULD DECREASE. 
"""8535;' bad .. 'It Is, doesn't do as much as Its backers 'hoped for 
It replacel-HB137. which called for issuance of 14 .• ooo,'new non

'relfdent permits, raising total.non-resldent annual.numbers frorr 
17,000 to 31,000 In 1S88. (Another HB16. WOuld have adtted 400( 
archery..only licences this year'to the current non-resldant"perml' 
ceiling.) HB535 'I simply one survivor, hopefully short-lived, 
among several recent attempts at exploiting Montana hunting a' 
th6 expense of Montana hunters. . ' , -

The Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks (FW&P), has mlxec 
r;cord of performance 80 far In this legislative session. However, 
J.m Flynn, Its governor-appolntad director, has done well In back
ing HE526, a measure designed to help the state acquire. deve/oj: 
and maintain wildlife habitat. Through hunting license ,fee In
creases, HB526 will enable the agency to lease, purchase, and/or 
~~QUlre conservation ~a8ements on land especially suited to Wild
life. The modest fee mcreases proposed .In HB526 range for $~ 
and $3 for resident dMr and elk tags, respectively, to $50 for thE' 
nO,"Iresldent comblr,ation license. The revenues thus generateo 
"Nol~id produce $1.5 million In 1988 and $2.2 millin In 1989 to ban
eflt '/tldllfe, wildlife observers and hunters reSidents and' non-re-
sidents alike. ' 

A!though tI,ere are landowners eager to sell to the state In order to 
p~otect the land from development or other undeSirable uses, this 
blil Is opposed by others, and faces a tough journey Into the lay, 
bOOK. Letters and calls SUPPORTING HB526 are urgently needed. 

To its dls;;redlt, FW&P requested Introduction of HB407. whlct" 
would have allowed nonresidents owning land In Montana to hum 
decr, antel<1pe "lnd elk on that property with a resident license, 
This bill could have opened a number of doors for non-reslden1 
hunters and further diminished hunting opportunities for resldenl 
Montanans. FORTUNATELY FOR MONTANA HUNTERS, tht 
House Fish and Gama Committee went against FW&P and killed 
HB407. 
Because it was such a ootentially destructive bill, and because our 
state agency supported it, HB407's defects deserve to be detailed, 
it makes It clesr that hunters cannot just sit back and expect their 
agoncy administrators to know and/or defend their Interests. Non
;osldents write letters and make phone calls urging our agent) 
p'30ple to help them out. So do all kinds of people who mlghl 
stand tl') gall, or lose money according to the way ourdand encl 
wildlife resources are managed. HB407 Is a good example Of wh81 
agency administrators can be led to do. 
hB407 created Ineentl'l8 for-out-of-state hunters to purchase land 
in Montana primarily for the purpose of hunting. Not only would Ii 
have saved such h:!nters the annual license fee for non-residents 

tVestern Montollo 
vameAss(Jci 

THE WESTERN MONTANA FISH AND ( 
~ould use your support In Its efforts to prot. 
tana hunting .. for Montanans. Join today. YOI 
can help us keep a clear eye on. and give ) 
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lEGISLATIVE , I 

I ~t~~!:! ~ ~.~~a~~ ~~~I 
spouse, plrents, children, brothers and sisters), HB407' WOULD 
ALSO HAVE GUARANTEED NON-RESIDENT LANDOWNERs A 
LICENSE EACH YEAR, EL~INATING THE RtSK OF QUOTAS ,I 
AND DRAWINGS. , ," " 
Corporate $1ockholders In companies owning land' In Montana 
would also have received resident licenses to hunt on that land, ' 
under provisions of HB407. Companies with huge landholdings In 'I 
Western Montana, would have become Instant hunting clubs for', 
the economically privileged. Anyone owning 5% or more of the' " 
outstanding shares such a corporation would have been eligible. 
along With members of his/her family, for a resident license for • 
hunting on the tOrporotion'Sland. Since many ranches In Montana 
are aloo owned by corpora~lons with non-resident shareholders," 
quite I) few more nonMresldent hunters would have been encour-" 
aged to hlJnt In Montena by HB4C7. ',' , .', !;'?': '; 
HB401 would ~l'~ have allowed members of a partnership to pear
chase resident licenses to hunt on property owhed by the partner!'>:', 
ship. This would have prOVIded Incentive for hunting club',to'pul'~ ~ 
ch8ge Montana lands exclusively for their own hunting pr8serY88, 
and guuranteed them ye .. rly permits at resident prices. '" ' 
FW&P, In backing bills thatYtould hurt resident hunters, maY'be 
responding to the state's push for economic development., But " 
poorer hunrlr:g opportunities for residents would not be good for 
most Montanans, i'tunter and non-hunter alike, economically or 
otharwlse. ?ropos&!. that would benefit a few people who make 
money from hunting, or those who for one reason or another ex
pact sp6i:lal privileges. must be weighed against the sportfng In
terests of the hundreds of thouS8r:ds of Montana hunters.· . 
RESIDENT MONTANA HUN'TEAS CONTRIBUTE: ALMOST THEIR I 
ENTIRE INCOME TO THE ECONOMY OF MON' ANA. People '" 
ilve In Montana frequently value hunting opportunity hfghertt'" 
mo~ey-making opportunity. They've Willingly given up money
making Ilryd cultura! opportunities available 6lsewhere, so they I 
could live. hunt Gnti recreate In Montana. They are frequently the 
people who do the most for conservation and other movements 
that keep Montane a please.,t place In which' to live. 
The peeple of "6Isewhere" and yesteryear traded awe.y their h~ 'I 
Ing oppcrfunitles long ago, In !avor of making more money. MOfIt<o . 
tana Is one cf the last strongholds of wildlife and hlgh-qu~: 
hunting opportunity, The rest of the world envies MontananS' 'Or' ... :, 
that. 6iJt it hunttng Is to remain good In Montana, for MontananI'. " 
and r.~n-resldents el!i(e, hunters m;Jst be aware of and oppoM I 
those who would tr!lde off hunting In favor of "economic growth." ' 
And they must iet the Ir.wmakers know If there'lj something going 
en that they ticn't like. 

MONTANANS WHO WANT HIGH-QUALITY HUNTING,' FOR I 
THEMSEl" ES. THEIR CHILDREN AND THEIR GRANDCHILDREN, 
SHOULD ACT NOW by writing or calling their representatives and' 
senators in Helena, ~md expressing their OPPOSITION to HB535, 
their SUPPORT for :-i8S26. and their concern about hunting op- I 
portlJnitiet !n qeneral. You can call and leave a mess'ige for your 
senator at 1-444-4800 or write your senator at the following 
address: (Aememb-':f, tl:ne is of the essence.) 

.. 
tUlt 
: A~SCC:ATiON 
1d er.hal'lce Mon
Imber$hl~ doliars 
stron~lI)r, Vffle9 In 

Montana Senate 
CaDllo' Station 
Helena, Montana 59620 

Box 4214 
MIHouta, Montana 51801 

I 
I 
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3, SUGGESTED A1'1ENDMENTS TO 
HB 526 (SECOND READING) 

1 • Pa.ge 1 ~ 1 i ne 9 
FollmAling: "HABITAT" 
Insert: "AND PUBLIC 

MANAGEMENT BY THE DEPARTMENT 

2. Page 1, line 19 
FoIl mAli ng: "habi tat" 

n'c-" 

HUNTING 
FISH~ 

AREAS 
t-l)ILDLIFE~ 

CAPABLE CF 
AND PAF:KS," 

Insert: "and publ i c hunti ng areas c3pab 1 e of block ma.na';Je
ment" 

3. Page 4, line 5 
FoIl O\A;i ng: "ha.bi tat" 
Insert: "and block management ar'2as" 

4. Page 4, line 9 
Fall OI'Ii ng: "habi tat" 
Insert: "and public hunting area.s capable of block 

management by the depa;-tment" 
" 

5. Page 5, line 12 
Fall ov~i ng: "habi tat" 
Insert: "and public hunting area.s" 

SENATE FISH AND GAME 

EXHIBIT ~J.q'--I--:/-fl-:::'J:-' -,--;::,~"'j~ -<' "- c..../ 
DATt . '_·-:7._

I
L ' .. - 'J 

" I' 

BilL NO. ___ ----"'''-''-'-



SUGGESTED AMENDMENTS TO 
HB 526 (SECOND READING) 

1. Page 1, 
Strike: 
Insert: 

line 20 
"are necessary" 
"may be desirable" 

2. Page 3, lines 21-22 
Stri ke: "AND (F)" 
Insert: "(f) economic impacts to any coun·ty in which any 

portion of the lands are to be acquired, including an analysis of 
the total annual in lieu of taxes payments pursuant to 87-1-603 
compared to the total annual taxes forthcoming to the county had 
the land remained in private ownership, including amounts 
attributable to livestock, improvements, machinery, and other 
personal property as appropriate; and (g)" 

3. Page 4. line 4 
Following: "PUBLIC." 
Insert: "(3) Preference shall be given to acquisition of 

interests in land by lease or conservation easements over 
acquisition by purchase of fee title." 

4. Page 5, line 18 
Follolo'dng: "habitat." 
Insert: "Mai ntenance shall 

any detrimental impacts to 
[Section 1 (1) (D) J." 

include mitigation 
adjacent land 

m2asures 
pursuant 

SENATE FISH AND GAME 

for 
to 

EXH:ElIT NO. U -, j--.--f,--
DAT~-II_l'-;?=r (.A-f.f! (P~--<, <"- S 
jilL NO 



~ SUGGESTED AMENDMENTS TO 
HB 526 (SECOND READING) 

1. Page 1, lines 11-13 
Strike: "TO SPECIFY THE NUMBER OF NONRESIDENT DEER "A" 

LICENSES THAT MAY BE SOLD;" 

2. Page 9~ lines 2-3 
Strike: "Not more that 5,000 Cla.ss B7 licenses may be sold 

in any license yea.r." 

NOTE: The Montana Constitution states in Article 5, 
Section 11(3): 

bills 
shall 

general appropriation bills and 
and general revision of the laws, 

contain only one subject~ clear~y e}:pressed in its title." 

"Each 
for the 

bill, e;-:cept 
codification 

SE.N,2\TE FISH ANt) GAME 

EXHIBIT NO. __ ----:---::.---
,-.).. . () !l 
If" "" I IL<...--.:---~, DATe /\ .. ~ ,._, 

I 
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'I 

I v 

Bill NO.-'--_-----



TESTIMONY ON HB 526 
before the Senate Fish & 5ame Committee, March 24, 1987 

by Lorents Grosfield, cattle rancher from Big Timber 

HB 526 as amended is a much improved version of the 
Introduced Bill. However, there are still at least three major 
problems ..... h ...... 

vJ1,-.,1,-. 

1. It is unconstitutional. The Montana Constitution ~tates 
in Article 5, Section 11(3): 

"Each bill, e:·~cept general appropriation bills and 
bills for the codification and general revision of the 
laws, shall contain only one subject, clearly expressed in 
its title." 

This is a wildlife habitat bill. Yet from out of nowhere comes a 
provision that limits Class B-7 licenses. This has nothing to do 
with the purpose of the bill--- in fact if anything it is 
£QQiC~c~_tQ_ib§_QYCQQ§g because it would be a factor limiting the 
money available for the real purpose of the bill. I urge the 
committee to strike that provision from th~ bill and have 
included a simple suggested amendment to that effect. 

2. Economic impacts are not sufficiently addressed by this 
bill. These include economic impacts to adjacent lands resulting 
from enhanced habitat on purchased lands. They would also 
include impacts to the tax base in any county where a significant 
amount of land is purchased--- in our county, department lands 
contribute only Qn~=h~lf_tQ_Qn~=fiftb as much in lieu of taxes as 
the county received when the land was previously in private 
agricultural ownership. Other economic impacts of concern have 
to do with the cumulative effects of land acquisitions over a 
number of years--- these are both economic and social impacts 
associated with expanding government ownership of our land 
resources. The second set of amendments attached addresses these 
economic impacts. 

3. HB 526 has been sold by some as an access bill. This is 
QQi an access bill. It is a habitat bill~ and if anything it 
will quite possibly restrict access in many cases, because wide
open public access is simply not compatible with quality wildlife 
habitat management. Having a bill aimed exclusively at b~~ii~t 
acquisition is not necessarily a problem, but discussion on the 
floor of the House on this bill revealed that at least some 
members thought it was an access bill and may have voted for it 
on that basis. This is QQi an access bill. Actually~ I think 
some of the money to be generated by this bill 2hQ~lQ go to 
access acquisition; one option is by way of promoting the 
Department's block management program--- the two or three 
Department employees involved in this program have succeeded in 
just a few seasons in opening thousands of acres to hunting 
access, and, with a little incentive to of~er, could open tens of 
thousands more. This would go a long way toward relieving the 
present-day tensions between landowners and sportsmen. You will 
find amendments attached that would provide for funding access. 

I URGE YOUR FAVORABLE CONSIDERATION OF THE ATTACHED AMENDMENTS. 



. ~. ic. ". 

Iberly, 6, and Jessica,' 8,· were petting the 
he end of a: small bridge along Riverside 
_au rei. . 

)n-rail-line sales-
but then adopted a new policy of trying'to sell financially 
shaky lines to short-line operators instead of abandoning 
them. 

He said HB 861 would jeopardize such sales because 
local entrepreneurs couldn't make short lines financially 
successful if they are forced to assume BN's labor con
tracts. He said labor is BN's biggest expense, with the av
erage employee getting $26.41 an hour in pay and benefits. 

"What chance of success would a new operator ~ve 
if he ha~ to take On these labor costs?" he asked. - - -'-'~'_~ . 

. \.. • - •. ,. 0·'. 

~tu \Doggett of the Montana Chamber of Commerce 
criticized the bill as an "undue intrusion" of the state into 
the private sector. He said the Columbia Falls aluminum 

. plant and Butte mines likely wouldn't.be in operation 
today if they had to bonor the labor agreements that HB 
861 would require of the rallroads. . . . . '. 

John Green, president of the new Montana Western 
short-line railroad between Garrison and Silver Bow, 
questioned whether the labor-agreement provision was 
consututional. The bill, he said, "eliminateS any new short 
lines in the state of Montana." 

Meanwhile. John Post of UvmDtOn. spokesman for 

""",,·tI "~ 
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By TOM HOWARD 
Gazette Cody Bureau 

CODY, Wyo. - National Park 
Service officials are studying the 
wildlife carrying capacity of 
Yellowstone National Park in an 
attempt to better m'anage elk and 
bison, Yellowstone Superintendent 
Robert Barbee said Monday. 

Barbee said the National Park 
Service is making a "concerted 
effort" to bring university experts 
to the park to determine the 
number of animals the park can 
support. If research indicates that 
herds must be reduced, "well go 
with it, " Barbee told the Cody 
Country Chamber of Commerce. 

interest groups, each of them 
concerned about the management 
of America's oldest national park, 
are proliferating like mushrooms 
after a spring rain, Barbee said. 

He wouldn't predict when the 
east entrance of Yellowstone will 

-open this spring becaUse of 
:weather and other variables. BUt, 
with snowpack about 50 percent of : 
normal, the Park Service is well 

"ihead of schedule for plowing snow _ 
from roads. As another sign that . 
spring is at hand, bears are out of 
their dens, Barbee said 

- A one-year increase in entrance 
fees to national parks could provide 
additional money for the park's 
operating budget, which is $12 ____ :_ 
million this year, Barbee said. :" . 

C "We hope we can ground our The new entrance-fee'schedule : 
decisions in good, hard data. We're 'raises the single-visit fee from $2 
not wedded to any concept.," per vehicle to $5 per vehicle. 
Barbee said in response to a Traditionally, money raised from 
question about how the Park entrance fees has been placed in 
Service plans to manage an ; the government's general fund. 
increasing bison herd. ,. Under the new fee schedule, 

Bison management is just one in Yellowstone could receive about 
an endless string of controversies $600,000 of the money annually. 
surrounding Yellowstone. SpeciaJ- Barbee said. : 

- --

Trucking hearings likely 
Gazette Cody Bureau 

CODY, Wyo. - Yellowstone 
National Park Superintendent 
Robert Barbee said Monday that 
the National Park Service wlll 
likely hold pubUc meetings on a 
citizen's group's demands for 

. . halting truck traffic on a highway 

new regulation or enforce the 
restrictions," Barbee said, adding 
that the Park Service is contacting . 
representatives of the trucking . 
industry and the citizen's group. He· 
said no date has been set on the_ . 
possible meeting. ---0:' - -',"-- -.--;_ 

Barbee said the Park Service is -
interested in hearing all sides of the 

in Yellowstone National Park. issue. The issue boils down to ,\~ . 
~mmercial trucking is ' -- regulating interstate truck traffic, 

prohiblted in national parks, but for' and Barbee doesn't relish that 
yeaJ? trucks have been traveling a responsibility. "We've got a lot of 
14-mile section of U.S. 191 that other things to do" be said. 
winds into Yellowstone National j' '? -

Park just north of West Properly defining commercial 
Y ~~ow~ne,lo!~nt. A l~ group Is truck t:~fi~ c~~~~~s the Issue. 
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Table 2. Summary of harvest results during 

-./ seasons (inciudfng illegal kills)._ 

r Permits 

Winter ES a Ab Total Bulls 

1975-76 1,500 0 1,500 705 
I 

1977-78 1,500 0 1,500 359 

1978-79 300 0 300 30 

1979-80 1,000 0 1,000 28'5 

1980-81 1,750 850 2,600 73 

1981-82 1,600 800 2,400 491 

!Jf .??/~ 1982-83 1,600 800 2,400 470 

3d] 1983-84 800 1;600 2,400 396 

~/] 1984-85 300 2,100 2,400 173 

_ry..7 -I{.!.." 
: . 

6.
150e ...., Totals 1(',350 2984 

aValid for f'_ither-sex elk. 
\ 

bValid for antlerless elk only. 

the recent Gardiner late 

Harvest 

Cows 

362 

297 

3 

157 

42 

422 

712 

-.816 

742 

3553 

Calves Total 

140 1207 

179 803 

2 70 

25 467 

16 133 

100 1015 

241 1462 

396 1652 

291 1206 

'" 

1390 8016 

.1 
t 

: ~ 
\ 
',-

I 
SENATE FISH AND GAME· 

elk 

1-

Percent 

Bulls 

58 

47 

. 86 

. 61 

56 

: 48 

33 

24 

14 

37 

EXHIBIT .£11/0. __ -, -,-; ,"1"'1 --:,,:-. -~12(. ( __ ;~ S
DATE ,','"., --I '.' J/"l ~_t ~ 

rH.L NO .. __ ------
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(conti nued) Elk nu~bers and removals. 1923-79. 

1955 
1956 
1957 

1958 
1959 

1960 
1961 
1962 
1963 

1964 
1965 
1966 

ilinter 
Census 

81S0ef 

572S f 

486S f 

1967 3842f 

1968 3172e 

1969 . 430Se 

1970 5543eh 

1971 7281 e 

1972 821Se 

1973 99Bl e 

1974 1052ge 

1975 12607e 

1976 10a07e 

1977 
1978 
1979 
I (H.':;) 

I~sr 

89!30eg 

1185Se 

1076Se 

a1923 = win~er of 1922-23. etc. 

~unter. Ki 11 

422 
763 

3900 

345 

. 50 

372 

50 

25 
125 

530 

30 

1012 

30 

n08 

115 

50 

50 

45 

75 
154 

210 
147 

1547 
219 

1086 
340 
45'; 
I ,.~-

Removals 
Par!< 

~87 

59B 

2635 
944 
536 

1334 

809 
1434 

l:A61!V 
1290 

1121 

892 

1240 
1540 

984 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

• 0 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

brotal removal estimated at 1000 including cripple losses. 

CContains estimates of cripple losses. 

TOi:ai 

809 
1361 

@ 
1289 

586 

1705 , 
859 

J459 
Gill) 

1820 
1151 

1904 

12iO 
2643 

11CO 

50 

50 

45 
75 

154 

2'" tv 

147 
1547 
219 

1086 . 

340 
c!.~., 

I'J..' 

. .. . ~ . / . " ". .-1·., 
-'6' "., '''''/*' ., ... 1/:''''-. 1'1 ,.,,~-....... r~/·.·;~- ." 

1.1,.. ,'.~,.. .. - c. '- ~. '"''' .- ... - , 
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1928 
1929 
1930 

.0 

1931 
1932 

.1933 
1934 
1935 
1936 , 
1937 
1933 

1939 
1940 
1941 
1942 
1943 
1944 

.1945 

1946 
1947 

1948 
1949 
1950 
1951 
1952 
1953 

. ' 

8257 
76969, 

10624 
11521 
10042 
10112d 

10201 
8794 

10976 

8235 

8513 

7815 
9496 

; 

.. 
~-----. 

1923-79. u· 
H:Jl1ter :<i 11 

. 33 

44 
36Sb 

88 
719 

1529c 

15 
312 
316 
290 
177 
136 

2598 
2287 
257 

35a7 
2971 

122 
275 

403' 

~ ... 69 

970 

G~ 
40 

I .1265 !<llib 
110 

.. .~ 

, 

Rerr.ova 1 s . 
?: r~,: iot~1 

49, 82 

11 55 
59 . \ 425 

80 ' 168 

107 o 826 
. 187 11716 

0 15 
110 i 422 

2 318 
37 . 327 

2 179 

11 147 
667 3265 
557 2844 
574 831 
236 3823 
307 :278 

11) 138 
12 287 

145 <'216 

@ C§V .. 
10 135 

• 0 403 
73 2167 
76 3145 

39 : 1009 

49 2886 
834 874 
818 2083 
602 3800 
172 282 

. . 
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SLIP & 
SLIDE 
RANCH 
FRANKLIN Sc SUSAN RIGLER· Box 877 • CORWIN SPRINGS. MT 59021 • (406) 848-7648 

page 2-

It is ti~e for you to res~ond to the here and now. ~e have a 
responsibility not only to this generation but to ge~erations who 
will follow us. You must underst2nd this is not cre2tin~ a 
'pseudo-wintering ground' (ie Jackson ~ole) but su~porti~g an 
area traditional to elk migrQtion. 

70r ttose or you wary a~out the state enteri~g i~to t~p 're~l 
estate'buslness, you need to truly ap~reciate the unicueness of 
this are&. In the 1920's the federal govern~ent had a vision 
of \·/ns..t be -Jone c.len; tl1ese lines, but ·.I/e n2ve been staller] 
for t~e past 60 years. ~e have a~ opportunity to get on the 
track again anrl you o','/e the people of "~~ontana an inves-:igation 
of t~is and action on it. 

Thank you. 

~for~r 

SENATE flSH AND GAME 

tt; ~. ______ ---------



SLIP& 
SLIDE 
RANCH 
FRANKLIN 8r SUSAN RIGLER. BOX 877 • CORWIN SPRINGS, MT 59021 • (406) 848-7648 

Ssnz:tcrs, 

I am writing in reference to Rouse 3il1 526 which concerns ~oney 
for acquisition of wildlife habitat. ~here are a few points for 
your consi~eration in this matter. 

~he ~-ortt:ern YellOl'Jstone Elk hern. is the largest in the world. 
':'1'1is elk herd has "!Jeen slaughterer'l in the 40's, 50's, and 
60's in the Tark by a direct rer'luction policy an~ outsi~e of the 
Fark by the historic firing line. We have 8 1pte elk hunt in 
~rea 313 now that bottlenecks elk i~ t~e Fark. 1ast week, Surer
inte~dent ~8rbee spoke to the C01y rha~ber of Co~~erce stating 
that studies by frofessionals on range conditicns were being con
ducted to deter:'TIine range conr1itions anc; that "so'"::eiring wqulr'l be 
done" if the situ2tion \':arranted it. 

Eistcrically, area 313 has been on e of "'c1;e 'Dilnes7 .... :intering Bress 
in ~ontana, a fact easily verified fro~ the earliest Fark Super
intendent's reports. Areas below Yankee Ji'n Canyon cO'TIbine pro
ductive well-watered north slares with winter win~s clearing forage 
for availabili ty to wintering herds. .t,s present lanr'l :nanagers, 
it is ·our responsibility to look into t~:e futu:e ar:d e~visicn the 
fantastic wildlife range potential in the Fp:;:er Yellowstone. 

~e are all aware that Yellowstone's SU'TI'TIer range is practically 
unli~i ted. If we have the foreSight to plan for r'Jrchasing winter 
range properties as they beco'!le available, it is easy to envision 
a day when the rest of the nation and the world will 100K at the 
Yellowstone e~:nplex in the same light as the Serer:geti FIe.in is 
seen today. You gentle'!len [ossess the potential for pJanninE 
to provide the world with a truly wild and free-ranging wildlife 
habitat in the Yellowstone romplex. Tbe extent of wtat can be done 
is proportional to winter range available and fund laid aside to 
purchase tracts as tbey !are marketed. 

We can easily see wbat bappens w1"1en large tracts of land go into 
private ownership for development as the rorbes F.ancb and tbe 
efforts of CUT. Large scale develop;-nent can only spell disaster 
for a wildlife management plan. Yet, we still have an opportunity 
on the east side of the Yellowstone River, the traditional winter
ing grounds for thousands of migrating elk. 



3, SUGGESTED Al"'lENDMENTS TO 
HB 526 (SECOND READING) 

1 • Page 1 ~ 1 i ne 9 
Fall ol-'Ii ng: "HABITAT" 
Insert: "AND PUBLIC HUNTING AF:EAS 

MANAGEMENT BY THE DEPARTMENT OF FISH~ WILDLIFE, 

2. Page 1, line 19 
FoIl m·Ji ng: "habi tat" 

CAPABLE OF 
AND PARKS," 

BLOC~< 

Insert: "and public hunting areas capable 01" block ma.na':Je-
ment" 

3. Page 4~ line 5 
FoIl o\'.i ng: "habi tat" 
Insert: "and block management areas" 

4. Page 4, line 9 
Fall o~ .... i ng: "habi tat .. 
Insert: "and public hunting areas capable of block 

management by the department" 

5. Page 5~ line 12 
Fall oltli ng: "hab i tat .. 
Insert: "and public hunting areas" 

SENATE FISH AND GAME 

EXHIBIT NO·-----;--;ltn., j' 
'-)' j yJ IL,,-< ~ t...., OATf' - !-'-c: if ,. " ' - ,-J 
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BilL NO. __ --~----..... 



SUGGESTED AMENDMENTS TO 
HB 526 (SECOND READING) 

1. Page 1, line 20 
Strike: 
Insert: 

"are necessary" 
"may be desirable" 

2. Page 3, lines 21-22 
Stri ke: "AND (F)" 
Insert: "(f) economic impacts to any county in which any 

portion of the lands are to be acquired, including an analysis of 
the total annual in lieu of taxes payments pursuant to 87-1-603 
compared to the total annual taxes forthcoming to the county had 
the land remained in private ownership, including amounts 
attributable to livestock, improvements, machinery, and other 
personal property as appropriate; and (g)" 

3. Page 4, line 4 
Following: "PUBLIC." 
Insert: If (3) Preference sh 21 ~ be gi yen to acqui si ti on of 

interests in land by lease or conservation easements over 
acquisition by purchase of fee title." 

4. Page 5, line 18 
Folloll-ling: "habitat." 
Insert: "Mai ntenance shall 

any detrimental impacts to 
[Section 1 (1) (D) J." 

include mitigation me3sures for 
adjacent land pursuant to 

SENATE FISH AND GAME 



~ SUGGESTED AMENDMENTS TO 
HB 526 (SECOND READING) 

1. Page 1~ lines 11-13 
Str-ike: "TO SPECIFY THE NUMBER OF NONRESIDENT DEER "A" 

LICENSES THAT MAY BE SOLD;" 

2. Page 9, lines 2-3 
Str-ike: "Not mor-e that 5,000 Class B7 licenses may be sold 

in any license year-. " 

NOTE: The Montana Consti tuti on states .1.11 Ar-ti cl e 5, 
Section 11(3): 

"Each bill, e;.:cept gener-al appr-opl~iation bills and 
bills for- the codification and gener-al revision of the laws, 
shall contain only one subject, clearly e:o:pr-essed in its title." 

SE:.N~\TE F,SH ANu GAM[ 

EXH!BIT NOo----()-:-.. -(}-:::-7-;-.2--"l 0<-. 
DAiE'.d!-J , y/<.--£ -~, 'r 

I 
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TESTIMONY ON HE 526 
before the Senate Fish & Game Committee, March 24, 1987 

by Lorents Grosfield, cattle rancher from Big Timber 

HB 526 as amended is a much improved version of the 
Introduced Bill. However, there are still at least three major 
problems with it: 

1. It is unconstitutional. The Montana Constitution Etates 
in Article 5, Section 11(3): 

"Each bill, except general appropriation bills and 
bills for the codification and general revision of the 
laws, shall contain only one subject, clearly expressed in 
its title." 

This is a wildlife habitat bill. Yet from out of nowhere comes a 
provision that limits Class 8-7 licenses. This has nothing to do 
with the purpose of the bill--- in fact if anything it is 
£QQiC~CY_iQ_ibg_QYCQQ§g because it would be a factor limiting the 
money available for the real purpose of the bill. I urge the 
committee to strike that provision from th~ bill and have 
included a simple suggested amendment to that effect. 

" 
2. Economic impacts are not sufficiently addressed by this 

bill. These include economic impacts to adjacent lands resulting 
from enhanced habitat on purchased lands. They would also 
include impacts to the ta;.: base in any county where a 'significant 
amount of land is purchased--- in our county, department lands 
contribute only QQ~=b~lf_tg_QQ§=fifth as much in lieu of taxes as 
the county received when the land was previously in private 
agricultural ownership. Other economic impacts of concern have 
to do with the cumUlative effects of land acquisitions over a 
number of years--- these are both economic and social impacts 
associated with expanding government ownership of our land 
resources. The second set of amendments attached addresses these 
economic impacts. 

3. HB 526 has been sold by some as an access bill. This is 
QQi an access bill. It is a habitat bill, and if anything it 
will quite possibly restrict access in many cases, because wide
open public access is simply not compatible with quality wildlife 
habitat management. Having a bill aimed exclusively at b~~it~t 
acquisition is not necessarily a problem, but discussion on the 
floor of the House on this bill revealed that at least some 
members thought it was an access bill and may have voted for it 
on that basis. This is QQi an access bill. Actually, I think 
some of the money to be generated by this bill 2bQ~lQ go to 
access acquisition; one option is by way of promoting the 
Department's block management pragram--- the two or three 
Department employees involved in this program have succeeded in 
just a few seasons in opening thousands of acres to hunting 
access, and, with a little incentive to offer, could open tens of 
thousands more. This would go a long way toward relieving the 
present-day tensions between landowners and sportsmen. You will 
find amendments attached that would provide for funding access. 

I URGE YOUR FAVORABLE CONSIDERATION OF THE ATTACHED AMENDMENTS. 
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1. 
* 2. 

3. 
* 4. 
* '5. 

6. 
.. 7. 
* 8. 
* 9. 
"10. 

-n_ .... ....... ---s5. 
'16. 

**17. 
-18. 
**19. 
*-2D. 
-z1. -------sM. 
.....s. 
-S. 

***27. 
***28. 
***29. 
***30. 
***31. 
***32. 
***33. 
***34. 
***35. 
***36. 

37. 
38. 
39. 
40. 
41. 
42. 
43. 
44. 
45. 
46. 
47. 
48. 
49. 
50. 
51. 
52. 
53. 
54. 
55. 
56. 

ACRES OF PUBLIC LAND IN EACH MONTANA COUNTY 
(F.Y. 1983 PILT PAYMENTS) 

COUNTY 

Flathead 
Beaverhead 
Lincoln 
Phillips 
Valley 
Ravalli 
Lewis & Clark 
Madison 
Park County 
Sanders 
GarlEJd ........ 
~ 
~Ja 
GaUatin 
Mineral 

Powder River 
Carter 
Carbon 
Jefferson 
Tergus 
~ .... 
4"rairie 
GJiII:ier 
ftsln::IJeum 

Custer 
Rosebud 
Judith Basin 
Broadwater 
Sweetgrass 
McCone 
Teton 
Butte-Silver Bow 
Cascade 
Stillwater 

2,417,824 
2,049,002 
1,787,009 
1,388,190 
1,131,822 
1,106,678 
1,060,816 
1,050,685 

914,571 
905,785 
827,329 
713,349 
709,103 
699,920 
678,156 
643,392 

603,273 
601,157 
568,391 
556,942 
499,743 
474,581 
458,462 
429,408 
402,835 
346,998 

342,445 
329,477 
311,023 
304,637 
303,070 
277,581 
265,434 
237,737 
215,376 
192,010 

Anaconda-Deer Lodge 
Chouteau 

184,453 
157,014 
156,982 
121,906 
107,919 

Lake 
Fallon 
Pondera 
Musselshell 
Yellowstone 
Dawson 
Wheatland 
Richland 
Hill 
Toole 
Big Horn 
Liberty 

. Golden 
Wibaux 
Treasure 
Roosevelt 
Sheridan 
Daniels 

90,299 
88,779 
68,591 
53,369 
52,862 
47,720 
46,013 
35,651 
33,363 
31,968 
25,882 
11,798 

4,722 
1,388 

200 

COUNTY SEAT 

Kalispell 
Dillon 
Libby 
Malta 
Glasgow 
Hamilton 
Helena 
Virginia City 
Livingston 
Thompson Falls 
Jordan 
Deer Lodge 
Phillipsburg 
Missoula 
Bozeman 
Superior 

Broadus 
Ekalaka 
Red Lodge 
Boulder 
Lewistown 
White Sulphur 
Chinook 
Terry 
Cut Bank 
Winnett 

Miles City 
Forsyth 
Stanford 
Townsend 
Big Timber 
Circle 
Choteau 
Butte 
Great Falls 
Columbus 

Anaconda 
Ft. Benton 
Polson 
Baker 
Conrad 
Roundup 
Billings 
Glendive 
Harlowton 
Sidney 
Havre 
Shelby 
Hardin 
Chester 
Ryegate 
Wibaux 
Hysham 
Wolf Point 
Plentywood 
Scobey 

MAJORITY 

FS 

BLM 
BLM 

FS 
FS 
FS 

BLM 
FS 
FS 

FS 

BLM-FS 
BLM 
FS-BLM 
FS 
BLM 
FS 
BLM 
BLM 
NPS-FS 
BLM 

BLM 
BLM 
FS 
FS 
FS 
BLM 
FS 
FS 
FS 
FS 

FS 
BLM 
FS 
BLM 
FS 
BLM 
BLM 
BLM 
BLM 
BLM 
BLM 
BLM 
BLM 
BLM 
BLM 
BLM 
BLM 
BLM 
BLM 
BLM 

Source of Data - BLM payments to counties - FY 1983 
* Top ten east side counties with most acres of public land (BLM and National 

Forest) 
** List of east side counties in 11-20 category with most acres of public land 

(BLM and National Forest) 
*** List of east side counties in 21-30 category with most acres of public land 

(BLM and National Forest) 

P. L.A.A.I. 3/2/87 
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THE BILLINGS GAZETTE 

GAZEnE OPINION 

:Wildlife' bill 
has prorriise" 
HB 526 addressesproblern'· . 

. ' ..' " ",' " 

Montana has taken on a new color. , 
. '. Drive through the mountains of Western Montana, the , 
vaneys lining the Missouri, the Gallatin; the Yellowstone, " 
the Stillwater and all the other rivers of the state. " i. 'r. 

Drive across the high plains of Eastern MOIltana. 
Everywhere,it's the same. ': .... :. 
. Gate posts are topped by fluorescent orange. Orange
topped.fence lines mark off territory. This is ours. Stay.' 
out! " .... ' 

There are good reasons in most cases for farmers' and' 
ranchers' decisions to close land to the public. 

But that leaves the public no less non-plussed. 
Montanans are among the poorest paid people in the 

nation. The state's economy acts as though it is obeying 
the commands of a WWII submarine captain: "Dive! 
Dive!" 

But we don't leave for greener pastures, because we 
like the look of pastures here. 

Residents glory in living in the state of Montana. We 
treasure standing on the banks of the state streams, 

,climbing mountain trails, gliding through snow-freshen-
ed meadows. , : 

But we are being compressed., crushed between the 
. pressure from the ranchers to keep their lands free of lit
terers, to make up the money they lose from cattle by 
fees they charge for hunters on the land. 

And the pressure of the hunters continues to grow, 
both in-state and out We have become known for what 
we are, one of the last great hunting and fishing areas in 

. the 48-contiguous states. We are to outdoor sports what 
:-: Disneyland Is to carnival shows. 

There is a bill before the Legislature now that is 
aimed at easing that pressure, providing means by which ' 
future Montanans can enjoy the'llfe!ltyle'we i1Uwert!·, 
reared In. 

House Bill 5211 adds additional fees to the state's hunt
ing licenses, resident and non-resident alike, to fund the 
protection and enhancement of wildlife habitat in the 
state. 

The bill would provide the state with an estimated $1.4 
million in fiscal year 1988 to buy or lease lands critical 
for wildlife. . 

In FY 89, that figure would swell to $2.1 million. 
- There are a number of reasons why this is a particu-· 

!arly opportune time for the bill. ' 
First, access to private lands is shrinking . 

. Second., because of the woeful state of Montana's agri
cultural community, land values have become a bargain. 
The money raised by the fund will buy more quality land 
than before. 

HB 526 L'! appropriate in still another way. It is a user 
fee. It takes money collected from the sportsmen who 
enjoy the state's wildlife resources and uses that money 
to provide critical wildlife habitat, public lands for the 
public, and access to existing lands. 

The sportsmen enhance their own sport. The Legisla
ture must pass this bill. It's too good to pass up. 



RESIDENT 
========= 
STATE/TAG DEER ELK 

•• ..... ...,._il\ ... V ........ &.;'" 

COST TO HUNT COMPARISONS 
. AS OF 1/1/86 

BEAR 

c:::::::, = l Ot.v'l-~-r ,\J ~S"T 
SHALL 

TURKEY HTN LION HOOSE ANTELOPE SHEEP MTN GOAT GAME 

-------------------------------------------------------~------------------<iwAZ $24.00 $69.50 $17.00 $18.00 $11.00 $59.50 $159.50 
CA.. $22.50 $115.00 $25.00 $15.00 $50.00 
CO $17.00 $25.00 $25.00 $7.50 $32.00 $200.00 $17.00 
~ $14.50 $20.50 $13.00 $13.00 $17.00 $67.00 $33.50 

. ~ ~ $~.-"-~..r.~0-'- $12.00 dfZ!"UU)C~ 
" .... _ NY ~OO-n~ ~.. $43.00 

.~:-:-/.;~ NM .•.. $19.00 $38.00 $10.50 $10.50 ~ $23.00 

$9.50 
$15.00 

$100.00 $100.00 $7.50 . 
$67·.00··~ 
$52.00 .00 $6.0 

. $88~00 $63.00 $13.00 
$38.00 . $9.50 

•. -;:: .. ORo. $14.00' $24.00' $13.00 $12.00 $28.00 . $18.00 ~ $8.00 

, 

UT $15.00 $45.00 $40.00 $13.00 $40.00 $115.00 $40.00 $215.00 $215.00 $12.00 
$87.00 $62.00 $20.00 
$55.00 $55.00 $10.00 

WA S27.00 $32.00 $21.UO $27.00 ~J2.00 $162.00 
WY $20.00 $30.00 $15.00 $11.00 $25.00 $55.00 $20.00 

-----------------------------------------AVERAGE 
MAX , 
MIN· 

$19.27 $42.95 $19.83 $12.6n $24.38 $108.50 $28.05 $81.66 $87.71 $10.75 
$28.00 $115.00 $40.00 $27.00 $40.00 $200.00 $59.50 $215.00 $215.00 $20.00 
$11.00 $12.00 $10.00 $5.00 $10.50 $52.00 $8.00 $33.00 $52.00 $6.00 

=====================================~==f===========~======F================================ 

NON· RES ~ = I ~~ ilJ "'-vt..:::r-r" 
,'" .. 

======== .. " ~ ... 
STATE/TAG DEEit· ELK BE1\"'R. 

SMALL 
~ HTN Ll0N HOOSE ANTELOPE SHEEP MTN GOAT GAME 

AZ 
CA 
CO 
ID 

(~ 
~ 

NM 
OR 

.UT 
VA 
WY 

AVERAGE 
MAX 
HIN 

). 

$131.00 $355.50 $1~6.00 $106.00 $106.00 $305.50 $805.50 $25.00 
$151.75CSf51.75)$143.25 $51.75 ~ $51.15 
$120.00 $210.00 $100.00 $50.00 $185.00 $120.00 $500.00 $500.00 $32.50 
$127.50 $227.50 $101.00 $88.00 $126.00 ~1D$127.50 ~-ti26.~ ~ 

<[Ilj2.Q@D$302.00 $102.00 ~ $302.00 $302.00 $102.00 ~0$302.00~ 
$175.00 $200.00 $325.00 $575.00 $75.00 
$146.00 $213.00 $76.00 $76.00 ~ $123.00 $373.00 $51.00 
$150.00 $187.00 $150.00 $79.00 $225.00 $200.00 $50.00 
$120.00 $220.00 $150.00 $43.00 $250.00 $1120.00 $220.00 $1120.00 $40.00 
$175.00 $225.00 ~ $140.00 $425.00 $425.00 $425.00 $275.00 $133.00 
$105.00 $255.00 55.0 $30.00 $105.00 $305.00 $105.00 $405.00 $505.00 $30.00 

$136.65 $221.25 $128.02 $62.52 $207.66 $475.60 $156.58 $490.75 $361.60 $57.07 
$175.00 $355.50 $275.00 $140.00 $425.00 $1120.00 $325.00 $1120.00 $505.00 $133.00 
$102.00 $151.75 $55.00 $5.00 S51.00: $226.00 $86.75 $226.00 $226.00 $25.00 

.----==--- ---------- - ============================================================ 
1 •. Colorado: Hoose is not available to nonresidents. 
1.MA Hontana: does n~t sell a separate elk license. A com bination license 

that includes elk. deer. bear. fishing. bird. and cons ervation license 
ia $300.00. Under small game.$6.00 and $32.00 is for birds only. 

3. ~yoming: Includes $5.00 conservation stamp that is on IT purchased onc e. 
4. Utah: Buffalo $215.00 Resident only. 

. ...... --' 
SENATE FISH AND GAME; 

EXHIBIT N~~~ 
DATEt... ___ ------

BILL NO. ______ _ 

',,,,. .-.--------.;.~ -----:-------_._- . __ ._------_. 
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lEGISLATIVE 
. i .• :' 

~N'A HUNTERS 
(for themselves and any of their immediate family, including 
SpOUSfl. rarents, children, brothers and sisters), HB407 WOULD 
ALSO HAVE GUARANTEED NON-RESIDENT LANDOWNERS A 
LICENSE EACH YF.AR, EL1MINATING THE RISK OF QUOTAS 
AND DRAWINGS. ' " 
Corporate stockholders In companies owning land In Montana 
would also have recelvea resident licenses to hunt on that land, 
under provisions of HB407. Cor"panies with huge landholdings In,' 
Western Montana, would have become Instant hunting clubs for:-· 
the economlcany privileged. Anyone owning 5% or more of the-' 
outstandlr.g shares such a corporation would have been eligible, 
along with members of his/her family, for a resident license ·for 
huntln; on the corporation's land. Since many ranches In Montana , 
are also owned by corporations with non-resident shareholders,' 
quite a few more non-residant hunters would have been encour-
aged to hunt In Montana by HB407.· ';>' 
HB407 would alao have allow~d members of a partnership to pta
chase resIdent licenses to hunt on property owhed by the partner
Ship. ThIs would have provided Incentive for huntlng clubs to pur;. 
chase Montana lands exclusively for their own hunting preserves, 
and guarentl!Mld them yearly permits at resident prices. 
FW&P. In backing bills that would hurt resident hunters, maY'be . 
respondi,.." to the atate', push for economic development. But . 
poorer hunting opportunitIes for residents would not be good for 
IT,ost MOl'lta""",, hunter and non-hunter alike, economically or 
otherwise. Proposal' that would bsneflt a few people who make I 

money from huntIng, or those who for one reason or another ex
pect special privileges. must be weighed against the sporting In
terests Gt the hundreds of thousands of Montana hunters., . 
RESIDENT MONTANA HUNTERS CONTRIBUTE ALMOST THEIR 
ENTIRE !~"COME TO THE ECONOMY OF MONTAIIIA. Pegple who 
Jive Ir. Montana frequently value hunting opportunity hfgher than 
money-m.klng oDJ,')Ortunlty. They've WIllingly given up money
making 81)0 cultural opportunities available elsewhere, so. they 
cou,d live. hunt, and rflCreate In Montana. They are frequently the 
people who do the 'llOlt for conservation and other r'IOVSMent. 
tha' keep Montan~ • pleasant place In whiCh' to live. ' , 
The peep,. of "eluwher." and yesteryear traded away their hu __ ; . 
Ing opportunitIes :-ong ago, In favor of making more. money. MOftOt; . 
tan a Is one of the last strongholds of wildlife and. hlgh-quaDty( 
hunting opportunity. TI1e rest of the world envies MontananS ,o( :': 
that. But If hunting Is to remain good In Montana, for Montanans'; - ., 
anci ncn-resldents allk9, hunters must be aware of and oppoM 
those who would trade off nuntlng in t,avor of "economic growth." 
And they muat let the lawmakers know If there's something gol"O 
on tilat they don't like. ': . 

MONTANANS WHO WANT HIGH-QUALITY HUNTING;'!'·FOR 
THEMSELVES. THEIR CHILDREN AND THEIR GRANDCHILDREN, 
SHOULD ACT NOW by writing or calling their representatives and 
senators In Helena. and expressing their OPPOSITION to HB535, 
their SUF::'ORT for HB526, an::i their concern about hunting op
portunities In general. You can call and leave a massage for your 
senator at ~ ~444-4800 or write your senator at the following 
addre",!;: (Remember. time Is of the essence.) 

Montana Senate 
Capitol Station 
H9iena, Montana 59620 

"'ish and 
• 
tOil 
:: ASSOCIATION 
,d enhance Mon~ 
Imoershlp dofiars 
stronger VO!C9 In 

Box 4294 
Mluoula, Montana 59808 



Testimony on H. B. 525 

Mr. Chairman, 

My Name is Lee Fears. I represent the South
eastern Montana Sportsmen Association. We are in 
support of House Bill 526. 

We recognize the need for acquiring quality 
habitat for protecting our game species for the 
future. The recreational demand for our game 
animals is at an all time high. It will only go 
higher. The need for quality habitat will only 
become greater. We sportsmen are more than willing 
to pay the bill for this habitat. It is an 
investment in the future. \ 

Earmarking of funds is nottling ne~v to the 
sportsmen of Montana. A portion of our~ishing 
License fee has been set aside for the purpose 
of acquiring fishing access sites. I need not 
remind you how well this system is working. 

I 3gain urge you to support House Bill 526. 
The future of quality sport hunting throughout 
Montana depends on your decision. Thank you. 

~e/:)ars 

OS:~~ 
Sportsmen Association 
Box 401 
Red Lodge, Montana 59068 



VERTISEMENT , .. 

RESIDENT HUNEfERS.ALE8J:. 
PROPOSALS THREATEN MO'tfj 

. " '~:'-'I.:.'.~" ·'.l,t{:·, .... :- -,.- •• ~ t "~ . "'-':." .. ~~. '. 
~e Western Montana Fls~ and Game ~ssoclatlon Is a private, -:}¥fth:l~creasectsec~rlty and profits, outfitters and gUld~'can 
Iissouia based sportsmen s organization, which has for about 50 <:"afford.to'advertu,:more .heavlly and create more demand. 
3ars work~d. to enhance the sport of hunting In western Montana. ~;Theyar:eal8O,8bfel.to lease more private-property for their 
he ASSOCiation has had several ~embers a~endlng the current ,·:Clt.~,,~, :equeezihg local hunters away from the 

t .gls!atlve se.sslon In !'ie!ena, mOnitoring all bills directly affecting :.~':=, .~~operty ahc:t or:ttO,publlcla~ds; furthermore; private 
~Idltfe, huntl.ng and fishing. The As~oclatlon wishes t~ make pub- ::~;"ctftOktft ~d ,their 1eiiee8 have a vested Interest In closing 
J the follOWing report on this year s legislative actiVity to date. : ttillr Janas.JO,~ to: the public lands that frlJquently lie ad-
t least 25 bills affecting Montana hunting have been Introduced,jacentkUMfll4;lhey'1r'8. then' able to use the public lands at 

t : the current legislative session in Helena. Most contain good,~lrback,.dOOl'l" ,It~were their own; local hunters are 
3nsible ideas for managing game and hunters. There have been IU~ ontO fhcreaalnglY"crowded portions of accessible publiC 
Jveral proposals in this legislature, however, that would take Jandl. WITH PASSAG£, OF HB535, PRESSURE 'ON PUBLIC 
.vay local hunters' opportunities by: LAND$WOULD INCREASE, AND HUNTING OPPORTUNITIES 

,,) allowing up to 14,000 more non-residents to hunt Montana ' FOR }:.H~. AVE~GE t:tUNTER WOULD DECREASE. , 
big-game. HB535;bad 88 If Is, doesn't do as much as Its backers hoped fOI 

.) enabling some non-residents to avoid the lottery system It replaces"~B137, which called for Issuance of 14,000 new non 
and guarantee yearly hunts for themselves. restdent permits, ral8lng total non-resident annual numbers fror 

.) allocating more permits to guides and outfitters effectively 17,000 to 31,000 In 1988. (Another HB1~, would have adtted 400' 
squeezing Montana and non-guided, non-resident hunters archery-only licences this year to the current non-resldent-perml 
into evermore crowded public hunting areas. ceiling.) HB53S 18 simply one survivor, hopefully short-llvea 

II of the proposals listed above would, If made into law place in- among several recent attempts at exploiting Montana hunting ,8 
'eased hunting pressure on Montana game, herds, ~ake it in- the expense of Montana hunters.. : 

• 'easingly difficult for Montana hunters t~ find a place to hunt, and The Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks (FW&P), has mlx8. 
EDUCE THE AVERAGE RESIDENT'S CHANCES OF SUCCESS record of performance so far In this legislative. sessIon. However 
~ ANY AREA OF MONTANA. ' Jim 'Flynn, Its governor-appointed director, has done well In back 
ortunately, many Montana legislators are hunters themselves _ ing HB528, a measure designed to help the state acquire, develo! 

I r understand the value of hunting to Montanans _ and aie will. and maintain wildlife habitat. Through hunting license ·fee In 
19 to protect hunting resources and opportunities. They have al- creases, HB526 will enable the agency to lease, purchase, and/o 
3ady reiected some of the most detrimental proposals, but there acquIre conservatlon..easements on land especially suited to wild 
re some still under consideration. At least one, HB535, NEEDS ., life. The modest fee incr~es proposed .In HB526 range for $; 
AMEDIATE ACTION FROM MONTANA HUNTERS.. end $3 for resident d~ and elk tags, respectively. to $50 for th, 

( essure from several sources, Including the Montana Outfitters ~~~~~s~~~~~~~~~n~:~I~·~I~e~~~8 !~~ $~1'~~1~ 1~~~ur~!~( 
· "d Guides Association, produced HB535 and pushed It through ellt Hlldllfe, wildlife observers' and hunters, residents and non-re 

16 House. It is about to come before the Senate. H8535 would sldents alike. 
~eate SIX THOUSAND NEW NON-RESIDENT licenses that would 

• :Iow license holders to hunt for everything except elk and black 
aar. 

!ontana presently sells 17,000 non-resident combination licenses 
year, which allow license holders to hunt elk, deer, and bear. 

• .bout 35,000 applications are received annually, and about 4,200 
f those receiving combination licenses last year hunted deer ex
:uslvely~ So by Issuing 6000 more deer licenses the state will es-
3ntlally have created a minimum 4,200 non-resident elk hunters 
:1d a maximum of 6000 more non-reSident elk hunters. The re-

I Jltlng 35% Increase In out-of-state hunters would go into effect in 
1e 1988 season. 
000 MORE NON-RESIDENT HUNTERS IN 1988 would mean a 
harp Increase In competition for the limited supply of game 

I .nlmals and places to hunt, WHICH WILL EVENTUALLY LEAD TO 
;HORTER SEASONS, HUNTING BY SPECIAL PERMIT ONLY, OR 
;OTH. . . 
18535 also calls for allocation of 2000 of those 6000 new licenses 
) out-of-state hunters who hunt with guides and outfitters, which 

• ,mds to further damage hunting chances for Montanans, as ex
lained below. 
he state set aside 5600 non-resident permits for clients of outfit
;Irs and guides In 1985 and 1986, to help hunters and their guides 

If ) plan ahead. Since the recent average number of non-residents 
unting with guides and outfitters has been around 5600, the addi
onal 2000 permits allocated under HB535 would raise the total 
.1I0catlons to 7600, well above current proportions of demand for 

If uided hunts. Landowners have also been allocated 2000 non-re
ident permits, and since some landowners are also outfitters and 

_ uides, the allocation is in excess of 7600. This legislation takes 
- .. ch of the risk out of the outfitting and guiding business. THIS 
_.AS A DETRIMENTAL EFFECT ON THE AVERAGE HUNTER. 

III lere's how: 

III 

Although there are landowners eager to sell to the state In order t< 
protect toe land from development or other undesirable uses, thL 
bill Is opposed by others, and faces a tough Journey Into the lav 
im"k. Letters and calls SUPPORTING HB526 are urgently needed 

To Its discredit, FW&P requested Introduction of HB407. whlc. 
would have allC'wed nonresidents owning land In Montana to hur 
deer, antelope Lnd elk on that property with a resident licenSE 
This bill could have opened a number of doors for non-resldep 
hunters and further diminished hunting opportunities for resider 
Montanans. FORTUNATELY FOR MONTANA HUNTERS, th! 
Huuse Fish and Game Committee went against FW&P and kille! 
H8407. 
Because it WAS such £1 potentially destructive bill, erid because ou 
state agency sl.;pported it, HB407's defects deserve to be detailed 
It makes It clesr that hunters cannot just sit back and expect thei 
agency administrators to know and lor defend their Jnterests. Non 
rl3sldents write letters and make phone calls urging our agenc' 
pCl)ple to help them out. So do all kind!! of. people who mlgh 
st;;nd to gain or lose money according to the way our;fand anI 
·;"IIdllfere80urces are managed. HB407 Is a good examPle of wha 
al1ency administrators can be led to do. 
~B407 createct Inc~ntlve for-out-of-state hunters to purchase lan( 
In Montana primarily for the purpose of hunting. Not only would i 
have saved such hunters the annual license fee for non-resident 

Western Montana 
Vallie AstVCi 

THE WESTERN MONTANA FISH AND' 
could use your suJ)ttOrt In Its efforts to pro: 
tana hunting. for Montanans. JoIn today. Yc 
can help us keep a clear eye on, and give 



•• ,¥ 

Western /WJlfttlJ10 'lish ilftd 

game Association 

J ,,",fl. 1» \ 1 ':'8-: 

State Capitoi 8~jlding 

He: 1 en i:\, nDn t. <.:11 ,,: 

Dear Mr. Smith and Committee Memb2rs~ 

The Western Mont3na Fish ~~d Game Associ2tion is a Mis~Dula ~2seJ 

sp Or"" t :;·:I\t:·:n D~- IJ i,\f"l i 7. at ion \") i t h sume 3'50 mel'i"lb S't-' s; • I.,)&-: c:.t- e :L; \ 'i:, U' '.~ s t: ed 
in the management of Montana's big game herd~. W8 WGG1~ li~e to 
se~~' <:\11 aVciil",\ble bii;I' ~)i:"\rli!:::.' :-ai1ge~: ,:It D:' rlE::'i:;\ir ;'~dr-~-yi.i:f;I,:,'~:}JciL 

-'-'1.nd a iIlan.::1,g2;-\1i2':l .~:, ~:,tr-';l ~:. eC:jy tI-1.:::\ t I.'! 0 l.l 1 d Lip t i ill i. ;::: I' ij:" ':-, "'~; 
op p or t un i t :L (;,.'5 • 

t'i\,:~ t-l;.;',,\J .. lZt2 Ui,:lt ,:. ;,i.;r-(;lt::' pOt-t:~'.:Jn ':J'f l.:(·.:i~;'\<.-,l.:' t.·!'/0cnu£':,,:. C!;!i" 

n ;~Jn ·-t,,, (.~:; i cl \?~n ::.. \/ i . . ~::. ::. l-.I.~ir·· ":i t\ l'.)e ~':'LlP p Oi'4 t t.l-l i .. :. '.': I.Jn c:. ~::!fJ t~. ·r !~:;l 

!)i;;\V 'f .. ):'" thi2~~ r pi'.!. \. ·i. 1. t::t;:)es; t.\"Jel \iE' r.lOnttl~::; ,1, 'lbCl~·. 

C.W C1lI·!::,fittet-. Iii ,cae'\:, ','1'= f~::.>e~ tlli,s is':;;ut2 ItJdS scttl·.::d C:',',:;' i:-CJI 

Yi';::",W',:; iHJO (",!"ic'n t-JC in +act i,i::,c! ""' r-u1!? t!,;~\t: I"IOn-i·-e~'i.c:(;~'i'lC t·,:_uTLi.;.'~S:> 

Ilad tel bE! ,:<'cccHnp,,-,nied by a fJuide cw 1'1,;jn(:~'(n:::'\ 1··€:~s.i.d'::f1t ~ -,),'n'.J t.h i ... , 

r-ule ~"Ji:\S ch~\lle:.·fig~'d in c::r.JLWt. and thrown Gut: 

We therefore would like to go on r~cord ~5 opposing the P(opos01 
by thE,' 1'1DI"\ t '::~il i\ Out -F:i, t t et .. ';.~ an cl G\..l i cJ es:· (lS,\':;c.JC i ,i:\ Li. Coli) t Q :- ,~c ",. f~;"- " ,~' <.::·r: ,,' 

half of the 17,000 non-resident big game combination liccns,os for 
their clients or putential clients. In addition, we Q~puse th~li 
[,:WC.1Pos::,t1 that: 6000 n~'w deer- B .... lt lics,II'3';"::s [.11'" i,';sued ",:()r" F-;:(::I~::;.D:I::: 

4,5,6." ~:1. 7 and th::.~t C:.'f'lC h",~lf of thE.'S~' be t"eser"vcd {Qt- cJ.jt::~r-,L:c; [)·f 

Outfitters and guides. Our non-resident hunting partners should 
LJ(;! dffor'c.i~,:!d i::', chCJic::e, jus.t a<.=.; ,-esic.lents al'-e v .'::~s tC:l \-,'hE.'thp!" t.h·-·:·\/ 
t'li~:;h to '=mplo)-' an Outfit.b:~r-.""l::.'~t th(~rn choose·), 12t,';:. n,]t 
legislate it and opon the state up to another' potentiai lawsuit. 

Si 1i'::8t-C:1. v. 

LO~~~ 
Dd V E.' C'iO:'.'['I L, Co--'Ch air rn ~\n 
Bi(J G~'.\rne: COlTlini tt,:::c! 



Senator Ed Smith 
Capitol Station 
Helena, Montana 59620 

Dear Senator Smith: 

March 24, 1987 

I am very much opposed to HB 526! . +,he Fish, Wildlife and 
Parks Department control too much land already. The 
Department puts pressure on private land owners for access. 
Once they acquire the land, there is little chance that 
the land will ever go back to private ownership. 

I urge you to vote against HB 526. Thank you. 

Sin,Ce~e~_y, ~ 

C/!- " :.--;1'f-r:'b ~ ~ , f 
heri11 Henderson 

Sidney, Montana 59301 



Sen. Ed Smith -2- March 21, 1987 

If you would like to discuss this issue with me further, 
please feel to call me at 394-2277. Thank you. 

GH:sn 

Sincerely, 

MONTANA LAND AND MINERAL 
OWNERS ASSOCIATION 

;1 

yt//i. iff /llfeC t~_r / :h ) 
Gary Me~and, President 

" 



Senator Ed Smith 
State Capitol 

Montana Land and Mineral 
Owners Association 

P.O. Box 1301 

Ham, Montana 5S501 

March 21, 1987 

Helena, Montana 59620 

Re: HB 526 (Allowing the Dept. of FWP to increase license 
fees to buy more land) 

Dear Senator Smith: 

The Montana Land and Mineral Owners Association would like to 
enter their testimony for the hearing scheduled for Tuesday, 
March 24, in regards to the above House Bill. Our Association 
believes that to increase license fees which are already quite 
high for the purpose of buying more land for the Dept. FWP to 
manage is not what we need in the State of Montana at this time. 
What will happen when you increase the hunting fees is to even 
more so restrict the people that can barely afford hunting 
licenses or prevent them from affording a hunting license 
altogether. 

We also have a problem with the Dept. FWP buying more land as 
it further erodes an already well-eroded tax base. As has been 
our experience in this area, when the Dept. FWP gets a piece of 
land, promises are great but the follow-through has been rather 
poor. They have, on some tracts, noxious weeds that they're not 
taking care of as they should be, and we wonder if they should not 
be putting money and management into upkeep of lands they already 
own. 

As was the case on another tract in Hill County, they have 
promised they would maintain the fences. It was a good fence 
built in the beginning, but maintenance has been nil. 

Perhaps the Dept. FWP should be proving that they can handle 
what they now have before the Legislature gives them the go-ahead 
to buy more land at an accelerated rate. For this reason, we 
oppose HB 526 and feel when the Montana Dept. FWP proves they have 
the management and resources to manage the land they now have, 
then maybe we can look at giving them support to buy additional 
land. 



HB~ 

Gentlemen of the committee: 

I' m Bi 1 1 I>kRae. I'm an outdoor writer/phot09rapher, 

and I write for a number of national outdoor ma9azines, includin9 

Outdoor Life, Field ~ Stream, Sports Afield, etc. 

I \olould like to speak in support of HB 526. 

!>lonta.na.' s ~lildlife is a limited resource on which 

continue to place more and more demands. It is somethin9 that 

cannot continue for lon9. However, H~ 526 offers a 9reat bi9 ray 

of hope in that it promises, in time, to expand the r·esour·ce 

ba.se. 

This b ill demonstrates a willin9ness on the part of 

sportsmen to invest their money, not only for their own 900d, but 

for the 900d of all Montanans. HB 526 will benefit the state's 

economy and 9uidin9 and tourist industries in par·ticular·. It 

benefit both resident and nonresident hunters by providin9 

mor·e huntin9 opportunities and, last but not least, it will 

benefit wildlife by providin9 much needed winter habitat. 

I r·espectfully urge that the committee support this 

le9isla.tion. 



3, SUGGESTED ANENDMENTS TO 
HB 526 (SECOND READING) 

1. Pa.ge 1 ~ line 9 
Follm'ling: "HABITAT" 
Insert: "AND PUBLIC 

MANAGEMENT BY THE DEPARTMENT 

2. Page 1, line 19 
FoIl moli ng: "habi tat" 

nrC" -', 

HUNTING 
FISH" 

AREAS 
~,,;ILDLIFE~ 

SW.J~ F,Sll nilj GAME . 

EXHIBIT No._I& ~~ 4-
DATE- i - J! i - 8 7 
BIU NO._ 11:/3:i 2. b 

CAPABLE rc: 
"_'1 BLOC:}< 

AND PAF:KS~" 

Insert: II ar:d pLlbl i c hLtnti ng cf.reas c3.I=i o.b 1 e of block mana,;!e-
ment" 

3. Page 4~ line 5 
FoIl OIo'Ji ng: "t-IB.bi t.at II 
Insert: "and block management a!~eas" 

4. Page 4~ line 9 
Fall m..,ai ng: "habi tat" 
Insert: "and public hunting areas capable 8f block 

management by the department" 

5. Page 5~ line 12 
Follol;<Jing: "habitat" 
InsErt: .. and publ i c hunti n';l areas" 



1. Page 1~ 

Strike: 
Insert: 

.l.lne 20 

SUGGESTED AMENDMENTS TO 
HB 526 (SECCND R~ADING) 

II CI.re necessary" 
"may be desirable" 

? Page 3, lines 21-22 
Stri ke: "AND (F)" 

;S....tL.L.. f'~"'1 /,/. (, - .triM/: 
EXHIBIT NO.!'Ie ## 
DATL ! 5' - q?q 8 7 

BILL NO_ #6 5o<~ 

Insert: "(f) economic impacts to any county in v-Jhich any 
portion of the lands are to be acquired, including an analysis of 
the total annual in lieu of taxes payments pursuant to 87-1-603 
compared to the total annual taxes forthcoming to the county had 
the land remaine'd in private ovmership, including amounts 
attributable to livestock, improvements, machinery, and other 
personal property as appropriate; and (g)1I 

3. Page 4, line 4 
Fall owi ng: "PUBLIC. " 
Insert: "(3) Preference shall be given to acquisition of 

interests in land by lease or conservation easements over 
acquisition by purchase of fee title." 

4. Page 5, line 18 
Follot.-Jing: "habita·t." 
Insert: "Maintenance shall 

any detrimental impacts to 
[Section 1 (1) (D) J. II 

include mitigation 
adjacent land 

measures for 
P:..(t-SLtant to 



/~ SUGGESTED AMENDMENTS TO 
HB 526 (SECOND READING) 

1. Page 1~ lines 11-13 
Strike: "TO SPECIFY THE NUMBER OF NONRESIDENT DEER "A" 

LICENSES THAT MAY BE SOLD;" 

2. Page 9~ lines 2-3 
Strike: "Not more that 5~OOO Class B7 licenses may be sold 

in any license yea.r-." 

NOTE: The Montana Constitution states in Article 5~ 
Section 11(3): 

bills 
shall 

"Each bi 11 ~ e:-:cept 
for the codification 

contain only one subject~ 

general appropriation bills and 
and general revision of the laws, 
clearly e>:pressed in its title." 

" 



TESTIMONY ON HB 526 
befcre the Senate Fish & Game Committee, March 

by Lorents Grosfield~ cattle rancher from Big 

SIJ~ 1_ f,Sd t" "I G,\ME 

EXHIBIT NO. 16 .. -
DATE J-cJ~-8 7 
BILL Nod f5 5" ~ ~ 
24~ 19[;7 
Timber 

HB 526 as amended is a much improved version of the 
Introduced Bill. However~ there are still at least three major 
problems with it: 

1. It is unconstitutional. 
in Article 5~ Section 11(3): 

The Montana Constitution states 

"Each bill, e;{cept general aPPt-opriation bills and 
bills for the codification and general revision of the 
laws, shall contain only one subject, clearly expressed in 
its title." 

This is a wildlife habitat bill. Yet from out of nowhere comes a 
provision that limits Class B-7 licenses. This has nothing to do 
with the purpose of the bill--- in fact if anything it is 
~QQtc§c~_tg_tb§_QYCQg§§ because it would be a factor limiting the 
money available for the real purpose of the bill. I urge the 
committee to strike that provision from the bill and have 
included a simple suggested amendment to that effect. 

" 
2. Economic impacts are not sufficiently addressed by this 

bill. These include economic impacts to adjacent lands resulting 
from enhanced habitat on purchased lands. Thev would also 

'-, 
include impacts to the tax base in any county where a significant 
amount of land is purchased--- in our county, department lands 
contribute only Qn~=b~lf_tg_gQ§=fiftb as much in lieu of taxes as 
the county received when the land was previously in private 
agricultural ownership. Other economic impacts of concern have 
to do with the cumulative effects of land acquisitions over a 
number of years--- these are both economic and social impacts 
associated with expanding government ownership of our land 
resources. The second set of amendments attached addresses these 
economic impacts. 

3. HB 526 has been sold by some as an access bill. This is 
QQt an access bill. It is a habitat bill, and if anything it 
will quite possibly restrict access in many cases, because wide
open public access is simply not compatible with quality wildlife 
habitat management. Having a bill aimed exclusively at b~~it~t 
acquisition is not necessarily a problem, but discussion on the 
floor of the House on this bill revealed that at least some 
members thought it was an access bill and may have voted for it 
on that basis. This is QQt an access bill. Actually, I think 
some of the money to be generated by this bill §bQ~lg go to 
access acquisition; one option is by way of promoting the 
Department's block management program--- the two or three 
Department employees involved in this program have succeeded in 
just a few seasons in opening thousands of acres to hunting 
access, and, with a little incentive to offer, could open tens of 
thousands more. This would go a long way toward relieving the 
present-day tensions between landowners and sportsmen. You Kill 
find amendments attached that would provide for funding access. 

I URGE YOUR FAVORABLE CONSIDERATION OF THE ATTACHED AMENDMENTS. 



pa~e 2-

side of t~e ~ellc~3~one is 

elk range anri ahJays has been, his rancn on the w'?st sirle wi-:1tel"s 

ve=y fe~ elk because of snow de;th and lack of wi~d2~e;t ra~~e. 

30 ze~a~ • :~ i2 sa11y a~using tot:: C 3 ·9 C f 11 G tv 1-: c 
-"V"\,...·'n u'" 'Wl·-'-~ ""(J;'- ~:l.·(,;"!,",J,..··J'''J~ .. 'Y'_n '.I. .• r'-:-:'!"'l~:.'.I·~+:"'no .. C ~ ...; :~' .. .:-' L .. j 0 J. ":"..:J _ - _ _ r:: '= _ .... ..... v ..... _ e 11<: h er'i 

count=y in the future. 

: grew u~ w~t~ the stories of w~at i~ was like· in this co~~try 

i~ tte early 190C's. = listened to ~y father an~ uncles t21~ 

~~bcu.t carcasses to tn8 6 t~~~3 fer a 
T watched the iTIfa~ous fir:ng li~e 2n~ ~he 

elk reduction in the Park. They never knew hc~ ~any elk were 

killed i~jirectly of ~neu~cnia (it was becau3= 

~eing taken out of scheel to 'listen to hearings held in Yellow-

~aticnal fsrk with the Director of the ~ish 8 t";} e 

GC7e=~ar or Lt. Governor and park offici~ls to talk about how 

this ;roble~ would be solved. Then there were the Congressional 

the c y c 1 e a f his tory 
of the ~orthern Yello~s~o~e elk her~. 

~e pro~a~ly ha7e 2S ~~n] el~ now as t~ey ~i~ in 1827 when 33,000 

elk hijes '/Jere shi-r:~ed out of Gardiner on the :~orthern Facific 
Railroad. It was t~e sa~e year that rharlie Russell ~rew the 

picture on the postcar1. 

Thanks again for your ti~e, if any on the co~uittee have any 

questions or concerns please call me. 



SLIP& 
SLIDE 
RANCH 
FRANKL.IN Be SUSAN RIGL.ER • BOX 877 • CORWIN SPRINGS, MT 59021 • (406) 848-7648 

Sey]2.tors, 

Sc~e ~ci~~3 that : 111 net ~2ve ti~e tc f~llJ ~ri~g our yester-

day I wanted to lla~{e you a' .... ere of to~ay. 

In 1968 when Cengress ~aY]date1 that direc~/in11rec~ elk re~uction 

(shotting, live trapping, etc.) would stop, they also state1 

that tl-:eForest Service, Far:-<:: Ser7ice, snd Fish f3: Ge.:ne nee1 to 

wcrk togetl1er to find an answer to this p!'ob1e~. Tf the P~.rk 

Ser'lice is talking today about the possibility of reduction of 

ani~als, what purpose bas tbis past bistory served? We need to 

lock te the future and see wh2.t we can do to }:reserve this uniaue 

~rJrt':1ern Yel1mvstone ell{ herd. A sensible aC:Juisi ticn pleD, as 

properties beco~e available, tbat would extend wintering greund 

see~s tbe ~est practical solutien. If you tie the han~s of 

our :TisD, :;!";'ldlife, and Farl-cs Depart-::Jent en this winter ga.l1e 

rang~ aoquisi ~ion you'll be dOing a r1iSSer Tlice' to future gen

erations \vDO will follO\v you. In this area for example, we are 

talking about a tetal of 10,000 acres, all gress wit?1 the exception 

of 200 acres of scrub ti~er an~ no ~inerals. 

',Jihen I atterJde1 the hearing yester"lay , it al1azer1 l1e that "'lost lan"l

owners viewed this aCGuisitien bill akin to condemnation. They 

are forgetting that areas that are critical to wildlife winter 

range neet] to be itJentified anr. a master plan i'!lpl'ementerl fro':! 

that point on. 
'.' 

:.lben Jim Eubbard of TOll ~Uner '3asin testifie~ that if his hunters 

did not receive licenses, he 'Nould sellout to the highest biode:r. 

He further stated that the state woul~ then miss critical elk 

winter habitat. It wouldn't take long to disprove what he saine 





Senator Ed Smith 
Capitol Station 
Helena, Montana 59620 

Dear Senator Smith: 

March 24, 1987 

I am very much opposed to HB 526! ~he Fish, Wildlife and 
Parks Department control too much land already. The 
Department puts pressure on private land owners for access. 
Once they acquire the land, there is little c~ance that 
the land will ever go back to private ownership. 

I urge you to vote against HB 526. Thank you. 




