MINUTES OF THE MEETING
FISH AND GAME COMMITTEE
MONTANA STATE SENATE

March 31, 1987

The meeting of the Senate Fish and Game Committee was called
to order at 1:00 P.M. on March 31, 1987, by Chairman Ed
Smith in Room 325 of the State Capitol.

ROLL CALL: All members were present.

EXECUTIVE ACTION OF HQOUSE BILL 526: Senator Severson dis-
tributed amendments and explained that the amendments set a
figure of $275 on the HB 535 proposed legislation and raises
the out-of-state licenses to $500 from $350. It is the
intention of Senator Severson to keep: all resident licenses
at the current price. The conservation sportsmen will be
raised from $35 to $50. This is a donation type of license.
The sStates surrounding Montana charge more for their licences
than does Montana. Idaho charges $487, Wyomiag charges $480
and Colorado charges $600.for nonresident licchses.

Senator Bengtson asked if the federal government will match

the funds. Senator Smith stated the federal match would be

the Pitman-Robinson. Department head, Flynn stated that
department's hunting licenses money is available for matching
on a 3-1 basis, although the amount of federal money is limited.
Currently the federal money is committed to operations.

Senator Jergeson questioned legal litigation because of the
greater disparity in the resident and nonresident license
increase. Director Flynn stated the only two licenses that
can be compared across the state are the combination licenses.
Montana does not have a nonresident elk license

Senator Smith stated that Reagan administration has frozen
Federal Land and Water Conservation funds that have been set

up. There is a possibility that the funds will be released

and this would allow a 9-1 match to the Montana's appropriation.
Several million could be made available by executive action of
the president. Director Flynn stated the Land and Water Conser-
vation Fund, a federal funding, comes to the department. Fifty
percent is allocated to local government for parks and the
other half is for the fish and wildlife programs. Senator
Smith asked director Flynn how would the department spend the
federal match of 9-1. Director Flynn said that the money
coming from this raise would not be used to match the program.
The intent of the Land and Water Conservation Fund 1is for parks

The money generated from the HB 526 approprlatlon is for wild-
life habitat.
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Senator Ed Smith stated that SB 331 will also increase license
fees, but will only increase the class B-10 licenses. Senator

Smith discussed the revenue amounts that would affect the
figures given for HB 526.

Senator Severson stated his intention would be that the amount
be raised from the present figure and set at the maximum of
$500. Senator Jergeson called on Representative Schye to
address the amendments. The increase was from $350 to $400
plus the revenue figure from SB 331. A coordination clause
would be necessary.

Senator Bishop asked what the resident sportsman's license
would cost if bought separately. Director Flynn gave the
committee a list of license costs. The value would be #45.

Senator Severson said that the amendment includes the increase
for the resident license and reinstates the stricken language.

Senator Smith pointed out that in 1981, 1983 and 1985 the
license fees had been increased. There is no need to increase
the budget of the Fish, Wildlife and Parks. Senator Smith
addressed out-of-state resistance to the increase and stated
that any increase should not prevent the lower income hunter
from participating in the hunt in Montana.

Senator Yellowtail asked Director Flynn to comment on the
lawsuit and the potential of low income pecple not being able

to come to Montana to hunt because of the price of the license.
Director Flynn in referring to the U. S. Supreme Court. decision
concerning the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks

in regards to nonresident and resident hunter, the court in its
decision did not say the relationship in the resident and non-
resident license charge was satisfactory. The Court looked at
the entire method by which the department sold the license and
how much the resident and nonresident license were sold for at
that time. Since, the department has maintained the same

status in dealing with the ongoing issue. Mr. Flynn stated in
his opinion there is another argument of supply and demand
that should be addressed. Now, the licenses are more in demand.
In respect to the $500 charge for nonresident hunters, the
license has been raised from $175 to $350 in the past six years.
The demand has increased to the point that all the licenses are
sold within the first day. pDirector Flynn does not think the

price will be a factor deterring the hunters from hunting in
Montana. -
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Senator Smith asked the Committee if the acknowledged amcunt

is necessary to purchase or lease more land. There has been
opposition to the purchase of new land. Senator Smith

passed out to the committee testimony that addressed the number
of acres of land that is in the Conservation Reserve Program.
There are 8 counties in the state that have not put land into
the Land Conservation Reserve Program. This land 1s suitable
for birds and deer. The Fish, Wildlife and Parks also has

a program that cooperates with the Land Conservation Reserve
Program. There are approximately 34,000 acres in the Land

Conservation Reserve Program in the Yellowstone County. This
is a federal program.

Senator Bengtson asked about taxes paid to the state by the
Fish, Wildlife and Parks. The Department pays the same rates
as an individual. Livestock and inventories have been taken
care of should the bill pass. Survey data indicates that the
nonresident and resident hunters agrees with the habitat
enhancement idea. The bill sunsets after six years.

Senator Yellowtail asked Flynn how the department would

utilize another $4 million dollars. Flynn stated that the

sunset 1s scheduled for six years. There are certain individuals
who are interested in the bill, but refuse to lease and only
desire that the land is bought. This land is in prime arecas.
These properties would account for all the money spent by

the revenue that would be generated by this bill. It takes

time to put these land packages together.

Senator Smith stated that the Boone and Crocket Club has
purchased a ranch and are negotiating for two additional
ranches on the Rocky Mountain Front.

Senator Anderson stated that 80% of the allocated money

must be paid for securing wildlife habitat according to the
bill. Does this means that the Department is only interested
in purchasing land rather than lease or conservation easements.
Director Flynn made reference to the statement of Intent and
stated that the Department's direction would address the
intentions of the Statement of Intent.

Senator Severson ask Ron Curtiss for the Outfitters and Guides
perspective on the habitat revenue. Curtiss replied that
there are no problems concerning the nonresident licenses.

Senator Smith asked Mr. Flynn how many farms are involved in the
cooperative agreement with the Conservation Reserve Program
where trees and shrubs are being planted for habitat. There

are approximately 30 farms involved in the initial pilot program
stated last year.and hope to double that amount.
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Senator Bengtson asked how many dollars are availble to fund

the program. Flynn replied that $20,000 was available for the
previous fiscal year. There has been a $25,000 request in the
R.I.T. Program to be matched with $25,000 state license dollars
The R.I.T. Program funding has been killed, so the department

is asking the Finance and Claims t6 reinstate the $25,000 in

the operating budget.

Senator Jergeson :asked Senator Severson to separate the
amendments for voting purposes. Senator Severson stated
that it is his intention to let the amendments be voted on
as it is. If the amendments are not accepted, then Senator
Severson will agree to separate the amendments.

Senator Bishop commented that the sportsman license should
be increased.

Senator Bengtson asked Senator Jergeson what was his objections
were to increases on the B-1l1 licenses. Senator Jergeson stated
that the increase was too large. Forty-three percent is *oo
large. Senator Severson moved the committee to recommend a

BE CONCURRED IN to accept the amendments. “ A ¥oll call vote

was taken. The motion passed with Senators Smith, Anderson,

and Jergeson voting no.

Senator Yellowtail moved the committee that HB 526 BE CONCURRED
IN AS AMENDED. Senator Smith stated that key areas should be
obtained surrounding key habitat areas. Senator Bishop stated
that section one outlines guidelines that are to be addressed.

Senator Severson commented that he approved the conservation
easement and leases and encouraged the department to plant

alfalfa to attract elk. Director Flynn called the attention

of the committee to the Statement of Intent. The Statement

of Intent reads that it is the intent of the Legislature that

the preferred manner to acquire interest in land is to obtain

a lease or conservation easement. If this cannot be accomplished,
the land may be purchased. Director assured the committee that
the Department will adhere to the Statement of Intent.

Senator Smith asked Andrea Merrill to put a coordination clause
to address SB 331 and to include but not increase fees any
further. Senator Jacobson made a substitute motion to put a
ccordinating clause in the bill and direct language to work
with HB 535. fThe B-11 licenses will be set at $275. The
motion passed unanimoulsly.

a Yoll call vote was taken to recommend a BE CONCURRED IN
AS AMENDED. A roll call vote was taken with Senator Smith
voting no. The motion passed.
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ADJOURNMENT: There being no further business to be considered
by the committee, the hearing adjourned at 3:08 P.M.

SENATOR ED SMITH, Chairman
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il your shotgun, load a case of No.
0 6's, and go buy a bird dog—after 20

years of destructive farm pro-
grams, the federal government has finally
passed a reasonable farm bill that could
produce more upland game birds than Soil
Bank did 30 years ago.

It’s hard to believe, but true. The 1985
Food Security Act includes an extensive
Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) de-
signed to take 45 million acres of highly
erodible soils out of production nationwide
and plant them in permanent vegetative
cover. Tall, dense, native grasses, legumes,
bushes, trees—the kind of cover pheasants,
quail, cottontails, and hunters love. The
kind of cover that helped the federal Soil
Bank land set-aside program produce in-
credible numbers of pheasants, quail, and
cottontails in the 1950’s. The most encour-
aging news is that the CRP will encompass
more acres than Soil Bank did and will run
for 10 years: a solid decade of dense, de-
pendable habitat.

The fact that the federal government is
sponsoring this land and wildlife rehabili-
tation program is nothing short of amaz-
ing, considering past farm policies that em-
phasized maximum production and en-
couraged fencerow to road-shoulder culti-
vation. Those policies, supposedly designed
to help farmers and the farm industry,
have failed so miserably that country sing-
ers have taken on the job of raising emer-
gency funds to keep family farmers afloat.

Unfortunately, no one has staged benefit
concerts for wildlife, which took the brunt
of bad farm programs long before farmers
began to suffer.

Ever since World War II, farmers have
been told to get big or get out. Most have
gotten out, and with them went the fence-
lines choked with vines and hedges, the
brushy draws and creek bottoms, the farm-
stead woodlots and shelterbelts, the pot-
hole lakes and swamps—in short, the living
space for our once-abundant farmland
wildlife. The federal government encour-
aged this through agencies and programs
that often worked at cross purposes.

Land-grant colleges, established in part
to research and develop better agricultural
techniques to benefit the farm economy,
soon concentrated on large-scale, capital-
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_A Farm Program For

~ WILDLIFE

After years of destructive federal farm programs, one has
passed that’s good for farmers, game animals—and hunters.

intensive, chemical farming that started
squeezing small-scale farmers out of the
business. They also started pushing wildlife
into tighter and tighter corners as soil ero-
sion control, wildlife habitat, water pollu-
tion, wetland preservation, and similar
land-use concerns were sacrificed on the al-
tar of “higher yields.”

That higher yields were achieved cannot
be denied. Hybrid plants, huge tractors
and implements, and massive doses of

“The benefits of this
singular effort—simply
paying farmers to not
farm marginal lands—

will be nothing
short of fantastic.”

chemical fertilizers, pesticides, and herbi-
cides helped American farmers produce re-
cord yields year after year. It took them six
calories of energy to produce one calorie of
food, but they produced it, just as the gov-
ernment asked. Unfortunately, there
wasn’t always somebody to buy it.

Overproduction soon became a chronic
problem, but the federal government,
through the U.S. Department of Agricul-
ture (USDA), stepped in to save the day.
If farmers couldn’t sell the overproduction,
USDA would usually buy it. Wheat, corn,
butter, cheese—tax dollars were handed out
regularly in subsidies, payments-in-kind,
and outright purchases to keep the farm in-
dustry alive . .. and farmland wildlife pop-
ulations depressed.

While this overproduction was filling
granaries and caves across the land, federal
water programs poured billions of tax dol-
lars into dams and drainages that turned
hundreds of thousands of acres of wildlife
habitat into monoculture grainfields. Mil-
lions of tax dollars were spent to build irri-
gation projects designed to increase pro-
duction, while millions more were spent si-
multaneously to pay farmers for plowing
their crops under in order to hold down

By Ron Spomer

crop surpluses. While one government
farm agency paid farmers to drain wet-
lands and convert them to fields, another
paid them to flood fields and restore them
as wetlands.

Logic has apparently never been a cor-
nerstone of farm policy in these United
States. That’s why this new Conservation
Reserve Program is so amazing. Instead of
using our tax dollars to pay farmers to
overproduce, it will pay them to not pro-
duce. Instead of paying them to increase
soil erosion and watershed siltation, it will
pay them to reduce it. Instead of paying
farmers to destroy wildlife habitat, it will
pay them to grow it.

The benefits of this singular effort—sim-
ply paying farmers to not farm marginal
lands—will be nothing short of fantastic.
For one thing, CRP should help farmers
nationwide by trimming crop surpluses
and perhaps boosting commodity prices.
Soil erosion, currently as high as 40 tons
per acre annually on steep, marginal farm
fields, will be reduced to almost nothing on
CRP lands. USDA estimates some 750
million tons of soil will be saved from erod-
ing each year on 40 million CRP acres. At
the same time, those fields will improve in
quality and fertility under the protective
vegetative blanket of the CRP.

This erosion control will cut the off-farm
costs of sedimentation an estimated $2 bil-
lion a year, according to the USDA, by
preventing 211 million tons of silt from
reaching surface waters. Waterways,
ditches, and sewer lines won’t be blocked
and plugged by mud from eroding farm
fields. Streams, rivers, and lakes won’t
choke with silt. More fish will spawn suc-
cessfully. Insects and other invertebrates
will flourish, and they will in turn supply
fish and waterfowl with nutrients.

Because CRP lands will not be produc-
ing sensitive crops, they will rarely need to
be treated with insecticides and herbicides.
With 40 million acres in the program, the
USDA estimates annual pesticide applica-
tion will decrease by about 60 million
pounds. That should make life a little easi-
er for our small-game animals and upland
game birds, which depend on seeds and in-
sects for food.

continued
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continued

There will be less chemical fertilizer
washing into streams and lakes, too. Al-
most 1.5 million tons a year will not have
to be applied to the 40 million CRP acres.

In short, the CRP should benefit just
about everybody and everything without
stepping on anyone’s toes. Yes, tax monies
will still be used to subsidize farmers, but
at least they will subsidize conservation in-
stead of erosion.

Here’s how the CRP is supposed to
work. Farmers, independently and of their
own free will, may offer to rent their highly
erodible crop fields to the federal govern-
ment for annual cash payments. Several
times a year local Agricultural Stabiliza-
tion and Conservation Service (ASCS) of-
fices will accept bids for the CRP. Farmers
may then offer specific parts of their highly
erodible lands, as classified by the Soil
Conservation Service (SCS), for whatever
cash rent they think the lands are worth.
ASCS, through a complicated statewide al-
lotment, can accept a certain number of
acres in each region of a state. It can also
accept or refuse bids based on regional
land values, average rental rates, etc.

If a farmer’s bid is accepted, he can sign
a 10-year contract with USDA in which he
agrees to take his bid acres out of annual
crop production and plant them in peren-
nial grass, wildlife plantings, windbreaks,
or trees. USDA will pay the bid price an-
nually in cash or commodities for each of
the 10 years of the program. USDA will al-
so pay half the expenses of establishing the
permanent cover, and the SCS, Forest Ser-
vice, state wildlife agencies, and other
groups will provide technical assistance.

During the 10-year contract period, a
cooperating landowner may not reap com-
mercial benefits from his CRP lands
through haying, grazing, or seed or tree
production. After the 10-year period, the
land is his to do with as he sees fit.

State wildlife agencies have been univer-
sally enthusiastic about the CRP. They see
it as the first significant long-term increase
in upland-bird habitat in decades. Ted
Johnson, habitat development manager for
the Washington Department of Game in
southeast Washington, a prime pheasant-,
partridge-, and quail-producing area, says
the CRP will “definitely boost our upland-
bird populations in the next few years.”

John Kirk, South Dakota Game, Fish,
and Parks Department interagency coordi-
nator, says the South Dakota Conservation
Review Committee, made up of various
conservation agencies, developed a wildlife
seeding mixture specifically designed for
CRP lands in the state.

*The Conservation Reserve Program
has tremendous potential in South Dako-
ta,” Kirk said. “There’s lots of interest
among farmers. The only thing holding us
back are certain land restrictions under the
program that reduce the number of acres
eligible. But nothing says those eligibility
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requirements can’t change or the program
can’t expand. We could get as many as 1
million acres in the program, and believe
me, that could restore our pheasant
range.”

Dale Anderson, state executive director
of the South Dakota ASCS, agrees that
CRP will help all that state’s ground-nest-
ing birds, even though acreages aren’t as
large as they should be. “Still, anytime 10
acres or more can be set aside in good habi-
tat, you're providing important nesting and
refuge areas for wildlife,” Anderson said.

But all of that optimism hangs on the be-
lief that landowners will join the CRP and
the federal government will adequately
fund it. At the initial sign-up in the spring
of 1986, doubts were already raised.

In Idaho, for example, 1090 farmers bid
201,000 acres in March 1986, proving
there was widespread and enthusiastic in-
terest on their part. But USDA claimed the
bids were too high and accepted only 9345
acres on 45 farms. That disappointed and
angered SCS technicians and Idaho Fish
and Game biologists who had worked hard
and long assessing lands and developing
plans for hundreds of farmers. They felt
the feds were backing out of their end of

b

“The 1987 crop year is
supposed to place 10
million acres in the

CRP. If it does, we may

be well on our way to

a game-bird revival.”

the deal, proving that a valuable, innova-
tive program like the CRP was too much
to expect from USDA. Many felt the pro-
gram was a paper tiger.

Their frustration was felt nationwide.
Less than 20 percent of bids from around
the country were accepted by USDA, re-
suiting in fewer than a million acres being
placed in the program, nowhere near the 5
million scheduled for the first year. But the
second sign-up period in May was more
encouraging. Farmers lowered their asking
prices and USDA raised its paying prices.
Of 4.6 million acres bid, USDA accepted
over 3 million on 22,863 farms. The aver-
age acceptance bid was $44.23 per acre.

Now conservationists are more encour-
aged. The 1987 crop year is supposed to
place 10 million acres in the CRP. If it
does, we may be well on our way to a
game-bird revival.

Wildlife will benefit from the program
by gaining important nesting and wintering
habitat. Although farmers may plant pe-
rennial grasses that have little value for
wildlife, wildlife biologists are working
hard to convince them to establish species
of maximum wildlife value—tall, dense na-
tive grasses, shrubs, and trees. Trees are

seen as the best long-term cover since they
provide winter protection as well as food in
the form of berries and seeds. In fact, offi-
cials hope one eighth of total CRP acres
will be planted in trees, which could mean
5 million acres of trees if the reserve
reaches .40 million acres. That many trees
would make the CRP the largest -single
tree-planting program in U.S. history, ex-
ceeding CCC reforestation in the 1930’s.
Think of the squirrel hunting!

When the CRP ends, established tree
plantings are less likely than grass seedings
to be returned to cropland, but sodbuster
provisions of the 1985 Food Security Act
should encourage most farmers to retain
their CRP acres in permanent erosion cov-
er. The sodbuster provision will make
farmers ineligible for certain federal assis-
tance if they bring highly erodible land into
cultivation unless they do so under an ap-
proved conservation system.

Like all federal programs, the CRP can
live up to its potential only if it is adequate-
ly funded, and that means it must have
broad public and political support. It was
a coalition of environmental, conservation,
and political groups that got the legislation
passed in the first place. The International
Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies,
the Wildlife Management Institute, the
Izaak Walton League, the Wildlife Society,
the National Wildlife Federation, and the
National Audubon Society were just some
of the organizations that worked with in-
fluencial politicians to hammer out the
provisions of the bill and lobby for its pas-
sage. We can't let their efforts go to waste.

Rumor has it that some USDA bureau-
crats are out to scuttle the program in fa-
vor of alternatives that would be of little or
no benefit to wildlife. As hunter-conserva-
tionists, we must do our part to stop such
a move. Call or write your representatives
and let them know the CRP is a good pro-
gram that deserves funding. Tell your local
game department, ASCS, and SCS offices
you support the CRP and commend them
for their work in it. Offer to help farmers
plant trees, string fence, and otherwise pre-
pare their CRP land for wildlife.

Tell your neighbors and friends about
the CRP and write an open letter to your
local paper commending the officials and
farmers involved in it. What with the sav-
ings in tax monies, reduced siltation, clean-
er water, and lower pesticide use, the gen-
eral public has as much to gain from the
CRP as farmers and hunters. Let’s spread
the word. The Conservation Reserve Pro-
gram is a bonanza for everyone.

Reasonable federal farm legislation has
been a long and painful time in coming.
Let’s not lose it now. More than 40 million
acres of wildlife habitat for pheasants,
quail, cottontails, turkeys, whitetail, rac-
coons, foxes, and dozens more species are
at stake.

If the Conservation Reserve Program
makes it as scheduled, we’re in for some
great hunting. If we can expand the pro-
gram even more, we're on our way @
to the good old days.
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CONSERVATION RESERVE PROGRAM

There are 3,022 Farms involved in the conservation reserve
program in the state of Montana. The total acre amount

is currently 1,207,335.9. Approximate 27.8 of the crop land
is eligible to go into the reserve.

‘The 25% of the cxopland that can go into the program for
Montana is 4,309,225.

According to Everett Snortland, State Agricultural Stable-
lization and Conservation Service, Bozeman, MT, the
congressional intent is to continue the funding of the
program. The national limit is 45 million acres.

Montana could have an additional 3,101,898 acres put into
the program. The largest sign-up activity happened in the
fourth and last sign-up period. Those signing up at that
time had the option of planting in the Spring of 1987 or
the Fall of 1988. The bidding period for the next sign-up
is for July 20~ July 31, 1987 and will be for 1988.



CONSERVATION RESERVE PROGRAM

MONTANA

County Acres County Acres

Beaverhead 8,044.3 Madison 4,190.0
Bighorn 17,008.4 Meagher 7,266.2
Blaine 46,972.4 Mineral 0
Broadwater 11,856.0 Missoula 0
Carbon 8,345.5 Musselshell 28,783.5
Carter 32,048.3 Park 5,955.1
Cascade 27,579.4 Petroleum 12,118.9
Chouteau 56,220.4 Phillips 75,693.3
Custer 13,784.1 #ondera 10,286.8
Daniels 87,639.9 Powder River 6,198.3
Dawson 26,055.1 Powell 0
Deerlodge 0 Prairie 15,303.4
Fallon 50,255.4 Ravalli 400.8
Fergus 34,088.3 Richland 20,617.1
Flathead 12.4 Roosevelt 54,163.8
Gallatin 6,291.7 Rosebud 20,449.5
Garfield 36,779.3 Sanders 1,054.2
Glacier 24,206.9 Sheridan 76,479.2
Golden Valley 29,312.3 Silverbow 0
Granite 0 Stillwater 39,195.4
Hill 20,693.3 Sweetgrass 2,566.0
Jefferson 4,031.3 Teton 41,409.3
Judith Basin 11,176.5 Toole 35,949.0
Lake 0 Treasure 2,387.2
Lewis and Clark 4,931.5 Valley 53,002.8
Liberty 18,685.3 Wheatland 16,721.3
Lincoln 0 Wibaux 16,652.2
McCone 56,921.9 Yellowstone 33.952.7
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......................................................... 19,0,
i MR. PRESIDENT
We, YOUT COMMILIEE O .....e..veereerrreereeeeereenes Pish and Game
having had under CONSIAEration..................c..o....... House PA1) No.. 326
Third reading copy (__ S LR& )
color
HONTING FEE INCREASES TO PUOND WILDLIPS HASITAT PROTHEOTION
Representative Ted Schys (S2nster  Deversen)
House B1i1ll 528

Respectfully report as follows: That
ba amended as follows:

1. Title, line 11.
Following: YTHROUGH®
Insert: “"HONRESIDERT®

2. ritle, line 13.
Strike: "97-2-401 THROUGH®

? 3. Title, line 14,
| Strike:r "87~-2-501," and "37-2-50§,%

$. Title, line 15.
Strike: ®37-2-708,°"

5. Page 4, line 11 through line 5, nage 5.
Serike: subsections (a), (b}, (&), (£}, (n), (§), (1), (),
{p), (g}, and (2} in their eatirety
Renumbar: remaining subsections

&, Page 4, line 13.
Strike: T550%
Ingert: YS$150%

7. Page 5, line 5.
Strike: %557
Insert: "314%"

E Page 5, line 1% throngh line 9, page 6.

Strike: sections 3 and 4 in thoir entirety
Syxmass  Renumber: subsequent sections

OO HETHASS

Chairman.

L ——-
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9. Pagae 7, line 1 throuch line @, page 2,
Strike: secticn 6 in ita entirety
Ranumber: subgaguant sections

10. Pege 9, lina 12,
Striker "3$400"
Insert: "“5565%

11, Page 106, linas 18 through 22,
Strika:r section 10 in its entiraty
Renumber: =subsequent sactions

12. Page 11, iine &,
Strikes *§535*
Insert: *S$50%

13. Page 11, line 7.
Strike: *355"
Insert: °%553°

id. Page 11, line 9.
Sgrika: *553%
Inzerr: *550°

15. Page 11, line 1l1.
Strike: =59°
Inasrt: %§6°

16. Page 11, line 22 through lins 6, page 12.
Strike: szection 12 in {ts entirety
Renuabar: subseguent sectioas

17. Page 12, line 11,
Strika: *541°
Insert: ©*S$SO°

18, Paga 13,
Pollowing: 1line 1
Insert: “NEW SECPTION. Section 11, Zoordiration
fastraction. (1) If Senate Bill ¥o, 331 is paszed and
approved:

{2} any reference in Scnate 8iil Yo. 331 to a fae
increase in the Clase B-10 nonresident coubination
license in 87-2-505 or in the Clas# ARA =sportzman’sa
licengea in §7-2~711 mav not be considered as feo
increases in addicion to the faoe increase For thoge
licensesy and
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{»} aany dedication of a porzion of the Claszs 23-10
nonresident coxbination and Clasg AAA aportesman’z
licansa feez in saction 1 of Sfenate Bill Bo. 231 sust
he Jdoducted Irom the amount of such fzes dedicatad in
zaction 2 of this ace.

{2} If Bouse Bill Xo, 535 and the provigion
therein crazting a Class B-11 licenss {2 paszed and
approved:

{a} the foo eaatablished in House Bill %o, 535 for
the Clazss B=-11 license is increasad o 32753 and

i) a new suhsertion is adled to ssction 2 of
thiz 2ot that reads: ®Class 2-11 nonresident dany
conbinstion, S275."7

AED A8 AMEHDRD

BE CONCURRED 1Y

Senator B4 Smith, Chairman
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