
MINUTES OF THE MEETING 
AGRICULTURE COMMITTEE 

MONTANA STATE 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

February 13, 1984 

The meeting of the Agriculture Committee was called to 
order by Chairman Schultz on February 13, 1985 at 3:15 
in Room 325 of the State Capitol. 

ROLL CALL: All members were present. 

CONSIDERATION OF HOUSE BILL NO. 659: Representative 
Harper, District #44, sponsor of the bill, stated that 
this is a bill to rewrite the weed laws for the State 
of Montana. This bill has been worked on throughout 
the state. We need to do something about the weeds. 
The reason for these bills is because a number of 
people do not believe a rewrite can be done properly. 
There are deficiencies with the present law and cannot 
be corrected. We need an offensive weed law. He then 
went through the bill and explained it to the committee. 
Rep. Harper further stated that 2 mills can only be 
levied for the counties that need it and in many cases 
that is not enough. This bill allows a combination of 
2 mills or general fund usage. He commented on House 
Bill 716 saying that it is a good effort to bring the 
current law up-to-date and is workable. It retains 
many existing problems, and it doesn't provide the in­
centive for the landowner to do his own work. 

PROPONENTS: Doug Johnson, representing the Montana 
Weed Control Association, testified that they feel that 
one of the purposes is to give the counties control of 
the weed problem. They feel that there should be a weed 
plan in each county and every county should address each 
problem seperately. It is not a statewide problem. 
They also feel there should be a prohibited, as well as, 
a noxious weed list. The land agencies shall have a 
written land agreement with each county which would give 
some incentive to the landowners. Cost sharing is a 
very flexible way to deal with the weeds. The mill levy 
allows counties additional 2 mills because the county 
should not have to sacrifice other projects. The Trust 
Fund can be used to help start the program, but it must 
have a good hard fund. (Exhibits A, B, and C attached) 

Jim Richard, representing the Montana Wildlife Federation, 
testified that the Federation supports this bill. They 
want to ensure that agriculture is productive as long as 
possible. They do not want to see this program abused. 
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Terry Murphy, Montana Farmers Union, stated that the 
draft of this bill was submitted to the union. The 
funding of the bill was looked upon as an evil, but 
a controlled evil. Statewide coordination and state­
wide control is a must to make this program work. 

Lorraine Gillies, representing the Montana Farm Bureau 
Federation, testified that this is a long overdue effort 
to coordinate a Noxious Plant Management Program. 
Cooperation, planning and swift implentation of policies 
are essential to our economic and environmental health. 
Her testimony is attached as Exhibit D. 

Donna Pratt, WIFE, testified that the Noxious Plant 
Management Act gives county weed boards many options 
and that is what impresses her. Montana is so large, 
so diverse, with each area having such different problems, 
they are happy that someone is finally addressing the 
fact that the existing weed law is inadequate. We should 
not fear that the length of this bill will give the weed 
boards more power than before; the board will still be 
your neighbor, friend or people generally interested in 
the well-being of their community. Her testimony is 
attached as Exhibit E. 

Paul Newby, representing the Agricultural Preservation 
Association, testified in support of House Bill No. 659. 
They want to ensure that federal and state agencies are 
encouraged to participate with the citizens of the state 
both physically and financially in bringing the noxious 
plant problem in Montana under control. They offered 
amendments to the bill. His testimony is attached hereto 
as Exhibit F. 

Carol Mosher, representing the Montana Cowbells, stated 
that House Bill 659 does a good job of supporting the 
need of a standard noxious weed program. The bill has 
broad, sweeping powers, but we believe the problem with 
weeds has reached the point where this type of legislation 
is necessary. Her testimony is Exhibit G and is attached 
hereto. 

Robert Gibson, representing the Helena National Forest 
Service, testified that the Forest Service supports the 
emphasis the State of Montana is placing on noxious weed 
control. It supports the effort that the state is making 
to encourage a cooperative effort between all involved 
landowners, land management agencies and County Weed Con-
trol Boards. They support the provision for planning and 
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cooperation in carrying out Noxious Plant Management as 
provided in this bill. His testimony is attached as 
Exhibit H. 

Stuart Doggett, Montana Stockgrowers Association and the 
Association of State Grazing Districts, testified in 
support of House Bill 659. They feel the bill is defi­
nitely a step in the right direction to help with state­
wide noxious plant control programs. This bill has many 
broad and sweeping powers, but they feel that such leg­
islation is necessary because Montana's noxious weed 
problem truly deserves. this near mandatory approach. 
His testimony is attached as Exhibit I. 

Reeves Petroff, Bozeman Weed Control Supervisor, testified 
in support of House Bill No. 659. 

Ted Lucus, Highwood, stated that this bill gives the 
counties the tools they need to address the weed problems. 

Joe Goufried, Toole County Commissioner, testified in 
support of the bill. He stated that the spread of noxious 
weeds has been appalling in his county. He wanted to be 
able to enter an agreement with the federal government and 
would also appreciate the states participation. 

Keith Kelly, representing the Department of Agriculture, 
testified that the Department endorses the concept of 
House Bill 659. This bill is a realistic approach for 
improving the administration of county weed control pro­
grams. One of the bills most important feature is the 
provision allowing for long term agreements between a 
landowner and the district on the management of the noxious 
weeds on the landowners land. His testimony, along with 
a letter from the Attorney General to the Cascade County 
Weed Control District, is attached as Exhibits J and K 
respectively. 

Ron McOwen, representing the Montana Environmental Enter­
prises, testified that he is confident that the committee 
will consider all the testimony heard here today, and 
present a comprehensive bill to the House that, when passed, 
will allow for an equitable funding method for the imple­
mentation of a Noxious Plan Management Act. His testimony 
is attached as Exhibit L. 

George Oberst testified in favor of this bill over other 
revisions of exisiting statutes. He stated that if weeds 
are indeed the major agricultural problem claimed; then 
they need to be dealt with in a comprehensive, planned 
and evaluated manner. Previous weed management efforts 
have been largely unsuccessful. This bill addresses the 
need for statewide evaluation and planning. To achieve 
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results different from previous efforts a unified 
approach is needed. His testimony is attached as 
Exhibit M. 

Bill Hadden, Lewistown Weed District, stated that 
due to the fluctuation of the weed law they feel 
that House Bill 659 would give the weed districts 
flexibility to deal with the problem. 

Representative Ernst, representing the Montana 
Weed Control Board District, testified that this 
bill allows them to use other money. He asked the 
committee to take a close look at the bill. 

George Ochenski, representing the Environmental 
Information Council, stated they support the com­
prehensive effort against noxious weeds in Montana. 

Charles Rust, Bozeman, testified in support of the 
bill. 

OPPONENTS: Jo Brunner stated she is in agreement with 
portions of this bill and hopes that by the time the 
subcommittee completes their work that those portions 
will be included in the final bill, along with portions 
of the other bills offered. The Montana Cattlemen and 
the Montana Cattlefeeders wish to go on record as 
opposed to the bill. Her testimony is attached as 
Exhibit N. 

Tom Murphy, Ravalli County Weed Board, testified that 
they realize the problem with weeds. We feel that we 
are controlling our weeds the same way as the law states 
now. They feel that the Weed Board does not have the 
time to go from District to District. The farmers know 
what the problem is and what the solution is, but the 
problem is the same for both farmers and legislators. 

Frank Williams, Chairman for the Ravalli County Commis­
sioners, testified that Ravalli County is controlling 
the weeds under the present law. He stated that the cost 
of controlling the weeds is going to have a very heavy 
increase. 

Representative Thoft testified that this bill will es­
tablish bureaucracy no one can live with. There is a 
risk of being in court with this bill. The increase of 
property tax is totally unacceptable. This bill manages 
to attack your pocketbook. 
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Darrel Hanson, Powder River Weed Board, stated that this 
is a monstrosity. Their county is getting along just fine 
with what they have got. 

R. A. Ellis stated that 15 years ago there was no knap­
weed and now the state is covered with it. This bill 
makes him feel that he is responsible for the weed 
problem. 

There being no further proponent nor opponents to the 
bill, Representative Harper closed stating that he 
doesn't know who is responsible for the weed problem 
and we have a major problem. This bill will maintain 
and increase the power of the weed boards and this 
bill is not robbing anyone of their individual rights. 

DISCUSSION ON HOUSE BILL NO. 659: Representative 
Switzer stated that the fiscal note is hard to under­
stand; particularly assumption #5 which states the 
Department of Agriculture will write five pages of rules, 
hold two hearings and have two mailings to each county 
annually; and assumption #3 which states the Department 
of Natural Resources and Conservation has 10,500 acres 
of land of which 75% requires control efforts at $40.00 
per acre. Representative Harper informed Rep. Switzer 
that he doesn't know how the cost figure in assumption 
#3 was arrived at, but the problem still remains that 
we have to manage the weeds. 

Representative Ellison asked Representative Harper if 
we are going to use this bill, would he object to the 
plan where 51% of landowners could veto a program that 
was set up. Representative Harper said he had no ob­
jections. 

Representative Rapp-Svrcek asked Rep. Thoft what he 
suggests they bring to the district and counties. Rep. 
Thoft stated that the only way the program is going to 
work is by voluntary measures. 

Representative Jenkins asked Representative Harper if 
the private landowners are going to get stuck with the 
clean up of weeds. Representative Harper stated that if 
you sign a written agreement you could be responsible 
for them. 

There being no further questions from the committee, the 
hearing on House Bill 659 was closed. We adjourned for 
ten minutes to move back into room 317 for the rest of 
our meeting. 
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CONSIDERATION OF HOUSE BILL NO. 716: Representative Thoft, 
District 63, sponsor of the bill, stated that the reason 
for this bill is because he went over House Bill 659 and 
honestly believes it is unamendable. 

Proponents: Jo Brunner, representing the Montana Cattle­
feeders and the Montana Cattlemen Association, testified 
in support of the bill. She stated that any law, no 
matter how good it appears, must be enforced to do the 
job it is meant to do. Her testimony is attached as 
Exhibit A. 

Jerry Allen, Ravalli County, stated he supports the bill. 

Tom Murphy, Ravalli County Weed Control Board, testified 
that this bill is a good one to simplify, modify and get 
the job done. 

Pat Anzour testified in support of House Bill 716 stating 
we need adequate input for weeds. 

OPPONENTS: Doug Johnson stated he really opposes this 
bill. He doesn't think that any county will allow 5 mills. 
The committee should take a good look at the weed bills 
and try to make an agreement that they can live with 
economically. He 9.tated it will be difficult to put 
together an enforcement program. 

There being no further proponents and no opponents to 
the bill, Representative Thoft closed saying that he 
is sure the subcommittee can come up with some amend­
ments, and try and come out with something that is 
workable. 

DISCUSSION ON HOUSE BILL NO. 716: Representative Cody 
asked Representative Thoft if there will be any recourse 
for negligence On control of weeds. Representative Thoft 
stated that giving weed districts the ability to work 
with people is the best approach. 

Representative Jenkins asked Representative Thoft who is 
going to pay to clean the federal grounds. He replied 
that there is no way a private landowner can afford to 
control the weeds. 

Representative Switzer asked Representative Thoft if he 
thinks the people who object have any other way of 
controlling the weeds. He stated that he is very op­
tomistic, but it isn't going to happen overnight. 
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There being no further questions, the hearing on House 
Bill No. 716 was closed. 

CONSIDERATION OF SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 10: Senator 
Neuman, District #21, sponsor of the bill, stated that this 
is a resolution to discuss and study the crisis today. 
The farmers loss for last year is an estimated $43 million. 
The situation is so wide-spread. 

PROPONENTS: Keith Kelly, Department of Agriculture 
stated they support the resolution. 

Lorraine Gillies, representing the Montana Farm Bureau, 
stated they support this resolution. 

Jo Brunner, representing the Montana Cattlemen and the 
~lontana Cattlefeeders Association, testified in support 
of the SJR. 

There being no further proponents and no opponents to 
the resolution, Senator Neuman closed stating that 
there are a number of issues arising in agriculture. 
About 1/3 of the Agriculture industry is finding finan­
cing and are struggling, and 1/2 will be unable to find 
any credit in time to get their crop in. He stated 
that only 55% of Montana's farmers and ranchers will be 
able to stay in business over 5 years and over 9% of the 
farmers and ranchers say they can survive one more year. 
48% say they will farm until they retire. The purpose 
of the proposed committee would be to generate a greater 
understanding of agriculture's problems and situations; 
suggest solutions; investigate all possible solutions 
and alternatives; and the committee would carry forth 
these ideas and solutions to the national level. 

DISCUSSION ON SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 10: Repre­
sentative Schultz asked Senator Neuman what direction 
he would like to see the resolution go in. He replied 
that he would like to see it tabled pending the out­
come in Washington D.C. this week. 

There being no further business before the committee, 
the meeting was adjourned at 6:00 p.m. 

airman 

lcb 



DAILY ROLL CALL 

AgriCl.11tYro COMMITTEE 

49th LEGISLATIVE SESSION -- 1985 
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I 

NAME PRESE~T ABSENT EXCUSED! 

James Schultz, Chairman Y 
Gay Holliday V-Chairman Y 
Bob Bachini V 
Dorothy Cody Y 
Duane Compton --Y 
Gerry Devlin X 
Robert Ellerd Y '-

Orval Ellison ~ 

Harrv Fritz X 
Ramona Howl" X 
Lorpn ,Tpnki nc:: X 

Vprnnn TV:>llt=>r ~ 

F'r~nric:: T<"f"'It=>'hnlro X I'IJ. 111.... ; . ~h-

,Tohn p~ t-t-t=>rC::f"'In .-Y 

~in("f Pf"'Ir+= .Y 
P~Tll Rrlnn_c:ur,... ..... t.- X /1 -)-,u' JA,ft 

Gary Sna!'>t-h Y 
Dean Swi:tzer .V 

, 

Please attach to minutes. 34 



49th Legislature 

STATEMENT OF INTENT 

~ BILL NO. ~ 

LC 674 

It is the intent of the legislature that the 

rulemaking authority granted to the department of 

agriculture under [section 9] be employed to designate 

noxious plants and prohibited noxious plants in a manner 

consistent vii th the definitions of noxious plants and 

prohibi ted noxious plants provided in [section 3] and 

consistent with the criteria to be developed under 

[section 21 (4) (g)] . 



STATE 
OF 

MONTANA 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 
MIKE GREELY 

Jl.SilCE 3LJIL:lING. 2'~ ~ S,""'OERS. "';:I.Et;A "eNi"''''''' 'jJ620 
r:\.~"'ONE ,'.:le) £'u·(Q28 

Doug Johnson 
Cascade County Weed 

Control District 

8 January 1985 

521 First Avenue N.W. 
Great Falls MT 59404 

Dear Mr, Johnson: 

\ , 

.':: X l.. j) I f- i I 

/;lfJ &09 

Pursuan': to your request I have recently re'.::'e'.Ied 
proposed legislation known as "Tte Montana Noxious Pla~t 
Manage~ent Act." While I do not want to take a ~J5:~icn 
on each issue involved in the Legislature, :.t :'3 ':':'."j 

judgment that the effort to have a modern, coIt'.?r.::-:e -.:; i "Ie 
statute dealing with noxious plants is long c~er~~~ a~d 
greatly ~eeded. The current statutes are anti~~a~ei a~d 
in some areas a hodgepodge 0 f P iecemea 1 a.::-.er:j.::-=~ t.;. 

I ar.t f~r:'iliar with the argurner:t that certa:'::. .:-::.:::r:'l 
t:r-actices of noxious plant control are c:1rre:-.':ly ::~:"::q 
done a:'-:hough not specifically authorized by e:<~.:;t::":-.g 
13th'. r: .lS, the argument goes, ~vhy cha:tge tr..e 1~1"~-? ':C"'.e 
reason LS tr.at if some of these practice3 a~~ t~e 
subject of l:'tigation or dispute, and t:-"e~· a~'-= r.:>t 
s~ecifically authorized by law, it is probabl~ t~a~ t~ey 
would be held illegal. It is a general princi?le c~ l~w 
th~t county entities can exercise only thc3e t= :~·:ers 
s~ecif~~ally granted by the Legislature. 

In ~'! view, this situaticn 
~~-dati~g t~e l~ws dealing 
C:)~,:C:::-r:! to modern practices. 
efforts. 

"""YY t':-·.lly 

({J;j.A 

ar1ues =~r re''-~5:'"'' 
wi~~ ncxicus ~:a~-3 

My bes:: wishe3 '::-. 
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PROPOSED TEN YEAR PROGRAM 

OF 

DESIGNATED WEED CONTROL IN ALBANY COUNTY 

BY 

Thomas McNamee 

December 20, 1974 

Weed Science and Technology 6070 

Dr. Harold Alley 

• 



In reviewing Albany county, we find that it consists of four thousand 

four hundred (4,400) square miles or 2,816,000 acres. This mean~ it compares 

approximatelY in size to the State of Connecticut, twice the size of the 

state of Delaware or four times the size of the state of Rhode Island. 

If one to five percent of this area is infested \'lith some type of 

designated weeds it means the land owners of Albany County are faced with 

the responsibility of controlling or eradicating some 28,000 to 141,000 

acres of weeds. 

With these figures in mind I have attempted to develop a ten year 

program of designated weed control in Albany County. 

Time was spent working with the Soil and Water Conservations Service 

to determine the water drainage areas in the county. There are thirty three 

(33) different watersheds, but because of similarity of some of these areas 

they have been combined into one major watershed. The ·:ounty was thus 

broken down into 9 major watershed areas consisting 04= • I. 

Area - A - Little Laramie Watershed 

Area - B - Upi='er tlorth Laramie Watershed 

Area - C - Big Laramie Watershed 

Area - D - Sybille Watershed 

Area - E - Sand Creek Watershed 

Area - F - Bosler Watershed 

Area - G - Rock Creek Watershed 

Area - H - Marshall Watershed 

Area - I - Pole Mountain Watershed 
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Each of the nine major watershed areas have further been divided into 

areas of concentration where an attempt will be made to establish a program 

of weed control within that area in a given year. The areas of concentration 

were developed with the idea of beginning in the upper regions of the 

major watershed areas first, and continuing through to the ultimate control 

of the designated weeds throughout the county. 

EXAMPLE A - 1 - 75 

A - Little Laramie Watershed 

1 - Area of Concentration for a weed control program 

75 - Year program will be established 

A great deal of time was spent with the County Assessor to determine 

ownerships of land within the county. The following are approximate figures: 

Acres of National Forest 378,950 

Acres of State Lands 205,000 

Acres of B. L.M. Lands 286,850 

Acres of U.P.R.R. Lands 33,000 

Mil es of U.P.R.R. Rig ht-of-'day '120 

Miles of State Roads :265 

Miles of County Roads 600 

Every effort has been put forth to cooperate with the Federal, State and 

County Governments for the control of weeds on these lands. 

Even though emphasis will be placed on concentrated areas each year, an 

effort will be made to cooperate with anyone within the county who may be 
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interested in establishing a \·teed control program on their ovm property. 

An example of this might be the Musk Thistle problem in the Sybille 

Canyon area. Because of the potentially rapid infestation of Musk Thistle, 

a great deal of work was done this past year. More is planned for the 

following year. 

It is my feeling that one of the first steps in any program is that 

of education. The public must be made aware of the potential economic 

loss to the area, if a weed infestation is allowed to go uncontrolled. 

In the winter months, prior to the spraying season, it is my intention to 

hold educational meetings in the designated areas of concentration for the 

purpose of explaining the program of the district, as to cost sharing, 

available equipment, cost of application, identification of weeds, and 

hopefully answer any questions which the people may have concerning 

control of weeds and pests. 

Starting the latter part of April I plan to publish in the local 

newspaper, a series of articles on identification of weeds. These 

articles will be taken from Bulletin 498, Heeds of Wyoming, publ ished 

by the :.Jniversity of Hyoming. 

The attached sheet and map will outline this proposed program as 

to the major watersheds, the areas of concentration, and the year that 

program will be established. 

I would hope that by the year 1984 we \'Iill have every resident land 

owner involved in a conscientious weed control program. 



~ AREAS OF Ct.':ENTRATION ~ 
c· 

AREA-A AREA-B AREA-C AREA-D AREA-E AREA-F AREA-G AREA-H AREA-I 

Old District 
& 1974 

Forest 

A-1-75 B-1-75 1975 

A-2-76 [3-2-76 C-Forest-76 
1976 

A-3-77 B-3-77 C-l-77 0-1-77 1977 

A-4-78 C-2-78 0-2-78 E-1-78 1978 

C-3-79 E-2-79 G-1-79 1979 

C-4-80 E-3-80 G-2-S0 H-1-S0 19S0 

F-l-Sl G-3-81 H-2-S1 1981 

F-2-S2 H-3-82 1-1-S2 1982 

F-3-83 1-2-S3 1983 

F-4-84 1-3-84 1984 
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EDUCATION AND REGULATORY SECTION 

Gus Foster, Moderator l 

The Educati on and Regul atory Secti on of the Western Sod ety of Weed 
Sci ence consi dered two themes: Educati on of a Concerned Grower/Landowner 
and Education of a Concerned Public. 

Under the Educa ti on of a Concerned Grower/Landowner three subj ec ts 
were presented. "PIK and Weed Control: The Aftermath" was developed as a 
group discussion. Major questions raised from the discussion were: (1) 
should the WSWS and other ag related organizations put pressure on Congress 
to think practically and technically about the consequences of such 
programs as PIK; and (2) shoul d the grower have the responsibil i ty to use 
some money received from PIK government programs for weed control practices 
on set-aside acres. Robert Parsons, Supervisor - Park County Weed and Pest 
Control District, Powell, Wyoming discussed weed quarantine as a tool to 
promote weed control. An oVervi ew of Montana's noxi ous weed awareness 
program was presented by Celestine Lacy, a graduate student at Montana 
State University, Bozeman, Montana. 

Two subj ects were the focus of the Educa ti on of a Concerned Pub 1 i c. 
Herbicide Hullabaloo was the topic addressed by Dr. W. R. Mullison­
consul tant to Dow Chemi cal, Mi dl and, Mi chi gan. Pam Crocker-Dav; s of the 
National Audubon Society, Olympia, Washington, presented an overview of a 
citizen's perspective toward pesticide use in the environment. 

lVelsicol Chemical Corp., Fort Collins, CO. 

WEED QUARANTINE ENFORCEMENT: 
ANOTHER TOOL TO PROMOTE WEED CONTROL 

Robert R. Parsonsl 

On behalf of the Park County Weed and Pest Control District Board of 
Di rectors and mysel f, I want to thank you for the opportuni ty to be here 
today. I hope that by the conclusion of my talk that some of you who worK 
in the enforcement end of weed control might consider adding a type of 
quarantine or inspection policy to your arsenal of weed controlli~9 tools. 
We have used some type of enforcement program in Park County off and on for 
thirty years and are relatively satisified with the results. 

To explain why the Wyoming State Legislature would be 'Hilling to give 
the power of a quarantine to Wyoming weed and pest control districts, a 
bri ef expl anati on of a weed quaranti ne is in order. "Quaranti ne", as usea 

ISupervisor, Park County Weed and Pest Control District, Powell, WY. 
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in the Weed and Pest Act of 1973, is interchangeable with the words 
"enforcement or i nspecti on". Al though there are four types of quaranti nes 
defined in Wyoming statutes, they all basically allow for: inspection for 
contamination, control of movement of infested farm products, enforcement 
of the law, and penal ties for violations. They do not authorize the weed 
and pest districts to destroy any crop or farm product, although that is an 
option the owner may take if found guilty of having infested farm prcducts. 
I want to eliminate the concept of border guards or inspectors with g~ns on 
their hips. Basically, we're just a public relations agency~with a little 
legal aid to help promote good weed control practices within our dist~icts. 

In order to best explain how we make the quarantine work in Park 
County, I need to give you a couple of history lessons. The first is a 
little background on Park County ana why a quarantine works in that county 
as far as the topography, and also a short history on the Wyoming weed and 
pest di s tri cts and thp. W.eed and Pest Act whi ch gi ves us the au thori ty to 
implement a quarantine. Park County is located in the northwestern par: of 
Wyoming. It is bordered on the west by Yellowstone National Park, on the 
north by Montana and on the south and east by Bi g Horn, Hot Springs. and 
Washakie counties. Over fifty percent of Park County's 3,350,000 acres 
belongs to Shoshone National Forest. Along with the BLM and otht:r federal 
1 ands, over seventy-two percent of Park County is owned by the feder", 1 
government. Of the sl i ghtly more than one mi 11 i on acres of pri vate 11nd, 
only about 100,000 acres are irrigated and most of that by flood 
irrigation. The main cultivated crops are: malting bdrley, sugar beet:;, 
corn, dried beans, alfalfa and other forage crops. 

,. 

It is in tni s farm ground that the maj ori ty of our noxi ous .... eed .. 
problems have developed. The infestation has increased over a pericd of 
time and is more noticeable in the earlier homesteaded areas than it is in 
areas which weren't settled until af~er World War II. Most of our farmers 
are either first or very young second generation flrmers who are usually a 
little more progressive and more apt to utilize modern far:ning practices. 
Thi s background provi des Park County wi th the groundwork tJ pursue effec-
ti \'e quaranti nee 

Weed and pest districts have existed in Wyoming sin::e as early as 
1936. In most cases tnese districts were not county-wide anc were designed 
Simply to serve the local need. In 1973, the state legislature passed.'! 
law requiring that all counties have a weed and pest district for the 
purpose of contra 11 i ng certai n desi gnated noxi ous weeds ana pe'5ts. The~e 
dist.'icts are county-wide and are governed by a five or seven man boar/') 
appai nted by the county commi ssi oners. They may operate on a 1 evy up to 
one mill of the accessed evaluation of the county, with an addit~onai onp. 
mill available for leafy Sp!J~'ge control. Tile boarc is responsitle for 
devei opi ng an effecti ve weed and pest contrc-1 progr 1m whi en can i ncl ude 
treatment with chemlcals or other types of control, ~he sale ''Jf pesticides, 
and :he use of enforcement p~ocedures when necess1ry. This law, with 
amenaments made in 1979, is the basis for our present weed and pest ;rogram 
in Park County. 

There are four types of quaranti nes autnori zed by Wyomi ng S1:2. tutes. 
They are: the in1ividual quarantine -- which brings actions against a 
single individual or farm unit that is spreading weed: or pes~3 :: the 
detriment of others; the section or state quarantine -- which is initiated 
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to prevent the spread of infested farm products or equipment from a given 
area; the district-wide quarantine -- which prevents the movement of 
infested farm products into, within, or out of a county and the importation 
quarantine -- which is initiated by a county or counties to prevent the 
i ntroducti on of weeds, di seases, or pests whi ch caul d become a probl em 
within the state. The types of quarantines that Park County uses are the 
individual and district-wide. 

Although the district-wide quarantine can be implemented in three 
different methods, we chose to hold a public meeting to insure th'at the 
direct input of the landowners affected by a quarantine could be discussed. 
Based on the input from the public attending the hearing (which was over­
whelmingly in favor of a district-wide quarantine) we developed a law that 
basically makes it unlawful for any individual to move a farm product off 
of the farm on whi ch it was grown wi thout a pri or i nspecti on and re 1 ease 
from the supervisor or his deputies. Exempt from the law are all live­
stock, livestock feed, and farm products that are grown and fed back en the 
same land. Although it has not been necessary to initiate legal action 
under thi s type of quaranti ne, it is an i nval uabl e tool to our over-all 
weed program and aids in the success of the individual quarantine. 

The individual quarantine has many advantages over the aistrict-wide 
quaranti ne. I ncl uded are the facts that it can be used to requi re control 
on all crop land, range land, non-agricultural lands, sijbdivisions, 
interstate and intrastate transporters and even urban areas. Enforcement 
of the individual quarantine is also easier since violation can result in a 
fine of $50.00 per day to a maximum of $2,500.00, as compared to a maximum 
of $100.00 for violation of the district-wide quarantine. The individual 
quarantine is our most used tool and deserves a more detailed exam,nation. 

Wyoming statutes 11-5-109 states: "',Ihenever the district board has 
probable cause to believe that there exists land infested by weeds or pests 
wh i ch are 1 i ab 1 e to spread and contri bute to the i nj ury or detri ment of 
others, it shall make ... an investigation of the suspected premises 
through the use of 1 awful entry procedures." "I f the suspected area is 
found to be infested, the di stri ct board, by resol uti on adopted by two­
thirds of its members, shall confirm such fact." "The district board may 
set forth mi ni mum remedi al requi rements for control of the i nfes ted area." 
"The district board shall deliver, •.. 1) a copy of the resolution, 2) a 
statement of the costs of fulfilling requirements and 3) a request that the 
requirements contained in the resolution be carried out at tne owner's 
expense within a deSignated period of time or on a cooperative basis." "At 
the request of the landowner the district board shall hold a hearing in 
accordance with the Wyoming Administrative Procedures Act." 

To anyone knowledgeable of the Wyoming Weed and Pest Act. this section 
of the law is lengthy and well spelled out compared to othe~ parts of the 
act. It was desi gned to protect the ri ghts of the; !'ldi vi dua I at all ti mes 
and to insure that the weed and pest board does not oierstep their 
authority. Even the penalty and fine are described in detall stating: "A 
landowner who is responsible for an infestation and fails or ref:.Jses to 
perform the remedial reQui rements for the control of the weed or p~s: ... 
may be fined no more than $50.00 per day for each day of viOlation and not 
more than $2,500.00 per year as determi ned by the court." "Any person 
under this act is entitled to a trial by jury." 
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..J 
With all this background, 1111 try to tie it all together. In order ~ 

to illustrate how we use our district-wide and our individual quarantines I 
in conjunction with one another to promote better weed control in Park 
County, let's take a hypothetical situation of a farmer who is raising 
malting barley to be sold through one of the local elevators in town. ~ 
Through visual observations during the spring, we see a weed problem I 
developin~ Someone from the district will visit the farmer in the early 
summer, discuss weed control, the Weed and Pest Act, the quarantines, and 1 
how they directly affect him. Most of the time this is the only action I 
necessary to make the farmer aware of his weed problems and to convince him 
to take care of them before we have to take legal action. Should the 
farmer choose to ignore our suggestions or requests, we ~hen consider our I~ 
options. If we do not issue a release, the farmer cannot legally haul his 
crop to town as the el eva tors in Park County requi re that the; ndi vi dual 
have a weed release before they will accept this crop. If our. hyp.othetical l1 

farmer should decide to use his barley for feed on his own place ratr.er I 
than control the weeds, we still have the option of using the individual 
quarantine if the district feels that these weeds will spread to other 

areassased on past experience a typical individual quarantine action would I 
take place as follows. First we would establish that the problem e;dsts 
through a vi sua J i nspecti on taken from the county roads or other pub 11 c ,~ 
access to insure that we do not violate the individual's rights by tres- I 
passi ng on hi s 1 and. Then we woul d contact the 1 andoft'ne-~- andlor rent:::r to 
inform him that a problem exists. At this time we wo~la i~sue what we cll1 
a "reminder-form", which is simply a written r.otice of the Weed ana ;;~st ~ 
Act, the Park County weed quaranti ne, and the fact that -./e bel i eve the 1 and -wi 
i 3 contami nateQ wi th weeds whi ch cou1 d spread to thp. i~,=tri ment of others. 
If no action is taken after a reasonable amount of t:mE:, we send a letter ] 
stating that the board is considering legal action. We also infonT} him of I 
ail of his rights and ask permission to go onto the land for the purpose of 
inspection. Unless the landowner specifically refusc3 us entry, this 
wr;::en notice °isadequate to allow us to entE.r onto tr'? 1and, other'tJise, • 
we have to try to obtai n a search w;..Irrant. If the 1 an':o'lfner sti 11 cnooses 
to taKe no action, we then have a lawyer draw u~ a resol~tion for the ~uard 
to approve or reject. ~hou1d the board approve the resc.1ution, we send a j 
copy of it to the operator along with a state!T.ent of estimated costs f:;r _ 
treatment. To date, in the three years we have been operating unaer this 
prl)Cedure. we hne never taken th~ quaranti ne .:ast thi s step. In a1 ~ the 
cases where the board has passed a resolution ~~ruiring ~hat these probl~m ~ 
a;~eas be controlled, minimal action has been ta;<en by the landowner in the 
time period all~wed. However, should the ina~vidual stl11 igncre Jur 
r~ques ts, 'lie th€" woul d cOJrn all of the rna teri ~ I S over to our a ttc"-ney to ~ 
instigate legal action through t~e courts. I 

w~ feel that we need both tY;Je~ of quaran~i nes i 1 ? 'irk Coun:y to a~ d 
ina n e f f e c t i 0/ e no x i 0 U S \~ e e d c 0 11 t r 0 1 pro g ram. W e I.i s.: t n e (i i s t ric t - wid e o~ 
quarantine a~ ~ public relations toel; and the i;lspec:ion of every r·lrm d:1d I 
r.:!nch 1:1 Park County each year helps insure t:1at '-Ie arc. O~ a first-:'1':L7Ie 
b3sis with the gro"",ers in Park County. This of:an ei~mi,latec:; us ha'lin~J :0 
i.nplement incividual quar'intines against many of the farm~rj and ranc~,ers ~ 
who are plan,ling tc harv~st and sell a crep. If we (0 insti:pte an ~ .. 

~ 
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individual quarantine against someone, we can pOint out that we are 
attempting to control the noxious weeds on all facets of the county through 
the di stri ct-wi de quaranti ne. I t must be poi nted out that whether we are 
consi deri ng an i ndi vi dual quaranti ne or enforci ng the di stri ct-wi de 
quarantine, that we use public relations and reason as much as possible, 
and fall back on legal action by the board or courts only as a last resort. 

Believe it or not, the quarantine in Park County is relatively 
popul ar. Most farmers and ranchers feel that it not only requi res that 
their neighbors control their weeds, but also it motivates everyone to do d 

better job of nox; ous weed control. Another reason for the popul ari ty or 
acceptance of the quarantine, I feel, is because of the way that we enforce 
it by usin~ it more as a tool or a motivator rather than an attempt to 
"strong arm I the i ndi vi dua 1. We remi nd the farmers and ranchers that they 
requested the quaranti ne and we are only tryi ng to do what they askea. It 
is also a matter of public record that at the public hearing there were no 
negative comments against implementing a district-wide quarantine. 

The advantages of a quaranti ne, whether it be di s tri ct- wi de or 
individual include: preventing or reducing the spread of noxious weeds, 
either from outside sources or from within the district; it reduces the 
chance of new infestations of non-designated weeds by restricting the 
movement of infested farm products; it cleans up weeds within the district 
by requiring that large infestations be controlled and eventuaily reduced 
to a non-problem size; it gives more purpose to the weed and pest district; 
and it forces a one-to-one contact between the weed and pest district and 
the 1 andm'lner. This contact gives the district the opportuni tj to se; 1 the 
weed and pest program and the advantages of weed control. Many times the 
discussions will be outside the realm of noxious weed and pest controi, but 
this still helps to promote the program. 

There are a few disadvantages to the quarantine, although I don1t f~el 
that these are in any way major ones nor do any outwei gh the advantages. 
Some of the disadvantages are: it costs the district more money -- u3ually 
they have to hire additional people to do the inspections and the legal 
costs could also incrase, it is sometimes difficult to enforce a distr1ct­
wide quarantine equally in different areas within the county -- in some 
areas the weed problem may have become so immense before the quarant~ne was 
implemented that requiring a 99 percent control of noxious weeas cculd 
break the landowner, the use of the district-wide and the individual 
quaranti nes requi re more ti me -- si nce the members of the di stri c: beard 
are not paid it is important that the county commissioners apooint devoted 
individuals, and it must also be kept in mind that the quarantine is not 
popular with everyone -- especially individuals from outside the d~strict 
who are trying to sell "infested" farm products intJ the coun:ry or 
individuals within the county who are not convinced t~at noxious weeas are 
hurt; ng thei r overall crop yi el ds. 

To summarize, I want to insure you that I do not feel that a distr~ct­
wide or even the intensive use of individual quarantines ar: goin; t: be 
successful in all areas. One of the reasons why they have been succ':ssful 
in Park County is because we have a large amount of tre priya~e-owneJ lana 
opera ted by farmers who are grow; ng row crops for whi cn there are 

l 
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pesticides and other farming practices that can help them control the 
noxi ous weeds. . I do not feel that a di stri ct-wi de quaranti ne woul d be of 
much benefit in an area that is used largely for livestock production. 
However, I would recommend that any counties that do have a large farming 
population and a serious noxious weed problem strongly consider tne 
implementation of some type of an inspection and release system whether it 
be called a quarantine or any other name. 

I hope that through this presentation I have answered a. few questions, 
raised a few concerns, and promoted a lot of thinking. I hope that you 
will consider that I have tried to condense seven years of experience into 
a twenty minute talk, and that you realize that any oversight in the long 
and difficult enforcement process of quarantines was not intentional. 
I rregardl ess, the quaranti ne shoLl d only be consi dered as an addi ti onal 
"tool" in our neverending battle to control noxious weeds, much as a can of 
herbicide and a spray rig are considered "tools" of the trade. 

MONTANA'S WEED A~ARENESS PROGRAM 

C. Lacey and P. K. Fayl 

I ntroducti on 

There are over 63 mi 11 i on acres of ran gel and in Montana. A 1 tr.cugh 
this land is a valuable resource, the economic return per acre is 
relatively low. Thus wnen weeds invade a range site, many landow~ers are 
rel uctant to use control metnJQ$ uecause the return on the; r i liyeS trnen t iTIdj 

not be immediately apparent. As a result, several we?d species have become 
a major threat to the productivi~' of range and pastu:eland in Mont~na. 

Leafy spurge (Euphorbia e3ula L.) and siJotted kriipweed (Ce.ltallrea 
maculosa) are the two most serlOUS ~ange weed problemE in Montana. ~eafy 
spurge currently infests ov~r 545,000 acres of rang~land in the s:ate. 
Tnis weed spreads both by seeds and vegetative buds, and once estatlished, 
is very difficult and expensive to control. ~:erbicide COSt3 to co~trol 
leafy spurge can exceed $100.00 per acre and retreatments are usually 
necessary. 

Spotted knapweea occupies over 2 million acres of rangeiand in 
Montana. Although infestations are most severe in the ~estern half nf the 
state. spotted kllapweed has been reported in e',ery c:,:f'ty. Thi 5 weed car. 
reduce forage ~roduct; or by as m'.Jch as 95 perce:1t and :an spread r::,; dly 
because cf an innibitJr e:fect on Jther plant spe~ies. 

The key to controll ing nox~Gus range weedS is edrly detecti0n and 
treatment. ;herefore, i1 1983 t.'le Plant ard 5;11 5cie'1ce D~part:r.ent at 
Montana State University initiated a leaf:: spur,;,e and slJotted knapweed 
public a~areness program. 

The purpose of this paper is to review Mon':1:1a's EX'.2nsion effort c." 
the two weeds in 1983. Hopefull I, our exper; ences contai n some i dE: 3.::; that 
will heip you fight weeds in other states. 

hl ant and Soil Scienc~ Oe~t., ~tontana StatE:; University, Eozp-ma'1. Hi. 
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MONTANA 

FARM BUREAU 
FEDERATION 

502 South 19th 

£'<~~\t q 
1+6 foS-1t 

Bozeman, Montana 59715 
Phone (406) 587-3153 

TESTIMONY BY: Lorraine Gillies 

BILL ,ij HB 659 DATE 2113/85 

SUP PO RT_--,S:;..;::u:.J;;.p.L.po;:...;r-,t~_ OPPOSE -------

Mr. Cha i rman, r~embers of the Commit tee: 

For the record, my name is Lorraine Gillies, and I am representing Montana 

Farm Bureau Federation. 11m a member of the Board of Directors, and Chair-

man of the Natural and Environmental Resources Committee. 

We speak in support of HB 659 as a long overdue effort of agriculture 

interests, city, county, state and federal agencies, r~iroads, public 

utilities, and federal agencies, as well as 'individuals to co-ordinate 

a noxious plant management program. Cooperation, planning, and swift 

implentation of policies are essential to our economic and environmental 

health. The bill is heavy handed at times, but hopefully that can be worked 

out. We would also like to have Tansy and Diffuse Knapweed added to the list 

of noxious plants. 

Thank you. 

- FARMERS AND RANCHERS UNITED -



J;.;\ ~\ fJ. -t C 
1-\13 t':)'; 

IF .a-w_o_m_e_n_ln_v_o_lv_e_d __ In_F_Q_rm_E_c_o_n_o_m_'---..c I 
Donna --rat t •. J'u'v1E .------------ -------

ORGA"'~ I Zii'r IJj - __ ii~~e~_!~YQ~y~g_!~_~~rl!!_~£Q~Ql!!~£§_ 

Mr. Chairman, members of the co ~ittee, my name is Donna ;ratt. 

My husband and I farm and ranch in Daniels County near Scobey. I 

am the state weed chairman for W.I.F.E, , I serve on the board 

of directors of the ~ontana ~eed Control Association, as well "s 

on the Daniels County jeed Board. These various involvements 

have helped me to see t~e weed problems we f~ce from different 

angles and views. 

As Y').l know, ilJxlJUS weeds are a constant economic, time 

consuming, and environ~ental threat costing our state millions 

annually. Therefore I and ~ontana ~omen I~volved In Farm Economics 

support H.B. NQ. c5) ~nd H.B. No. 506. 

The heed Coordinator position is needed to help us to be~in 

a unified plan for our counties ordistrict~ that is most suited 

to tneir needs. 

The ~eed Trust Fund will help ~rovide the f~nds for various 

._roj ec ts. 

T£le Hoxio us .l:)12.n t :-lanase'ilen t hC t gives county ':;eed boards 

many options, and that is what impresses me "C1.0st . 

As an example, Daniels County, which is primarily agricultural. 

s~.ends abo1lt:lh,J .) a year on vised control.ue are fortun:,:.te to 

not have the ~roblem S0~e areas do, and h~ve our weeds fairly 

well under control. 



In form Economlcl IF Women Involved 
~--~--------------~ 

)1r''lri J 

weed control D[l[lJ.ally, is v:irtually non-agricultural, bi; t tile ir 

weed problem is Qut Qf control. 

Hontana is so lCJ.rge, so diverse, with each area :E,vL:1g sJ.cn 

different ~roblems, II~ very ha9~Y we are finally addessing the 

fCJ.ct that the existing weed law is inadeq~ate. 

H.B. Jo. 659 s~ells out in detail the many opt~O::1S L"-.id g11ioe-

lines we have needed for so long. Sectlon B, sJ.bsection 5 states 

that ~rier to ado~ting any plan the board shall ~repare & draft 

a::1d iss:1e }:ublic not ~ce. There &re then to be he2ringsJr1 the 

Gla~ etc. with dJe cODsideratlon given to t~e pUblic. Sect~on 15 

gives ~any aven~es t~ot tne board may take. 

-;: he ~resen t Vieed la',v ':las many fre ign ten ing to: ~ngs in it, 

take posseslo:} and C':Elt:£ol of any i::1fested lard 'aiti'..in the dis­

t ric t, ,J r .::i e c t -L:::1 r' - ~ L - 2. 1 26 s tat i !l g t !l D t in t n e >.~ ~ c1 i .: [.i.) f t':l e 

supervisor when {loxiJIJ.s weeds eJre L~ter'nixed wi th'~ srov;ing cro'~: 

shall have the power to order the dLstr~ction of said crop. 

?1y ~,Jint is we S~l'J.Jld :lOt fear th t tCle lenr;th of trlis 

bill ~ill give weed b03rds more ~ower than before. i~e bo~rds 

will still be YJJ.r ne~cbors, friends, or ;eo~le ;e~lally inter-

ested in the well-aein;; of t::eir com'J.unities. ':;:'ney 'JTC a'.';::'re 

of the ~,resent econor,i.c de,ressi In. I hC3.te to thinl-:. t:1G.t ":e are 

f 1 f . l' tee l' S ,',0 ol'.e tr ·.~tv:orth.v enO'l~,rr. fear U 0 ~asslng ~~s oecause n r _. - .. _ 



In Form Economicl IF Women Involved 
~----------------~ 

to ad~inister them. If ~e do~'t have f&it~ in ~~r leaders auc~ 

as jastars, teachers, b;ra~c~at3, 3S well as ~ur lcgislator3 

to do t~eir best, toe legislative process is doo~ed. 

I sincerely hore YJU will consider my testimony and su~;ort 

H. B. No. :.; 59 and l:i. [3. ~\: 0 • Th8nk you very much. 



TESTIMONY OF: Paul G. Newby 
,;" B-EFORE: House Agr i cu I ture Cornm j t tee 

DATE: February 13, 1985 
REPRESENTING: Agricultural Preservation Association 
RE: House Bill No. 659 

f t<; l..... ~ I I-- I=-

H g I..S'i 

t1r. eha i rman and members o·f the comm it tee, I am Pau 1 Ne~lIby from Be 19rade, a member 
of, and representing the APA as the Vice Chairman of its Weeds and Pesticides 
Comm it tee,. 

The APA is supportive of the effort to control noxious weeds in the State of Montana 
which is present in HB 659, and we offer here for your consideration a few 
amendments and sugg~stions. 

Portions of HB 659 are reprinted here with the parts ~"e suggest deleting under- 1 ined, 
and our suggested amendments underl ined and boldfaced. 

Section 2. Pol icy and purpose. Noxious plants are an economic and 
environmental problem requiring intensive long-term management. The management of 
noxious plants is pr'imar'il/ the respc,nsibility of landowners.<1andholding entitie~., 
both private and pub I ic). When infestations are of an unusual(A) nature, 
proportion, or intensity, (requiring control) the cooperation and resources of 
individuals, communities, and governmental entities may be desirable(will be 
util ized) to manage noxious plants. Therefore, each county shall develop, fund, and 
implement immediate and long-range noxious plant management programs. The county 
shall taKe particular precautions while planning and implementing this program to 
protect the environment. 

Section 3. Definition~ .. As u:ed in this act, the follo~lIing definitions ~pply: IIiI 

(15) "Responsible p<3.rty" means the person IAho has financial responsibi I ity for 
managing noxious plants on an area of land. The responsible party is the 
landowner,(landholding entity, both private and pub1 ic), unless a written agreement 
is in effect specifying that a lessee, occupant, manager, employee, or other p?rson 
has f i nanc i a I resoons i b i 1 i ty for nox i ous plan t managemen t on a spec i f i ed area of 
land. 

Section 6. Appointment of board. 
(3) The term of a board member is 3 years, except as provided in subsection 

(4). No more than 6 years may be served consecutively. 

Sec t i on 7. Du t ! es and OO'lJer-:. of the board. 

(5) The board may issue orders to restrict the movement of any materials, 
products, or eQuioment into! within, or out of a district when same are known or 
susoected to carry noxIous plants or noxious plant Darts. The board shall issue 
orders to restrict the movement of any materials, products, or equipment when same 
are known or suspected to carry prohibited noxious plants or prohibited noxious 
olant Darts. (The bCfard s.hall have the power to close publ ic access to and use of 
publ ic access areas ~lIhich are contaminated wi th noxious plants unti 1 appropriate 
control levels have been effected.) 

(8) The board shall issue public notice of its intention to deline."de any 
intensive management zones or standards exemotion zones no fel .. ~er than 15(lQ) days 
nor more th.:1.n 45( 30) days before h.K i ng ac t ion. ThE' board s.ha II accep t Dub lie 
comment during this period and shall prolJide the opportunity for oral testimony on 
the pr·oposal during at If?ast c.ne t·oard meeting pric,r· to its df?cision '::tn '.'Jheothf?r to 
del ineate any intensive management zones or standards exemption zones. 



Section 3. Noxious plant management plan. 
(5) orior to adopting any plan, the board shal I prepare a draft plan and issue 

public notice of its a.vailability. The notice must specify the date cm IAlhich the 
boare: "Ii;: conduct a pub1 ic hearing on the dr'aft pi-3n. Tht? hea.ring date must be not 
less than 25 1Q da~(s or more than 30 30 days aftH the is.suance of pub] ic notice. 

Section 9. Designation of noxious olants and prohibited noxious plants. 

i,4) (b) The boa.r·d shall hold a Dub1 ic hearing on its proposal no fewer than 15 
;'1Q) .jays. nor more than 1~ (30) days .~fter the ! sSlJance of pub] i c not ice. ihe board 
sna11 accept pub] ic comment on its pr'oDosa] for no "'e~',1er than 7 da;/s a.fter the 
hearing. 

!mplementation of noxious plant management by the board. 

(8) Tax-exempt lands, as soecified in 15-6-201 et'seq., shall be charged for 
the noxious plant manag~m~nt costs in the same manner as sp~cifi~d for taxable lands 
in subs~ction (7), exceot that the charges shall be assessed as service fees, 
ins. tea d 0 f ~ a x ·a s .; e s s·m e n t s • The';: e e i s due be for' e the f 0 J I Ql,v i n 9 0 c t 0 bel' 1. A 
service fee on tax-exemDt Jands due and unpaid under this act or any portion thereof 
i 5 not p aid ·a t the t i !TI e i t to H om e s d u to, the c 0 u n t;.- t rea ,:. u I' e l' m a :" i s· sue a I/J a r r ·a n tin 
~h2 name of th2 county, jirec~ed t2 the c!er~, who ~hall enter in the judgment 
docket in i:he column 101' Judgment ,jebtor':. the name of the del inquent person '.:and or 
landholding entity) mentioned !n the I ... iarrant and, in the aoprooriate columns, the 
amount of fees, cenalties, int?rest. and ether costs ';:01' which the warrant is Issued 
and the date when such warrant is filed. 7he warrant so docKeted has the effect of 
a judgment rendered by a district court and docketed in the office of the clerk 
thereof. and the county has the same remedies against the responsible party as under 
any other J~dgment. 

Sec~lon 18. Noxious olant ~anagement fund. (1) The county governing bod;.- or 
oodles within a district shall create a noxious plant management fund by: 

fa) ~JDrCDriating money ~rDm the general ~und of the county; 
(b) leVYing a noxious plant management tax not exceeding 3 mills Q~ total 

taxable valuation in the county or counties; $.03 per acre of land in the county, or 
counties in the district excluding road right of way. The minimum charae per 
landowner or respclnsible party ~.hall be i·2.50j 

(c) leVYing a speciaJ noxious plant management tax not exceeding ? mi lIs of 
_+e+a l ~?>:3.~1,? l!,,]uatio'1 i" t~e CDunt v ~:!r' r::OL'r;ti-=-Sj $.02 per::lcre of l::lnd in the 
county or counties in the district excluding road right of way. The minimum charge 
Del' landowner clr respon':.ible Darty shall be $2.00j the ""oecta] noxiou·::. :,!ant 
managem@nt tax---------

SALLATIN CGlNTY T0TAL 

FEDERAL AGe~CY L.c.ND 

STATE AGENCY L~ND 

ReAD RIGHT OF ';JAY 

AG ACRES (TAXABLE) 

SUB-DIVIDED LOTS (TAXABLE) 

£Xi1I'1PLE OF PROPOSED TAXATION METHOD <GALLATIN COlNT'() 

ACRES 
1 .61 0 ! 880 • 0 

647~440.0 

44!800.0 

8,204.0 

879,100.0 

32,732.0 

t.Ol/Ac Tax 
~6!lO8.80 

6~474.4D 

448.00 

82.04 

9,791.00 

$2.50 Nin. 
81,830.00 

i.OVAc Ta;, L03/Ac Tax $.04/Ac Tax $.05/Ac Tax 
32,217.60 48,326.40 64,435.20 90~544.00 

12,948.80 19~423.20 25~997.60 22,372.00 

896.00 1,344.00 1,792.00 2~240.00 

164.08 246.12 328.16 410.2D 

17.582.00 26,373.00 35,164.00 43,955.00 

15.00 Min. S7.50 Nin. $10.00 Nin. $12.50 Nin. 
~63,660.00 245,490.00 327,320.00 409,150.00 



.. 
It is tGe concern of the membership of APA in offering these 

amencments that this bill be strengthened in its descriptions and 
language to insure that federal and state agencies are encouraged to 
oartiCloate wi th the citizens of this state both physically and 
financially in bringing the noxious plant problem in Montana under 
c c,n t r' 0 J • 

As we Dointed out in testimony given before this commi ttee 
concerning HB 506, the weed problem in Montana is closely related in 
its increasing nature to transportation and recreation--a people and 
land ~se problem, and we have chosen a taxation method for your 
consideration which we feel creates participation financially in 
relation to the mechanisms which are spreading the problem across the 
state. The numbers we have suggested under section 18 of the bi 1 I 
would generate (in Gallatin County) up to $128,970.20 per year for 
operation of the Board and up to $96,890.80 for special projects or 
equipment purchases per year. The former amount is approximately 
h .. lice the funding bein'~ uti 1 ized in G.:r.llatin cc.unty at the pr'esent 
time and should be adequate to provide the funding necessary to 
e s· t .at. J i s.h 2.n dope ra te ·:<.n aggr' e':·s i (,.Ie p r·Crgr·.:r.m ·;:.IJC h as is. nee de d. 

Thank you for your time and consideration of this matter. 

P,au 1 G. !'-h?I,..!b:~·· 

Agricultural Preservation Association. 
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NAME __ -...:.:C:::a:.::r~o:..:':l~r·;~o~-:s~h~e=-r _____________ l3 I LL NO. 

ADDRESS ___ ~A~l~lg~l~ls~t=a~,~~~iT~. __________ _ 

WHOM DO YOU REPRESENT I-lontana COw1:lelle:::s _______ _ 

SUPPORT X OPPOSE -----------
~~END _____________ _ 

PLEASE LEAVE PREPARED STATEMENT WITH SECRETlmY. 

Conunents: 

House Bill 659 does a good job of supporting the need of a statewide 
noxious weed program. The bill has broad, sweeping powers, bllt we oelive 
the problem with weeds has reached the point ~here this type of legislation 
is necessary. We urge your support of this bill. 



STATEMENT OF 
ROBERT GIBSON, FOREST SUPERVISOR, HELENA NATIONAL FOREST 

NORTHERN REGION 
FOREST SERVICE, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

At a Hearing Held in Helena, Montana 
By the House Agriculture Committee 

CONCERNING A BILL FOR AN ACT ENTITLED: "AN ACT TO BE KNOWN 
AS THE NOXIOUS PLANT MANAGEMENT ACT, GENERALLY REVISING THE 

LAWS RELATING TO COUNTY WEED CONTROL; AMENDING SECTIONS 
7-3-4453, 7-14-2131, 7-14-2132, 7-22-2215, 

7-22-4101, 7-30-314, 77-6-113, 77-6-114, 77-6-303, AND 
80-5-101, MCA; REPEALING SECTIONS 7-22-2101 THROUGH 

7-22-2108, 7-22-2121 THROUGH 7-22-2127, AND 7-22-2141 THROUGH 
7-22-2150, MCA; AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE." 

February 13, 1985 

The U.S. Forest Service is pleased to be here today and testify on House Bill 
659. 

The Forest Service supports the emphasis the State of Montana is placing on 
noxious weed control. Our role is one of cooperation. We recognize the 
seriousness of the weed problem in Montana. 

The Forest Service fully supports the effort the State is making to encourage a 
cooperative effort between all involved landowners, land management agencies 
and County Weed Control Boards. Improvement in cooperative area-wide control 
efforts will be beneficial to all involved. 

The noxious plant management plan requirement proposed in this bill will assure 
that the intent of the Carlson-Foley Act is being met in reference to there 
being a County program for the control of noxious plants and that the same 
procedures are required on all ownership. Being involved in area or 
County-wide planning will be of value to the Forest Service in helping to 
establish priorities for an efficient coordinated weed control effort that 
meets County Weed Control Boards needs as well as those of the Forest. 

The Forest Service supports the provision for planning and cooperation in 
carrying out noxious plant management as provided in this bill. 

This completes my statement. 

Thank you. 

L-~~l~(tsl+ 
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MONTANA ASSOCIATION OF STATE GRAZING DISTRICTS 

Stuart H. Doggett, Executive Secretary/Treasurer 

420 North California St. 

Helena, Montana 59601 

TESTIMONY FOR HOUSE AG COMMITTEE ON HB 659 

Phone (406) 442-3420 

Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee, for the record my name is Stuart 

Doggett. I am representing the Montana Stockgrowers Association and the Associatio~ 

of State Grazing Districts. 

We support HB 659 and feel the bill is definitely a step in the right direction 

to help with state-wide noxious plant control programs. The bill enlarges many 

areas necessary for noxious weed control such as definitions, authority, penalties, 
I"'"VI., 

and methods for restricting weed infested products from one area to another. 

In the last two years, the Associations I represent today have passed numerous 

resolutions requesting legislation to help turn the tide on noxious weed infestations 

in Montana. This bill has many broad and sweeping powers but we feel that such 

legislation is necessary because Montana's noxious weed problem truly deserved this 

near mandatory approach. 



TESTIMONY OF MONTANA DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
DIRECTOR KEITH KELLY FOR 

THE HOUSE AGRICULTURE, LIVESTOCK AND 
IRRIGATION COMMITTEE ON 

HB 659 
HELENA, MONTANA 

FEBRUARY 13, 1985 

LA~io, t :T 
It 13 Co s-'-i 

"- - I "3 - S's-

The department endorses the concept of HB 659. This bill is a 
realistic approach for improving the administration of county 
weed control programs. 

Counties will improve their definition of local weed problems 
and establish workable objectives to contain or reduce weed 
infestations. 

Weed District Boards are given greater flexibility to implement 
short and long term weed control efforts. 

Funding options and levels are significantly improved while 
still ensuring local control by county commissioners. 

One of its most important features is the provision allowing for 
long term agreements between a land owner and the district on 
the management of the noxious weeds on the landowners land. You 
may hear in your consideration of this bill concerns of the powers 
of the weed board over lanowners. I believe a specific comparison 
between this bill and the current act will reveal a greater regard 
for private rights in this proposal. The powers under the current 
act are broad and not subject to specific standards. 

I recommend that the committee review a letter from the Attorney 
General to the Cascade County Weed Control District (1/8/85) 
concerning the curren"t weed act. I believe it is important for 
this committee to recognize that many groups and individuals 
either participated in development or reviewed and commented on 
drafts of this bill. 

I recommend your favorable action on this bill. 
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Agricu 1 tureI,L1.vestoci( ii'J.1.,lI1~ng 

Capitol Sttitlon 
Hel~n~t Montana 59620 

Dear M'r. Kelly: 

We aye sorry that· time \17 too shurt tt' o.btain Wash ington Office clearance' 
to testify at the heari Ilg on House. 1\ i 11 659. Hawever ~ WI? do ha\'e same 
cammerl!;S ~~. ~(Juld lik~· to cO!l1II'\unicate to you. 

The Bureau of La.nd I'f~tlagerncnt feels that "the r~viaion of the laws 
relating to 1l0X10U9 weed ~ontrI)1, il'! a st~p in th~ right direction.. We 
have cooperated with local ls(ldowl1E":"t's and c'.)\Jl"lty weed boards 'in the· 
pa1l1t. The 'l'l.P.W lav would <ll'lf.!ist in ftlrthf'ring this coopera.tion •. 

A coordinated noxious lo.'ced plan, ae required by thi~ bill t would assist 
U!f iff p~yfortr1ing Ollr no"ious weed activitiee more effectively. It would 
h".lp us set prioritieg 6t1d in,;ure that 0,11.'. p.fforts would complemeat 
landowners and county wee,l boardfl e£forta. 

We do, hO~t:!ver, have SOmi:: ref.j€l.'vation~ on thi?: t~r.n "eredicAtion:' 
Section 3(6} and (12) and Section 7(4), as pertait'll3 to prohibited weed!;. 
Although this is a ll1or.thy goal. we fli:'el this may not he attainsble for 
aome specie .. with the regources pr~s~l1tl~, availahle. We feel a mare 
r:~a1.i !';tic. atrtttegy for noxio'uiJ' w~p.d mao8~ement ~.hould emplHlsi:;:e control 
Tathe-r than ·~radicatiol'''... A. preci~e deflnition of eradication andtor 
cantrol is needed •. 

Another item that needs to. be ~1;i:rified is th~ rela1:io!'lship of 
weed boards ann fed~ral agenciel7, SectiOl"lB () Cl!ld 10, vhere the 
8ge.nciea ar~ m.ajor laud mrll"lagers it] the (:ounties or districts. 

the. county. 
fedE>ral 

We feel 
further clarification of thlit relationship would foet..::r closer 
cooperation. avoid councer"roductive a;jllf'TJ';arial relationsbips left by 
thp. lack of any indication as to the Toles of the federal land manager 
and the diat:dct. AllOtlu;'.l:' solution ma}, be f<)r th~ fecer.8ft agancy to have 
an exoffl.cio representative on the cOl.1nty weed bOArd. 

• H ••••••••••• . ... 



An additional concern is Sectinn 11 0\1 -re'Jegets.tian of -rights-of-way 
(R/W). Our age~cl ha& a c.onsitie'rable ..... o-rk ioatt it' this aLea. ihose 

2 

i.t~IttS requiTed by Sec.tion 11(2). and (3a) are routinely. t'equi~ed in. our 
rights-of-way ag-r~ementB. I~ a.ppears that Section 11(:3)(b) 1llllY require a 
duplication of approval on R/TJ applications. Some eliC luiionary langu.age 
for federal rights-o£-wa1 grants in which revegetation is r~q\liTcd will 
avoid duplication of effort. 

De!lpita these concerns ~ we certainly support th~ efforts of the State of 
Montsna to update the e}l.istil."lg 18.01. It will i1op-ro-..:e 1'\0l'\ inus ~eed control 
c:oot'din8t:ion and cooperat.ion betweetl all affected by this serious problem 
cOl1frond.ng all landowners in Montana. 
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MONTANA ENVIRONMENTAL ENTERPRISES 
P.O. Box 851 - Bozeman, Montana, 59715 

TESTIMONY OF: Ronald R. McOwen 
BEFORE: House Agricultural Committee 
DATE: February 14, 1985 
REPRESENTING: Montana Environmental Enterprises 
RE: House Bill No. 659 

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee. I am Ronald R. McOwen. 
owner of Montana Environmental Enterprises and a member of the 
County Agricultural Preservation Association. 

I am the 
Gallatin 

I stand before you in support of H-B 659. In the past few years, I have 
been active in the management of noxious weeds throughout Gallatin County, 
and have been frustrated by a losing effort. I believe the state-wide 
noxious weed epidemic is due to the lack of a comprehensive state-wide 
Noxious Plan Management Act. 

Although I support H-B 659, I would like to take the opportunity to offer 
the following suggestions as possible amendments to the Act. 

NEW SECTION. Section 2. Policy and purpose •••••• The management of noxious 
plants is the primary responsibility of ~ landholding entities, both 
pri'vate and public. When infestations are of aft I:lftI:lSI:l8~--ft&e-ttPe a nature:­
proportions-or intensity requiring control, the cooperation and resources of 
individuals, communities, and governmental entities ~~~~~~ will be 
utilized to manage noxious plants............ ------

I, r \ 
\~JJ "Responsible party" .................. . 
The responsible party is the lsfteewfter landholding entity, 
public. 

NEW SECTION. Section 6. 
(3T The term of the board is ~ years •.•••.••••• 1 years. 

NEW SECTION. Section 7 ••...•••••.•••.•••.•• 

both private and 

The board shall have the power to close public access to, and the ~ of 
public access areas which are contaminated with noxious plants untIl 
appropriate control levels have been effected. 

Wherever the minimum days required is ~~, reduce it to 1£, and wherever the 
maximum days is ~~, reduce it to 30. 

NEW SECTION. Section 11. Revegetation •••••••.•.••••••. 
by construction of a road, irrigation, drainage ditch or flood control dike. 

NEW SECTION. Section 18. Noxious plan management fund. I agree with the 1 
mill increase from the current 2 mill maximum now permissible. 22 counties 
are currently at the 2 mill maximum and still falling behind in their effort 
to control the spread of noxious weeds. 

In recognition that an increased mill levy is out of favor, I would like to 
submit an alternative funding proposal. 
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MONTANA ENVIRONMENTAL ENTERPRISES 'l1li 

P.o. Box 851 - Bozeman, Montana, 59715 

This proposal is the same flat rate tax that is being suggested by the 
Gallatin County Agricultural Preservation Association. A flat tax rate of 
$.03/acre or $2.50/1ot whichever is greater. In Gallatin County it ~ould 
generate approximately $108,203.00. 

TOTAL ACRES IN GALLATIN COUNTY------------------------1~610~880 
TOTAL FEDERAL ACRES (BLM & F.S.)---------------------- 647,440 
TOTAL STATE ACRES------------------------------------- 44,800 
TOTAL AGRICULTURAL ACRES------------------------------ 879,100 
TOTAL ROAD RIGHT-OF-WAY (STATE & COUNTY)-------------- 8,204 
SUBURBAN, COMMERCIAL, CITIES (APPROXIMATELY)---------- 32,732 

For the sake of calculation, I will use 1 acre as the average lot in the 
county. All subdivisions, commercial and city lots. 

Funding proposal-----$.03/acre or minimum of $2.50/1ot. 
TOTAL AGRICULTURAL ACRES------879,100 X $.03 = 26,373·.00 
TOTAL NON-AGRICULTURAL LOTS--- 32,732 X $2.50 = 81,830.00 
TOTAL REVENUE GENERATED BY THIS PROPOSAL------- = $108,203.00 

TOTAL TAXABLE VALUES IN GALLATIN COUNTY FOR 1984 = 59,529,846.00 
CURRENTLY, GALLATIN COUNTY LEVIES 1.01 MILLS FOR WEEK CONTROL 
TOTAL REVENUE GENERATED BY THE CURRENT MILL LEVY = 60,125.00 

HOUSE BILL 659 WILL ALLOW COUNTIES TO LEVY A MAXIMUM OF 3 MILLS OF TOTAL 
TAXABLE VALUE. 

59,529,846.00 X .003 = $178,589.00 

I only suggest this Flat tax rate as an alternative to the funding proposal 
contained in H-B 659. 

I am confident that the Committee will consider all the testimony heard here 
today, and present a comprehensive Bill to the House of Representatives that 
when passed, will allow for an equitable funding method for the 
implementation of a NOXIOUS PLAN MANAGEMENT ACT. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee; thank you for the opportunity to 
address the Committee this afternoon. 

Sincerely, 

~.N NTTAANN~A ENVIRONMENTAL ENTERPRISES .. 

"\~~Q ~~~~" 
Ronald R. McOwen 
Owner 



TO: 

January 13, 1985 

The Honorable James Schultz, Chairman 

7 Edwards 
Helena. Montana 59601 
Ph. 406-443-5711 

House Agriculture, Livestock & Irrigation Committee 

TESTIMONY ON HB 659 and HB 716 ON WEED LEGISLATION 

The Montana Association of Conservation Districts is 
one of the many organizations that has recognized the severe 
problems of weeds in Montana. 

The Association is in support of some kind of weed 
legislation to improve the ability of weed districts to work 
with landowners to control the weed problem in Montana. 

Dave Donaldson 
Executive Vice President 

DD:dv 
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I Chairman, members of the committee, my name is Jo Brunner and for 

record, I wish to speak on HE 659 as a farmer, as a livestock nroducer 

as a very concerned- citizen, who recognizes not only the i~~en~ity ofl 
weed probless but our see:;'lingly endless ef'forts to bring them udder 

some kind of control. I 
The decision to oppose F~ 659 was a difficult one for me to make, not becaus 

I believe that we don't need legislation, nor 

law is adequate, I know as well, and probably 

be cause I think our nrese n 'l 

better than many how-despe~e 
the weed situation is, and how badly we need good laws. 

I first want to say that I am in agreement with portions of this bill and 

I hope that by the time the sub-committee completes thier work that thosei 
portions will be included in the final bill, along with portions of the 

other bills offered. 

On the lighter side, I :ruly was hopef~l as I read through the bill, overj;t 
and over, and compared ~t to our exist~ng law, that I would uncover a sen 

e nce or a paragraph that would explain prohibi ted noxious weeds. I did nOj 

and I am still hopeufl that it ~eans we can Dut up a sign sayi~g noxious I 
weeds prohibi ted here!, .just as we prohibi ted NaIraI Ii ttering and parkin!!, 

ectera, but I am afraid that we would have even less luck with the weeds. i 
For the sake of brevity, I am not going to read all of the references in 

my testimony and I ask the commi ttee to take tine after the hearing to :::-0 I 
t~rOUt:h t)hadt f:;'l~t~~t_~al more thoroughhlY, I f 1 ~ 
~ec lon - e ~n~ lons ~~-~any of t ese ee are necesssary. I 

I 



I a~ in a~reeme~t with section 5 concernin€ the ~akeu; of weed districts 

. apd ~ith S~ctidn 6 ---the makeup of the weed board, which will be volunteer. 

..., 
E'rom there on out I !".2.ve proble:::s----Chapter 7, parse 7 line 12 bef2"ir.s the 

al~ost '1inute details of the ~esponsibilities of the board----I do :-:ot knoVl 

personally of any actively operating far:1er or rancher who 'Hill be?.ble to 

devote the ti:7le needed to :ulfill -:hose re spons ib ili tie s ar:d still o"Oer::1 te 

his busir..ess. 

30ard responsibilities go on for the ~ajor portion of this bill ir: or:e for~ 

or another. ~he toard will not be expected to do all of this personally and 

?age 10-line 8- paragraph 11 lists those the boa~d ~y e~plyy, certair:ly a 

supervisor is a ~ecessity, as probably is at least part ti~e o::ic~ help--

If the board does not have the tine or the ini!:lir..ation to carry out the 

extensive laws the staff would be obligated to under direction of the board. 

Just how :1uch staff will be reauired to do the inv€stiseation i:-'.to t~,e lar:d­

owners fields, crops, ~achinery, neqotiate contracts with the landowner, or the 

state a~ency, or the ~unicipality-----~ection 12, page 17--lir..e 18 and on throl 

~afSe 19---prepare the reviews, de si£na te the extensive manag~e:1t zor:e s-Se c tion 

13, page 18~--onto page 19----discern who is eli~ible for exemption zones, 

pa~e 19,---section 14, lines 19. 

':Jho is goi ng to do the C011rt work, whe n the supervisor , or the board, or a:-'.ot:--.-:: 

e:1ployee or all. decided that the responsible landowner is not adherin~ to the 

~laws they have ds~i~nated on his land, and that landowner does rot a~~ee to 

the ~anagement plan offered to hi~---::1nd asks for a hearing? page 25, section 

lines 22 on throu~h page 26? 

.; skin?; for a r.earing doe s not,!uarantife that he will ge tone -- the board has 

t::'i? option to decide that he does :;.ot have that rL:;ht --:;age 25-1i(188 25---­

a::d -:':'1e landowner ~ay ti:.en .':.0 to court--no :1a t-:er wha t is happe;"in,q: to his cro:­

back on the far.:1.. 
?y ;'.0','1 yo'.! cay r.ave r!"athered tr.at-,y concern ~'or th.'? individual ri",h-+:8 of a 
landowner rival ~y concern for weed control. I believe that we can 

and .,~st have bot~, --this bill does not provide either! ~o ~y ~ir..d it sets 

a ~~reaucracy in each and every district. It ~ives that board and those they 

hire to do thier work the ri~ht to dictate what ~ach and every :f'~r~er and 

rancher ~ust do---and it ::::ives the landwwner ver:, li ttle recou.rse. I wouiiill 

suggest those who are concerned with public trust doctrine really have food 

for thou~ht in this bill. 

?a~e 1--section 2- lines 28-21 states that the ,anage~ent of noxious weeds is 

pri~arily the responsibility of landowners. I agree!!! ?a~e 29, section 19, 

~and you ~ight note that the section outlining the responsibilities of the 

landowner is a very, very short section in comparison to othFrs, lines 19-1? 

sub c states that t~R one of the responsibilities of the landowner is to 
assist 



~~e y too. are re spo ns i b 1e. i ... <;;II 13 F!1. to pre for.'" the sa:ne du tie s a no I 
t~e ~a~e responsibilities, requested in this bill for the board and ~or the I 
supervisors. } 

;',Tr. Chair;nan, members of the cO:'1.mi ttee, after discussing this wi th aui te a """" 

few landowners in my area, I a€ree wi tJl the:n---we have ~ law, i t ne~ds to I 
be i.':1plemented, ~----placin0 ~:;ore restrictions and levies 'Nill :lot suarantee 

better weed control----only lessening of individual rightsT---a broadening I 
of bureauacracy, and it still is the landowners responsibility. fxkRi~ix~xtkxtx 

wRxEanx~x~~M~RxL~x±akiRxwRH~XEE~tx I 
If the law--in place at tb.is time was ineffective it was because t!1at law '1:a ~ 
not enforced! It is a state law---and where does it say t!1at if we are ~axed 

more, policed :-:'lore, restricted~ore, fi.ned more, regula ~ed :-:1ore, --our local I 
county bodies will then enforce the law? 

I beleive that we can produce a. viable weed control program: I believe tr:a -: I 
this forced control effort would not succeed, that it would be in conrt ~ore 

often than not, and I beleive ~!1at we have to 100M to other sources than 

property assessments for assistance in the control. I 
I believe that the board should be responsible to some one, this board WOUldj' 
not----I believe that a landowner should be assisted by the super~isor----nof 
the other way around---I t~ink that we need not duplicate, by law, Ha in e2C~ 

" and every district in the state the sa:-:'le exact research and plannir.!S syste!~ 
that the money allocated :'or :tkX:tXXHX weed comtrol can be better used in 

application by coordinating that research and knowledse. 

fxx~xk~~RfMix:tkatx:tkHxSX~Efl~~±t:taHxNiiix:txkHxtkHx~~X:t±E~x~fxEMXXHX±S:t±~x 

XXW+X:t1H!X!JExt±E~XEfxtk±EX]jXEpEsai.x 

I a::l very hopeful that the subco:-1mi ttee will provide us ':1i tr. a ,f;ood law, 

that law will be enforced. I 
I l",ave one last thinS' to say---I '.'las -:old recently by a ~;erson very special ~" 
to ~e, and very dedicated to ~J 659 that in order to aiiH£Xia:tH alle'riate 
weed situation, I had to be willin~ to sacrifice my ri~hts as a landownef 

a ?rivate citizen. I am not willin~ to do that--I ~now that there are in 
existence weed districts who ~re in control and dij not ask tha~ of ~he 

citizens inthier districts. ~ do not beleive that ~y concern and ~y 

responsibility for weed con~rol should hin~e on a lGSQ._ening of what freddo~sl 
I r.ave left, not do I 'tel:e','e "::::'at :;:; nei:=;-hbors ShOl1lrl, ;to :':a"::ter row ;'Jcb. .. 

I denlore the fact that he doesn't control his weeds. 

r ask you do not concur in ::-:: r559. 

'2:'ha!"'..k you. 
~r. Chair:1an, the :,;ontana 22t"'::le~~en and tr.e :ontana Cattle ?eeders wish "':0 

go on record as opposed to :~ 659. i 



~"ass"ist the sU'Jervisor as !nuch as practical in carrying out the prv'isions 

d . t t f' ~ t' 1 2" "'t-." 1 d ' 11 ' • an in en 0_ ~ec 10ns _- ~"~8 is my an we are ~a King about and this law 

~ will state that it is my responsibility ~take care of the weeds on that land, 

and then it will a~so state that to do so, I shall assist the su~ervisor in 

his efforts to control weeds on ~y land! !!! 

~ell, not to worry, we are going to be notified, one way or the other about 

any changes in ~anagement zones, in standards, in noxious weed desi~nation and 

also prohibieed weeds----Page 9, parap,raph 8--1ines 16, ectera. and pase 15 

linesl-12, sub-paragraph (c) section 9 and in truth the proc~ss for ado~tin~ 

r.oxious weed zones, ectera is quite ar. ~xter.sive and ope:i to -:!".e pub2..ic 

for com~ent and recomment. 3ut check out page 9, section 7--sub(8) lin 16,whfuch 

refers you down to the same pa~e line 25--sub--9-which says the board need not 

co~ply with the provisions of the above ~entioned sub (8). 

Go on to pa~e 2), section 15--para~raph 4--lines 8-12--which says that t~e 

landowner :n11St be r~otified and ~r:en contintleS on down the page to ~ell "nha-: 

the r.otiC'ication :"lust contain. ~:ow sO to "?age 24 sa:'}e section :::'2.r2.graph 6-­

lines 6-9 which savs that the board can take e~ergency action without goin~ 

throufSh the aforementior.ed process althous-:h, they should try to attempt to 

contact the lar.downer. 

~ Swction 18 has to do with the fundinp of these ~inutely detailed laws--it 

would levy more taxes on our already overburder.ed 12.od8, lands on ~hich we ca~ 

afford to control the weeds to the extent they should be---but we will pay a 

taxes to control weeds on our neighbors and our own lands, if this ~oard so 

decides, plus money out of the ~eneral funds. 

In ~y area, far~ers are makin~ the decision to cut ~ack on fertilizer 'Ise and 

weed con~rol. ~~st of us already are rot workin~ ~he su~~erfallow as o~~en as 

i. t r.eeds, we do not have the "1oney ~o save the :toney I '':ee'J hearir.;~ thi~ 

bill for weed control will pro'lide. 

r:"", n O'lr weed boards actually take care of weeds or: the :-::ighwa~t-<)ec +.:ion 1 S, 

pa~e 29. paragraph 9--lines 3-8 turn the b~lls ir:~o ~he state and £et ~aij ~or 
t~at work? After the ~ighway dD~qrt:ien~ runs o~t o~ the ~und8 they have 

alloca ted for weed control arp they then Goir.2' "'";0 +:2.l-:e the fqrds a·.'/a~r f!'o'1 

ar:other pro~ra:i and hand it over to ~he cour:ty boards? ~ry section 24--

~aGe 34---an a~ended section, -lire 12, sub (2), or will the county assessed 

taxes pay for the extra? ?a~e 22, ~ec. 15--1ines 17-23 para. 2 sub (-6. 
If you should be concerr:ed about the gi~antic responsibiliies of the weed 

boards and the supervisors and whatever staff they are allotted, 

they aren't alone!. Turn to page Jl-JJ to the responsibilities of ~he =e~t. 

of Agriculture, the Extension service and the agriculture eX:leri:ient stati'Jn.>. 



· f . b' 11 ) C:x \~', \)', I IJ 
(This sheet to be used by those testl ylng on a 1.. ~ 

H 13 71 (,' 
..2 - f 3 -t j-

NAIiE' DATE, ,:;,4A:'i-~ 
~ 

ADDRESS: ~6 Jf!cd~£ ,Pc( 4,4/7-7 I 
PHONE: 493 - .yrc:?S--;/ 

RE?RESENTING WHOM? ,2a.vr-~-,~~ 
APPEARING ON WHICH PROPOSAL: ytL &/t ~ 

-I 
:t 
I 



.;. x "'--\;) \ i ~\ 

5,r- l.::? Ie 

~ - J"3- gs-

SENATOR NEUMAN: FACT SHEET ON AGRICULTURE 

THE PROBLEM 

The immediate problem for Montana's agricultural industry is 
the deteriorating financial condition of Montana's 
farmer/ranchers. This financial predicament threatens to 
destabilize current ownership patterns which may accelerate 
the loss of Montana's productive crop and range land. 

A recent agricultural credit study (Montana Department of 
Agriculture, November, 1984) profiles Montana agriculture's 
financial health. According to the report nearly 30% of 
Montana's farm/ranch owners have debts exceeding 40% of 
their assets. Many may be unable to refinance and are 
certain to face foreclosure. Ultimately, if foreclosures 
are widespread, the financial stability of half the 
remaining ranch/farm operations will be jeopardized. 

• 

As if to signal a dismal new year for Montana agriculture, 
in January, 1985, three Montana production credit 
associations (PCA) decided to liquidate, the first in the 51 
years of Montana's PCAs. Mounting problems are also forcing 
the reorganization of the five-state Federal Intermediate 
Credit Bank of Spokane. 

Public officials, though quick to react, have been unable to 
do more than gather information and consider various policy 
options. In January, U. S. Senator John Melcher held a 
public hearing in Helena for the Senate Agriculture 
Committee. Ranchers, bankers and agricultural experts gave 
various explanations for agriculture's plight ranging from 
the federal deficit to low co~modity prices. Most agreed 
that credit is not to blame for agriculture's depressed 
condition. 

William Hoffman, associate deputy director of the Farm 
Credit Administration, argued that "Credit can help farmers 
adjust to the basic economic, social and political 
conditions that exist, but it is not the primary cause of 
those conditions." He added that "Only in the very short 
run can credit substitute for income, for profitability. It 
can help achieve economic adjustment, so long as it is not 
viewed as an alternative." 

The central problem, then, is the profitability of 
agriculture. Ironically, the current indebtedness resulted 
from the profitability of agriculture during the 1970s. 
Flush with success, ranchers and farmers hurried to farm 
lending institutions to expand their operation to take 



advantage of an apparently expanding market.. For their 
part, lenders were willing to lend on the basis of 
increasing land value, securing these operating loans with 
land. 

By the time agriculture is restored to profitability, a 
significant percentage of Montana's farmers and ranchers 
will no longer be in business unless they receive additional 
credit. Their immediate concern is credit, a concern shared 
by their creditors. Neither the rancher nor the banker 
wants foreclosure. The rancher wants to retain his property 
and his way of life, and the banker does not want the burden 
of selling agricultural land in a depressed market. 

Results of Farm Operator Survey 

Results of the farm operators survey as conducted by the 
Montana Department of Agriculture shows that 18 percent of 
Montana farmers are delinquent on real estate loan payments~ 
A breakdown shows that about half of those have been able to 
stay current on interest payments only. The delinquency 
rate is somewhat higher among farms of less than a thousand 
acres, averaging 25 to 29 percent. 

Only 7 Out Of 10 Current On Operating Loans 

For non-real estate or loans used to purchase operating 
equipment and supplies 31 percent of the state's farmers are 
delinquent in their payments. However, 61 percent of those 
are current on interest payments only. All sizes of 
operations seem to be having trouble keeping current on 
operating loans, but those under 1,000 acres in size are 
running above average on delinquency, while thosp. between 
1,000 and 2,000 acres are below average. 

SIZE OF 
FARM 

---Acres---

499 or less 
500-999 
1,000-1,999 
2,000-2,999 
3,000-4,999 
5,000-9,999 
10,000 + 

STATE TOTAL 

Loan Delinquencv Rate By Size of Farm 

REAL ESTATE 
LOANS DELINQUENT 

NON-REAL ESTATE 
LOANS DELINQUENT 

-------Percent------------

25.0 
28.6 
14.3 
18.8 
13.6 

8.6 
12.7 

17.6 

31.8 
37.5 
24.5 
34.1 
32.1 
31. 8 
28.3 

30.6 

Interest rates averaged 10.4 percent for real estate and 13.9 
percent for non-real estate loans. Six percent of the survey 
respondents had been denied credit between January and September 
1984. About 4 out of 10 were able to obtain credit elsewhere. 
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Debt To Asset Ratios On The Rise 

The debt to asset ratio measures the economic health of the 
farming and ranching business. A comparison of debt to 
asset ratios from 1979 to 1984 shows a steadily worsening 
financial balance sheet for Montana farmers. The average 
debt to asset ratio based on results of this survey was 
28.2. This means the average farm debt was 28.2 percent of 
total farm assets. This statistic isn't alarming in itself, 
but closer examination of the data shows that 24 percent of 
those surveyed had ratios exceeding 50 percent and 7 percent 
reported debts exceeding 70 percent of assets. 

Forty-five Percent Won't Survive Over 5 Years 

Assuming current trends in farm income and expenses, only 55 
percent of Montana's farmers and ranchers will be able to 
stay in business over 5 years. Over 9 percent say they can 
only survive one more year, but 48 percent will farm until 
they retire. 

MONTANA FARM FINANCE BALANCE SHEET BY DEBT/ASSET RATIO 

DEBT/ASSEl' NUMBER DEBT 'ID FARM FARM PERCENT DEBT INTEREST 
RATIO OF ASSEl' RATIO ASSE'rS- DEBT IN LAL'ID PAID 

CATEGORY REPORrS AVERAGE AVERAGE AVERAGE CONTRACTS AVERAGE 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-Percent- -Percent- ----Dollars---- -Percent-- -Dollars-
0 77 0 573,702 0 0 48 

0-10 58 4.3 805,751 34,866 32.4 4,865 

10-20 53 14.0 883,587 123,679 52.3 15,587 

20-30 41 24.6 1,097,016 270,009 60.1 31,168 

30-40 43 33.8 907,062 306,881 55.5 30,070 

40-50 43 43.7 894,245 390,499 48.7 40,251 

50-60 52 53.8 764,533 411,426 57.1 36,762 

60-70 19 63.8 470,708 300,628 57.3 33,969 

70 + 28 82.2 601,765 494,965 53.7 49,279 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
STATE 'IOTAL 414 28.2 769,114 216,854 39.7 22,241 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------



KEY PLAYERS 

In view of the challenges that face the agricultural sector 
of the economy, whose responsibility is it to forge the 
solutions? Who are the key players? Certainly the 
farmers/ranchers, bankers/institutional lenders and the food 
consuming public will be high on the list of big winners 
when a solution is finally found and implemented. Take a 
brief look at the special interests of each of these key 
participants. 

The farmers and ranchers on a large scale have ~ot been able 
to satisfy their current financial obligations: as a 
consequence the farm/ranch sector will be unable to attract 
the necessary capital resources for its future growth and 
development. While the failure to meet current obligations 
is simply on a large scale, the consequent drought in long 
term capital resources is likely to be on a total scale. 

• 
The banks and institutional lenders are key players also. 
They are not innocent bystanders. The agricultural credit 
industry has fallen into the old trap of advancing credit on 
the basis of raw land values rather than on the more 
conservative basis of the capitalized operating values of 
the land. As an pxpected result, many of the nation's most 
trusted and faithful agricultural lenders find their 
portfolios clogged with functionally non-performing loans. 
Their logical response has been to display great reluctance 
to consider new "AG" credits, even on solid operations. The 
Agricultural sector's sources of long term capital have 
become i~~obilized, frozen in a block of non-performing 
loans. On the basis of this example, new and old lenders 
alike have exercised other alternative uses for their 
remaining funds. 

The public, through its harmonic voice, the political system 
and the market place, dewands a reliable, plentiful, high 
quality and relatively inexpensive food supply. The farm 
public, once a majority, has become a relatively powerless 
minority: Its political influence being vastly overshadowed 
by the urban majority. 

In response, the farm community has come to rely upon the 
bur.eaucracy of the federal government to implement a 
comprehensive farm policy designed to place agriculture on 
firmer financial ground. The federal government, being 
understandably more responsive to its larger urban 
constituency, has failed to implement such a policy, 
electing in the alternative to insure a plentiful and cheap 
food supply. 
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What Is The Major Cause Of Farm Problems Today? 

All Farmers 
& Ranchers 

Cash 
Grain 

Livestock 
Producers 

Commercial 
Banks FmHA PCAS 

Fed. Land 
Bank 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------
--Percent--

Bought Land Too 
3.1 High 3.7 4.3 5.0 

High Cost of 
15.2 Equipment 12.9 

High Interest Rates 22.3 19.9 
13.7 6.3 
23.1 17.5 50.0 10.0 13.3 

Government Farm 
Programs 4.8 3.6 

High Input Costs 10.0 7.6 
Low Market Prices 36.0 36.9 
Natural Disasters 8.7 1l.5 

1.6 2.1 

6.7 2.5 
9.8 6.2 30.0 6.7 

33.1 39.4 60.0 40.0 

8.9 6.9 20.0 20.0 

8.4 16.2 30.0 20.0 
Other 1/ -----------------------------------------------------------------------------

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

-----------~-----------------
1/ Poor management, over-mechanized and all other. 

ISSUES 
The following are a few of the many issues that may be 

considered. 

1. FARM CREDIT 

2. COMMODITY PRICES 

3. LONG-TEFM PROGRAM 

This issu~ must be addressed 
immediately. An investigation 
concerning the farm credit system 
must be conducted in order to 
initiate legislation at the state 
and federal level. 

Policy needs to be developed to 
provide an equitable price to the 
farmer/rancher for his products 
in order to insure a profitable 
return. 

New farm legislation, both at the 
state and federal level, must be 
bi-partisan effort directed at a 
long term program. Any agricul­
tural plan must provide workable 
provisions withstandinq changes in 
administration, yet be-flexible 
enough to adjust to domestic and 
international economic 
fluctuations. 
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4. AGRICULTURAL 
MARKETING 

5. NATIONAL ECONOMIC 
ISSUES 

Present agricultural marketing 
problems must be investigated. 
Among the issues include: 

Exports 
Embargo Protection 
Foreign Aid Food Programs 
Subsidized Food Export 

Programs 
Supply Management Programs 
Imported Meats 

Those economic issues directly 
affecting agriculture 
particularly the Federal 
Deficit and High Interest 
Rates. 

PERSONAL REMARKS 

In a state such as Montana, where 34% of the total revenue 
is generated from agriculture and where many main street 
businesses are intricately linked to the agricultural 
industry; any solution, either of long- or short-term 
significance or at the state or federal level; must include 
the comments, suggestions and consideration from a 
cross-section of the Montana ~itizenry. In order to 
accommodate the vast array of participants, the resolution 
suggests the committee be composed of 10 members of the 
House of Representatives and 10 members of the Senate, with 
equal representation from both parties. 

Many Montana farm organizations have worked very hard to 
develop proposals that will effect long-term farm 
profitability. However, the majority of these proposals are 
not understood by many people outside the agricultural 
community. The proposed co~mittee would enable many of 
these non-agricultural groups the opportunity to fully 
understand the individual proposals and their potential 
impact on their own organizations and on the entire state. 
Also, Governor Schwinden and several members of the 
legislature, including Senator Kolstad and Senator Eoylan, 
serve on national committees which will make recommendations 
to Congress concerning the 1985 Farm Bill. 

The purpose of the proposed co~mi ttee would be as f0110"7s: 
First, the committee would generate a greater understanding 
of agriculture's problems and situations. Second, the 
committee could suggest possible solutions to agriculture's 
immediate problems. Third, the committee should investigate 
all the possible options and alternatives in order to derive 
possible solutions to agriculture's problems. Fourth, the 
committee, on behalf of the State of Montana, would carry 
forth these ideas and solutions to the national level, 
especially concerning the 1985 Federal Farm Programs. 
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