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 Caunty 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 i1s 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 stated 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
Montana 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.

MES SCHULTZ,

1chb
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STATEMENT OF INTENT

}{4 BILL NO. /49

It 1is the intent of +the legislature that the
rulemaking authority granted to the department of
agriculture under [section 2] be employed to designate
noxious plants and prohibited noxious plants in a manner
consistent with the definitions of noxious plants and
prohibited noxious plants provided in [section 3] and
consistent with the criteria to be developed unaer

[section 21(4) (g)].
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STATE
OF
MONTANA

ATTORNEY GENERAL
MIKE GREELY

JUSTICE SUILDING, 219N SANCERS, ~ELENA UCNTANA <3620
TELZPHMCNE (408) 444-2028

8 January 198S

Doug Johnson

Cascade County Weed
Control District

521 First Avenue N.W,

Great Falls MT 59404

Dear Mr., Johnson:

Pursuant to your request I have recently reviewed
proposed lagislation known as "The Montana Noxicus Plant
Managexent Act."” While I do not want to take a pss.:ion
cn each 1issue involved in the Legislature, it 13 m;
judgment that the effort to have a modern, compr2he-s5i
statute dealing with noxious plants is long cverc.u: a:
greatly rneeded. The current statutes are antigua<s2i a
in some areas a hodgepodge of piecemeal amendrmant

.

pERS RN
[OTy o VI| A

I am familiar with the argument that certain r:oizrn
practices of ncxious plant control are currently Z=:in

cdone a.-nhough not specifically authorized bv existing
law. 7T.1s, the argument goes, why change the law? Tre
r=ason 1s that if some of these practices are toe
subject of 1litigation or dispute, and the, z.2 rot
scecifically authorized by law, it 1s probkabl: tha: thay
wculd be held illegal. It is a general principle c? law
thet county entities can exercise only thcse gp:wers
specifically granted by the Legislature.

In rmv view, this situaticn arjyues £or revisi: ard

ts-2ating the laws dealing wizh ncxicus
confiorm to modern practices. My besc wishe
eifcrets.

V;py tr2ly yours,

Ubu

-
-
=
- .
Attcrn
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PROPOSED TEN YEAR PROGRAM
OF
DESIGNATED WEED CONTROL IN ALBANY COUNTY

BY

Thomas McNamee

Decamber 20, 1974
Weed Science and Technology 607D
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 means it compares
approximately in size to the State of Connecticut, twice the size of tﬁe
state of Delaware or four times the size of the state of Rhode Island.

If one to five percent of this area is infested with some type of
designated weeds it means the land owners of A]bany County are faced with
the responsibility of controlling or eradicating some 28,000 to 147,000
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 cne major watershed. The zounty was thus
broken down into 9 major watershed areas consisting of:

Area - A - Little Laramie Hatershed
Area - B - Upper North Laramie Watarshed
Area - C - Big Laramie Watershed
D

Area - D - Sybille Watershed

m
1

Area - Sand Creek Watershed
Area - F - Bosler HWatershed
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 beginniﬁg 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
Miles of U.P.R.R. Right-of-Way 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 weed control program on their own 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 Jocal
newspaper, a series of articles on identification of weeds. These

articles will be taken from Bulletin 498, Weeds of Wyoming, published

by the University of Wyoming.

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 will have every resident land

owner invelved in a conscientious weed control program.



AREA-A AREA-B

01d District

&
Forest
A-1-75 B-1-75
A-2-76 B-2-76
A-3-77 B-3-77
A-4-78

AREA-C AREA-D
C-Forest-76

c-1-77 D-1-77
C-2-78 D-2-78
C-3-79

C-4-80

AREAS OF CC.QENTRATION

AREA-E

E-1-78

E-2-79

E-3-80

AREA-F

F-1-81

F-2-82

F-3-83

F-4-84

AREA-G

G-1-79

G-2-80

G-3-81

AREA-H

H-1-80

H-2-81

H-3-82

AREA-1

I-1-82

[-2-83

I-3-84

1974

1975

1976

1977

1978

197§

1980

1981

1982

1983
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EDUCATICN AND REGULATORY SECTION
Gus Foster, Moderatorl

The Education and Regulatory Section of the Western Society of Weed
Science considered two themes: Education of a Concerned Grower/Landowner
and Education of a Concerned Public.

Under the Education of a Concerned Grower/Landowner three subjects
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) should the grower have the responsibility 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 tcol to
promote weed control. An overview of Montana's noxious weed awareness
program was presented by Celestine Lacy, a graduate student at Montana
State University, Bozeman, Montana.

Two subjects were the focus of the Education of a Concerned Public.
Herbicide Hullabaloo was the topic addressed by Dr. W. R. Mullison -
consul tant to Dow Chemical, Midland, Michigan. Pam Crocker-Davis of the
National Audubon Society, Olympia, Washington, presented an overview of a
citizen's perspective toward pesticide use in the environment.

1Velsico] 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
Directors and myself, I want to thank you for the opportunity 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 controlling 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 willing tc give
the power of a quarantine to Wyoming weed and pest control districts, a
brief explanation of a weed quarantine is in order. ‘“Quarantine", as used

lSupervisor, Park County Weed and Pest Control District, Powell, WY.

Exaal, T
RB bsg
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in the Weed and Pest Act of 1973, is interchangeable with the words
"enforcement or inspection”. Although there are four types of quarantines
defined in Wyoming statutes, they all basically allow for: inspection for
contamination, control of movement of infested farm products, enforcement
of the law, and penalties 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 guns 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 districts.

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 and why a quarantine works in that county
as far as the topography, and also a short history on the Wyoming weed and
pest districts and the Yeed and Pest Act which gives us the authority 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 Big 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 other federad
lands, over seventy-two percent of Park Ccunty is owned by the federal
government. Of the slightly more than one million acres of private 1iand,
only about 100,000 acres are irrigated and most of that by fiood
irrigation. The main cultivated crops are: malting barley, sugar beets,
corn, dried beans, alfalfa and other forage crops.

It is in tnis farm ground that the majority of our noxious weed
problems have developed. The infestation has increased cver a pericd of
time and is more noticeable in the earlier homesteaded areas than it is in
areas which weren't settled until after World War II. Most of our farmers
are either first or very young second generation farmers whc are usually a
little more progressive and more apt to utilize modern farming practices.
This background provides Park County with the groundwork to pursue effec-
tive quarantine.

Weed and pest districts have existed in Wyoming since as early as
1936. In most cases these districts were not county-wide anZ were designed
simply to serve the local need. In 1973, the state legislature passed a
Taw requiring that all counties have-a weed and pest district for the
purpose of controlling certain designated noxious weeds and pests. These
dist-icts are county-wide and are governed by a five or seven man boara
appointed by the county commissioners. They may operate on a levy up to
one mill of the accessed evaluation of the county, with an additiorai one
mill available for leafy spurge control. Tne board is responsitle for
developing an effective weed and pest contrel progrim which can include
treatment with chemicals or other types of control, the sale of pesticides,
and -he use of entorcement procedures when necessary. 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 quarantines autnorized by Wyoming statutes.
They are: the indaividual quarantine -- which brings actions acainst a
single individual or farm unit that is spreading weed: or pests %2 the
detriment of others; the section or state quarantine -- wnich 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
introduction of weeds, diseases, or pests which could become a probiem
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 that 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 which it was grown without a prior inspection and release
from the supervisor or his deputies. Exempt from the law are all Tive-
stock, livestock feed, and farm products that are grown and fed back cn the
same land. Although it has not been necessary to initiate legal action
under this type of quarantine, it is an invaluable tool to our over-all
weed program and aids in the success of the individual quarantine.

The individual quarantine has many advantages over the district-wide
quarantine. Included are the facts that it can be used to require control
on all crop land, range land, non-agricultural lands, subdivisions,
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 examination.

Wyoming statutes 11-5-109 states: "Whenever the district board has
probable cause to believe that there exists land infested by weeds or pests
which are lTiable to spread and contribute to the injury or detriment of
others, it shall make . . . an investigation of the suspected premises
through the use of Tawful entry procedures." "If the suspected area is
found to be infested, the district board, by resolution adopted by two-
thirds of its members, shall confirm such fact." "The district toard may
set forth minimum remedial requirements for control of the infestad area."
“The district board shall deliver, ... 1) a copy of the resoluticn, 2) a
statement of the costs of fulfilling requirements and 3) a request that the
requirements contained in the resolution be carried out at the owner's
expense within a designated period of time or on a cooperative basis." "At
the request of the lTandowner 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 other parts of the
act. It was designed to protect the rights of the individua: at ail times
and to insure that the weed and pest board does not overstec their
authority. Even the penalty and fine are described in detail stating: "A
landowner who is responsible for an infestation and fails or refuses to
perform the remedial rzaquirements for the control of the weed or pesst . .
may be fined no more than $50.00 per day for each day of v1oaat1on and not
more than $2,500.00 per year as determined by the court." "Any person
under this act is entitled to a trial by jury."
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With all this background, I'11 try to tie it all together. In order
to illustrate how we use our district-wide and our individual quarantines
in conjunction with one another to promote better weed control in Park
County, Tet'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
developing. Someone from the district will visit the farmer in the early
summer, discuss weed control, the Weed and Pest Act, the quarantines, and =
how they directly affect him. Most of the time this is the only action ﬁ
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 ihen consider our
options. If we do nct issue a release, the farmer cannot legally haul his
crop to town as the elevators inPark County require that the individual
have a weed release before they will accept this crop. If our hypothetical
farmer should decide to use his barley for feed on his own place rather
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
areas.

Based on past experience a typical individual gquarantine action would
take place as follows. First we would establish that the problem exists
through a visual inspection taken from the county roads or other pudlic
access to insure that we do not violate the individual's rights by tres-
passing on his land. Then we would contact the landowne:r and/or rentsr to
inform him that a problem exists. At this time we wouia i3sue what we cail
a "reminder-form", which i5 simnly a written notice of the Weed ana P=st \”ﬁ
Act, the Park County weed quarantine, and the fact that e beiieve the Tand
i3 contaminated with weeds which could spread to the d2triment of others.
If no action is taken after a reasonable amount of time, we send a letter
stating that the board is considering legal action. We also inform him of
ail of his rights and ask permission to go onto the land for the purpose of
inspection. Unless the landowner specifically refusas us entry, this
wrizzen notice is-adequate to allow us to entcr onto tr2 Tand, otherwise,
we nave to try to obtain 3 search warrant. If the lancowner still cncoses
to take no action, we then have a lawyer draw uc a resciution for the board
to approve or reject. Should the board approve the resclution, we send a
copy of it to the operator along with a statement of estimated costs for
treatment. To date, in the three years we have been operating under this
pracedure, we hive never taken the quarantine cast this step. In al’ the
cases where the board has passed a resolution recuiring that these problim
areas be controlled, minimal action has been taken by the landowner in the
time period ailowed. However, should the individual still igncre dur
raquests, we then would turn all of the materiais over to our attcrney to
instigate legal action tnrough tae courts.

we feel that we need both types of quarantines i3 Park Counzy to aid
in an effective noxicus weed control program. We us2 tne aistrict-wide o
quarantine as a public relations tocl; and the iaspection of avery farm and %
ranch in Park Ccunty each year helps insure tnat we are on a first-nane
bisis with the growers in Park County. This of:2n eliminatas us havinag 20
implement individual quarantines against many cf the farmers and ranchers
who are planaing tc harvest and sell a crep. If we co instigate an

e

| e

o




80

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 district-wide quarantine. It must be pointed out that whether we are
considering an individual quarantine or enforcing the district-wide
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
popular. Most farmers and ranchers feel that it not only requires that
their neighbors control their weeds, but also it motivates everyone to do a
better job of noxious weed control. Another reason for the popularity or
acceptance of the quarantine, I feel, is because of the way that we enforce
it by using it more as a tool or a motivator rather than an attempt to
“strong arm" the individual. We remind the farmers and ranchers that they
requested the quarantine and we are only trying to do what they asked. 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 quarantine, whether it be district-wide 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 landowner. This contact gives the district the opportunity to se:l 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 don't feel
that these are in any way major ones nor do any outweigh the advantages.
Some of the disadvantages are: it costs the district more money -- usually
they have to hire additional people to do the inspections and the legal
costs could also incrase, it is sometimes difficult to enforce a district-
wide quarantine equally in different areas within the county -- in some
areas the weed problem may have become so immense before the quarantine was
implemented that requiring a 99 percent control of noxious weeds cculd
break the landowner, the use of the district-wide and the individual
quarantines require more time -- since the members of the district bcard
are not paid it is important that the county commissioners appoint devoted
individuals, and it must also be kept in mind that the quarantine is not
pcpular with everyone -- especially individuals from outside the district
who are trying to sell "infested" farm products intc the country or
individuals within the county who are not convinced that noxious wesas are
hurting their overall crop yields.

To summarize, I want to insure you that I do not feel that a district-
wide or even the intensive use of individual quarantines ars going tc be
successful in all areas. One of the reasons why they have bean succsssful
in Park County is because we have a large amount of tre private-ownez lang
operated by farmers who are growing row crops for whicn there are
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pesticides and other farming practices that can help them control the
noxious weeds. .I do not feel that a district-wide quarantine would 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 the
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 1ot 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.
Irregardless, the quarantine should only be considered as an additional
“tool1" 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 AWARENESS PROGRAM
C. Lacey and P. K. Fayl

Introduction

There are over 63 million acres of rangeland in Montana. Althcugh
this land is a valuable resource, the economic return per acre is
relatively low. Thus wnen weeds invade a range site, many landowrers are
reluctant to use control metnoas uacause the return on their iivestment may
not be immediately apparent. As a result, several we2d species have become
a major threat to the productivity of range anc pastureland in Montana.

Leafy spurge (Euphorbia esula L.) and spotted krapweed (Ceataurea
maculosa) are the two most serious ~ange weed probleme in Montana. L=2afy
spurge currently infests over 545,000 acres of rangeiand in the s:tate.
Tnis weed spreads both by seeds and vegetative buds, and once estatlished,
is very difficult and expensive to control. lerbicide costs to control
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 western half or the
state, spotted knapweed nas been reported in every ctunrty., This weed can
reduce forage productior by as much as 95 percant arnd can spread rzpidly
because cf an innibitor e fect orn Jther plant species.

The key to controlling nox‘cus range weeds is early detectica and
treatment., Therefore, in 1983 tne Plant ard S<il Science Dapartment az
Montana State University initiated a 1eafv spurce and ssotted knapweed
public awareness program.

The purpose of this paper i: to review Mon%inas Extznsion effort c-
the two weeds in 1983. Hopefulls. our experiences contain some ideis that
will heip you fight weeds in other states.

1"]ant and Soi! Scienc2 Dept., Montana State University, Bozeman. MT7.

-
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502 South 19th Bozeman, Montana 59715
Phone (406) 587-3153 g%
MONTANA b
FABM BUHEAU TESTIMONY BY: _ |orraine Gillies «
FEDERATION BILL #_ HB 659 DATE___ 2/13/85 g

SUPPORT Support OPPOSE

;
Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee: b
For the record, my name is Lorraine Gillies, and I am representing Montana Z
i

Farm Bureau Federation. I'm 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, reairoads, 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.

{

' 7& Ao o -l /\M,Q\x_,,
SIGNED

—=== FARMERS AND RANCHERS UNITED ==—

.
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|FE Women Involved In Farm Economics
AME .._Donma_cratt mzd._No. 62i 4 H.B. do. 30 |

ORGANIZATION ---.2men_Involved In Farm Economics_

Mr. Chairman, members of the comittee, my name is Donna rfratt.
My husband and I farm and ranch in Daniels County near 3cobey. I
am the state weed chairman for W.I.F.E, , I serve on the board
of directors of the !Montana Weed Control Association, as well 2s
on the Daniels County .eed Board. These various involvements
nave helped me to see tne weed zroblems we fzce from different
angles and views.

As yo> 1 know, noxious weeds are a constant economic, time
consuming, aznd eaviroamental tnreat costing our state millions
annually. Therefore I and “ontana “omen Iavolved In Farm Economics
sucport H.B. No. ¢59 and H.3. Ho. 506.

Tne Wweed Coordinastor cvosition is needed to helu us to begin
a unified plan for our counties ordisﬁricts‘that is most suited
to tneir needs.

The veed Trust Fund will help .rovide tue funds for various
srojects.

Tne HNoxious rlant {anagement sct gives county weed boards
many options, and that is what imgresses me nost.

As an example, Daniels County, which is crimarily agricultural.
scends about TlL,. U a year on weed control. e are fortuazte to
not have tne problem so+e areas do, and azve our weeds fairly
well under control.

Missoula County. novwever. s.ends azcroxinately “235,5.2 oa
\ _J
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; y non-agricultural, but taeir

weed cdntrol annaaily; is vi
weed problem is out of control.

Montana is so large., so diverse, with each area h=2ving such
different c¢roblems, I'm very navgy we are finally addessing thne

fact that the existing weed law is inadequate.

N

O

y

H.B. {o. 5 scells out in detail the many ovtions aid guide-
lines we nave needed for so long. Section &, subsection 5 states
that ¢rier to ado.ting any rlan the board snall crepare a draft
and issue public notlce. ‘[here zre then to be hearings o2n the
clan etc. with due consideration given to tie pubiic. Zection 15
gives many avenues that tne board may take. .

The cresent weed law nas many freigntening things 1n it

bJ
sucn as Sectioa V- -212L saviag sigervisors are suthorized to
take possesion and coatrol of any iafested land witnin the dis-

trict, or wsectiocn (/=L.-2126 statiag tnot in trhe cuinlocon of the

supervisor when noxious weeds c¢re iuntermixed with » growing crow

so that tae feild is a menace to tne district, the suserviscr
snall nave the gower to order tae distruction of said crop.

My voint is we snould aot fear th t tane length of tnis
bill will give weed bozards more power than hefore. 1The bo=srds
will still be vour neigbors, frieands, or ceo.le penially inter-
ested in the well-belng of tuelr comaunities. Tney -rec awsare

of the .resent economnic de-.ressi’a. I hate to thinx tazt we are

L, fearful of cassing laws because tnere is no one tr:stworthy enougn

J
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||‘:E Women Involved In Farm Economics

"\

to adminizster thnem. I+ we don't have faltn in our leaders suco
as vastors, teachers, buraucrats, 32s well =zs our lcgislators

to do taeir best, tne legislative process is doomed.

I sincerely hore y>u will coasider my testimony and sucuort

Wo. 59 and H.8. No. 526. Thank you very much.
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TESTIMONY OF: Paul G. Newby HB Loy
- BEFORE: House Agriculture Committee
DATE: February 13, 1985
REPRESENTING: Agricultural Preservation Association
RE: House Bill No. 439 -

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am Paul Newby from Belarade, a member
of, and representing the APA as the Yice Chairman of its Weeds and Pesticides
Committee.

The APA is supportive of the effort to control noxious weeds in the State of Mentana
which is present in HB 659, and we offer here for vour consideration a few
amendments and suggestians,

Portions of HB &5% are reprinted here with the parts we suggest deleting underlined,
and cur suggested amendments underlined and boldfaced.

Section 2. Policy and purpose. MNoxious plants are an eccnomic and
environmental problem requiring intensive long-term management. The management of
noxious plants is primarily the responsibility of Jandowners.(landholding entities,
both private and public®. iWhen infestations are of an unusualial) nature,
proportion, or intensity, (requiring contrel? the cooperation and resources of
individuals, communities, and covernmental entities may be desirablel(will be
utilized) to manage noxious plants, Therefore, evach county shall develep, fund, and
implement immediate and lopng-range noxious plant management programs. The county
shall take particular precautions while planning and implementing this program to
protect the environment.

Section 3. Definitions. As used in this act, the following definitions apply: N

{15) *“Responsible party" meanc the person who has financial responsibility for
manaqing noxious plants on an area of land., The responsible party is the
landowner, landholding entity, both private and public), uniess a written agreement
is in eftect speciftying that & iessee, occupant, manager, emplovee, or other percon
has financial responsibility for noxious plant management on a specified area of
land. :

Section 4. Appointment of board.
{3) The term of a board member is 2 vye2ars, except as provided in subsection
(4Y, No more than & years may be served consecutively.

Sectien 7. Dutiss and powers of the board.

{3) The board may issue orders to restrict the movement of any materials,
products, or equipment into, within, or out of a district when same are Known or
suspected to carry noxious plants or noxious plant parts. The beoard 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 parts, (The board cshall have the power to clpcse public access to and use of
public access areas which are contaminated with noxious plants until appropriate
control levels have been effected,)

{8) The board shall issue public notice of its intention to delineate anx
intensive management zones or standards exemption zones no fewer than 13(10) davs
nor more than 43{(303 days before taking action, The hoard shall accept cublic
comment during this period and shall provide the opportunity for oral testimony on
the oroposal during at 'esast one board meeting oricr to its decision on whether to
delineate anv intensive management zones or standards exemption zones.



’ Section 2. Moxious plant management plan,

(%) P®Rripr to adopting any plan, the beoard shall prepare a draftt pian and issue
public notice of ifs availability., The notice must specify the date on which the
hoa i nd & public hearing on the graft plan. The hearing date must be not
10 davs or more than 30 30 davs after the issuance of public notice.

Sectton ¥, Lesignation of nmoxious piants and prohibited noxiocus plants.

14y {h) The board shall held a public hearing on its proposal no fewer tham 15
107 dave nor more than 45 <30) davs zfter the iscuance of public notice. The board
shall accept pubiic commeni on jts proposal for no fewer than 7 davs after the
hearing.

Section 13, Impiemeniation of roxious olant management by the board,

83 Tax~exempt lands, as specified in 153-6-201 et seq., shall be charged +or
the noxious piaxnt management costs in the same manner as specified for taxable lands
in subsection (7}, gxcept that *the charges shall be assessed as service fees,
instead of tax a The +ee iz due before the following Octcber !. A
service fse on i ] nds dus and unpaid under this act or any portion thereof
iz not paid at the time comes duye, the county fp
the name of tha ¢ ted to the clard, who =h
gocket in the colt
lancholding entit

a]

1 surer may issue x warrznt in
£ 1 enter in the Jjudgment

U gment debtors the name of the delinquent person tand or

Yy} mentioned in the warrant and, in the appropriate coliumnsz, the

2 ; in a » =
(8]

amount ot +ees, oepalties, terest, and oither costs for which fthe warrant i3 issued

and the date when such warrant is filed. The warrant so docKeted has the effect of

a judgment rendered by a district court and docketed in the office of the clerk

thereot, and the couniy has the same remedies against the recsponsible party as under
ent,

any other fudgm

3 The county governing body or

Jection 13, HMoxioue plant ma
t ptant management fund by

o
sodies within a district
far anoreoriating money from the oener tund of the countyry
Y ievring a nNexicus plant management tax not exceeding 3 mills ot fotal
taxable walustion in the county or countiec: $.03 per acre of land in the county, or
counties in the dicstrict excluding road right of way. The minimum charge per
landowner or responsible party chall be $2.50:

£

-

or

il lewying a special noxious plant management tax not exceeding 2 mills of
total tewasls waluation in the rcounty or countize:r $,02 per acre of land in the
county or counties in the district excluding road right of way. The minimum charge
ger landowner or responcible party chall he $2.00: *the zpecial noxious zlant )
Management tayx—————=—--

SXAHMPLE OF PROPOSED TaXATION HETHUD (BALLATIN LOUNTY)

ALRES $.01/8c Tax $.02/8c Tax 3.03/Ac Tax $.04/8c Tax 3.09/Ac Tay
ZALLATIN COWNTY TATAL 1,610,330.9 16,108,80 22,217.40 48,324.40 44,435,7 29,544,030

FEDERAL ABENDY 10D 447,441.0 §,474,40  12,948,80 19,423.,20  15,997.40 22,3700
ETATE AGENCY LD 44,800.9 448,00 394.00 1,344.00 1,792,068 2,240,008
RCAD RIGHT OF Y 2,204.90 82,04 144,08 244,12 328.14 410,20
A6 ACRES (TAYABLE) 879,180.0 3,791.08  17,5B2.00  24,373.00  353,144.00  43,935.00

35,00 Min, $7.50 Min.  $10.00 Min. $12.50 Min,

.30 Min,
SUB-DIVIDED LOTS (TAXABLE)  32,732.0  21,330.00  143,440.00 245,490,00 327,320.00  409,150.00



1t is tre concern of the membership of &PA in offering these
amendments that this bill be strengthened in its descripticons and
languags o insure that federal and state agencies are sncouraged fo
carticipate with the citizens of this state both physically and
fimancialiv in bringing the noxious plant problem in Montana under
cantral.

AE owe oointed out in testimony given before thisz committee
concerning HE S08, +hn weed problem in Montana is closely related in
ite increasing nature to transportation and recreation—--a people and
tand v=e problem, and we hauve chosen a taxation method for wour
consideration which we +feel creates paprticipation fimancially in
reiation fo the mechanisms which are spreading the problem across the
state, The numbers we have suggested under section 18 of the hbill
would generate (in Gallatin County) up to $£128,770.20 per year for
operation of the Board and up fto $94,8%0.80 for special projects or
equipment purchases per vear., The former amount is approximately

twice the funding being uvutilized in Gallatin county at the present
time and zhould be adequate to provide the funding necessary to
setablish and operate an agoressive program such as s needed.
Thank »ou For ryour time and consideration of this matter.

Faul 5. MNewby

Aoricultural FPreservation Sssociation.
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NAME Carol Mosher BILL NO. HB 50

ADDRESS Angusta, MT. DATE Feb, 13, 1985
WHOM DO YOU REPRESENT Montana CowBelles

SUPPORT X OPPOSE AMEND

PLEASE LEAVE PREPARED STATEMENT WITH SECRETARY.
Comments:

House Bill 659 does a good Jjob of supporting the need of a s*atewide
noxious weed program. The bill has broad, sweeping powers, but we velive
the problem with weeds has reached the point where this type of legislation
is necessary. We urge your support of this bill.
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STATEMENT OF HB G 9%

ROBERT GIBSON, FOREST SUPERVISOR, HELENA NATIONAL FOREST -13-85
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 \ﬁﬁ
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.
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HE 59
MONTANA ASSOCIATION OF STATE GRAZING DISTRICTS
420 North California St.
Helena, Montana 59601
Stuart H. Doggett, Executive Secretary/Treasurer Phone (406) 442-3420

TESTIMONY FOR HOUSE AG COMMITTEE ON HB 659

Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee, for the record my name is Stuart
Doggett. I am representing the Montana Stockgrowers Association and the Associatios/
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 defigitions, authority, penalties,
and methods for restricting weed infested productg“?:0; one area to another.

In the Tast 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.
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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

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 current 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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Agriculture/Livestock duriding

Capitol Btation
Helena, Montans 59420

Dear Hr. Kelly:

We are sorry that time is too shurt to obtain Washington Office clearance
to testify at the hearing on House RiJ1 659, Hawever, we do have same
comeents we would like to communicate to you.

The Bureau of Land Management feels that the revision of the laws
relating to noxious weed contro) is a step in the right direction.
have cooperated with local landowners and county weed boardg ‘in the-
The new law would assist in furthering this cooperatioen.

We

past.

A coordinated noxicus weed plan, as required by this bill, would assist
uy in prrforming cur noxious weed agtivities mnre effectively. It wounld
help us get priorities and insure thet our efforts would complement

landowners ant county weed hoards efforts.

We do, however, have some reservations on the term "eradication,”
Section 3(6) and (12} and Section 7{4), as pertains to prohibited weeds.
Although this 1s 3 worthy goal, we feel this may not he attainsble for
some species with the resources presently availahle. We feel a more
realistic atrategy for noxious weed macsgemant should emphasize control
rather than eradication.. A.precise definition of eradication and/or
control is needed..

the county
fadersl
Wa feel

Another item that needs to be clarified is the relationghip of
weed boards amd federal agencies, Sections 6 and 13, where the
agencies are major lgud managers  in the counties or districts.
further clarification of that relationship would foster clomer
cooperation, avoid counterproductive adversarial relestionships left by

the lack of any indicatiouw as to the roles of the federal land manager

and the distxict. Agzother soclution may be for tha federsl agency to have

- an exofficio representative on the county weed board.




An additiomal concern is Section LI on revegetstion of rights—of-way
(8/W). Our agency has a considerable work load in this ares. Thoee
items raquired by Section 11{(2) and (3a) are routimnely raquired in.our
rights—of—way agreements. It appears that Section 11(3){(b) may require =a
duplication of approval on R/W applications. Some excluaiona:y language
for federal rights-of-way grants. in which ravegetation is raguired will
avoid duplicgtion of effort.

Despite thkese concerns, we certainly support the efforts of the Statfe of
Montana to update the existing law. It will iwprove noxicus weed contrsl
coordination and cooperation between all affected by this aerious problem
confronting all landowners in Montans.

Sincerely yours,

; Lt« (( / bﬁ - [ﬁ)?’é

! A, Kularkow
Urpury State Director



WITNESS STATEMENT

NAME T@\\CQZ\‘Q N C e \\ BILL NO. \&5q %
ADDRESS /‘?Q & = /E\R~\\\N& N\ DATE“%—;_’@ 1<, g
WHOM DO YOU REPRESENT? r\\&u\x'cu&{\ N NS\ \;\\\’m\ o g)& - »éDQS;\?\ i
SUPPORT \( OPPOSE AMEND \l‘éﬁ i

PLEASE LEAVE PREPARED STATEMENT WITH SECRETARY.
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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

N

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee. I am Ronald R. McOwen. 1 am the
owner of Montana Environmental Enterprises and a member of the Gallatin
County Agricultural Preservation Assoclation.

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 1is 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
Eizhts is the primary responsibility of }asdewmer landholding entities, both
private and public. When infestations are of ap-wpususl-petore a nature,
proportions or intensity requiring control, the cooperation and resources of
individuals, communities, and governmental entities may-be-desireble will be
utilized to manage noxious plantsS...eeeecece.

1N L3 « JP P,
\il2) nNESPO
The responsi
public.

ible party et eiieeccecenannnn

ns
ble party is the lemdewmer landholding entity, both private and

NEW SECTION. Section 6.
(3) The term of the board is 3% JEeArS....c.ees0.0 years.

NEW SECTION. Section 7...cecicececancancnes

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

Wherever the minimum days required is 5, reduce it to 10, and wherever the
maximum days is &5, reduce it to 30.

NEW SECTION. Section 11. Revegetation....eeceeeesecoss
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.



MONTANA ENVIRONMENTAL ENTERPRISES «

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

This proposal 1s the same flat rate tax that i1s being suggested by the
Gallatin County Agricultural Preservation Association. A flat tax rate of
$.03/acre or $2.50/1lot whichever is greater. In Gallatin County it -would
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)----====—m=——- 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/lot.
TOTAL AGRICULTURAL ACRES------879,100 X $.03
TOTAL NON-AGRICULTURAL LOTS--- 32,732 X $2.50
TOTAL REVENUE GENERATED BY THIS PROPOSAL~-——-—--

26,373.00
81,830.00
$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 N

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,

ONTANA ENVIRONMENTAL ENTERPRISES

Ronald R. McOwen
Owner
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January 13, 1985

TO: The Honorable James Schultz, Chairman

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



NATS Jo 3runner COTIITTER tMuse Ag,

ADDRISS DATZ__ 1/13/85

REPRZSINT self 3ILL. NO. HB 559

SUPPORT CPPOsZ X AREND

"Ir. Chairman, members of the committee, my name is Jo Brunner and for %

the record, I wish to speak on HB 659 as a farmer, as a livestock producer
and as a very concerned citizen, who recognizes not only the immensity ofg
our weed problems but our seeningly endless efforts to bring them udder
some kind of control.

The decision to ovpose H3 659 was a difficult one for me to make, not becaus
I believe that we don't need legislation, nor because I think our »preeen

law is adequate, I know as well, and probably better than many how despver 4e
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 hove that by the time the sub-committee completes thier work that those &
portions will be included in the final bill, along with »ortions of the
other bills offered.

On the lighter side, I truly was hopeful as I read through the bill, over=

and over, and compared it to our existing law, that I would uncover a sent
ence or a paragraph that would explain prohibited noxious weeds. I did not
and I am still hopeufl that it means we can put up a sign sayirg noxious :
weeds prohibited here!, just as we prohibited keEx® litterins and parking,

ectera, but I am afraid that we would have even less luck with the weeds. |
For the sake of brevity, I am not going to read all of the references in
my testimony and I ask the committee to take time after the hearing to :zol

through that material more thoroughly.

Section 3-definitions -=-many of these I feel are necesssary.




-

I an in agreement with section 5 concerning *the maksur of weed districts

A

apd with Section £ ---the makeun of the weed board, which will be volun*eer.
From there on out I have wroblems----Chanter 7, vage 7 line 12 begins the

‘almost minute detalls of the resvonsibilities of the board----I do not know
versonally of any actively overating farmer or rancher wno will be able +to

devote the time needed to fulfill <those resvonsitilities and still operate
his busiress.
Zoard responsitilities zo on for the major nortion of this bill in one form

or another. The Toard will rot be exvected *to do all of this »e

3
4 O
23
w
S
—
[
v
3
(o}

Tage 10-line 8- »aragravh 11 lists those the board =y ennlgy, certai
suvervisor is a necessity, as vrotably is at least nart ftime offic
If *he board does rot have the time or the inglination to carryv out th

f th

extensive laws the staff would be obligated to under direction of

[¢]

]

[$)]

3

0,
[}

Just how nuch staff will be reguired to do the investigation into the
owners fields, crons, machirery, necotiate contracts with the landowrer, or +*he
state agency, or the municipality----- SCection 12, page 17--lire 13 and on throu
nage 19---prepare the reviews, designate the extensive managment zores-lJection
13, page 18---onto page 19----discern who 1s elizible for exemption zones,
page 19,---section 14, lines 19,
jho 1s going to do the court work, when the supervisor ,or the board, or anoths
employvee or all, decided <that +*the responsible lardowner is not adherings to the
laws they have degisnated on his land, and that landowner does rot azree “o
the manacement plan offered to him---and asks for a hearing? page 25, section
ines 22 on *throusgh page 267

sking for a hearing does not zuarantde that he will zet o

n
the ontion to decide that he does not have that rizht --nage 25-1lines 25----

ot
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ard the landowner may then o to court--no matier wha
vack on the farn.,

2y now you may have zathered thatnmy concern ‘or tha ind

(13
t
g
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landowner rival nv concern for weed control, I telie

and must have both, --this bill does not »rovide eithert! To my mind it e s ur
a tureaucracy in each and every district. It =ives tha+t toard and *those =ney
nire to do thier work the rizh+t to dictate what each and every farmer and
rancher nust do---and it zives the landwwner verv little recourse. I woudd
suggest those who are concerned with public %rust doctrine really have focd
for thousht in this ©ill.

Tage 1--section 2- lines 24-21 states that the +anagenent of roxious weeds is

nrimarily the responsibilitv of landowners. I agree!!! Taze 29, section 19,

wand vou might note that the section outlining the responsibilities of the

)

landowner is a very, very shor*t section in comvarison to others, lines 12-12

sub.cx states that tkm one of the responsibilities of the landowner is to
AREXIE



L,

They too, are responsible, RS Saf, to preform the same duties and
the same responsibilities, requested in this bill for the board and for the
supervisors.

Jr. Chairman, members of the committee, after discussing this with Quiteza“’
few landowners in my area, I agree wi+h them---we have a law, i1t needs +to %
be implemented, p----placi nz nore restrictions and levies will not zZuarantes

better weed control----only lessening of individual rightss---a broadenings %
of bureauvacracy, and it still is the landowners resvonsibility. ExkaXaixzxtkaxx
NEXRARXREBRUEEXAXXXARIZXNREAXERXXE

If the law--in place at this time was ineffective it was because that law wa

not enforced! It is a state law---and where does it say that if we are <*axe

[

Bl

more, policed more, restrictedmore, fined more, regulated more,--our local
county bodies will then enforce the law?

I beleive that we can produce a.viable weed control prozgram: I believe thas
this forced control effor+t would not succeed, that it would be in conrt nore
often than not, and I beleive *hat we have to looRB to other sources than

wdl

Eal B

property assessments for assistance in the control,
I believe that the btoard should be responsible to some one, this board would s
not----1 believe that a landowner should be assisted by the superbisor--—-no&
the other way around---I *think that we need not duplicate, by law, =a in each
and every district in the state the same exact research and planning systeﬂﬁﬁﬁ
that the money allocated for tRALIxXREX weed control can be better used in

application by coordinating that research and knowledge.

X ANXRERE NI X AR A XX XN B SN R NN X E X NI XX kA AKX IR E X IR X IR NE X R EX AR R XEXIBXIREX
IARYXXNEXBREAIBREXBEX AR IZXZrERREAX XX .
I am very hopeful that the subcommittee will provide us with a good law, an%g
that law will be enforced.

I have one las*t thing to say---1 was <*old recently by a nerson very snecial

L

to me, and very dedicated to ¥3 6592 *that in order to aX¥mmwlXaxz allevia*e the
weed situation, I had to be wiiline %o sacrifice mv rirhts as a landowner arc
a nrivate citizen. I am not willinz to do that--I xnow that there are in

evistence weed districts who are in control and 4id not ask *hat of the

citizens inthier districtis. 1 do not belelve that ny concern and ay

responsibility for weed con‘rol should ninZe on a lessening of what freddons s

I rave lef%, not do I telieve =that mv neizhbors should, no matier row —uch

I deplore the fact that he doesn't control his weeds.
I ask you do not concur in T £59. :
Thank you. \ﬁ?

‘v, Chairman, the .lontana Jat*leren and the ‘ontana Cattle Feeders wish %o

£0 on record as opposed to 2 H59.
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""Asgist the sunervisor as much as practical in carrying out the pre-isions
and intent of Sections 1-2" Dhis is my land we are falking about ard this law

» will state that it is my resvonsibility t take care of the weeds on that land,

and then it will a%so state that to do so, I shall assist the sunervisor in
his efforts to control weeds on my land!!!!
7Wlell, not to worry, we are zoing to ve notified, one way or the other about

any changes 1n nanagement zones, in standards, in nogious weed desigration and

also orohibi¢ed weeds----Page 9, paragraph 8--lines 16, ectera. and naze 15
lires1-12, sub-paragraph (c) section 9 and in truth the process for adorting

noxious weed zones, ectera is guite ar eXxtensive and oren *o *The nublic

for comment and recomment. 2Zut check out »nage 9, section 7--subfl(8) 1in 14,whichk
refers vou down to the same vage line 25--sub--9-which says the board need rot
comply with the vprovisions of the above mentioned sub (8).

Zo on to nage 23, section 15--varasravh U--lines 8-12--which gavs tha* the
landowner must be notified and <then continues on down the page to %ell what

the notification must contain. Yow 7o to vpage 24 sanme section nz2ragraph 6--
lines 6-9 which says tha+* the board can take emergency action without going
through the aforementioned vrocess althouszh, they should try to attempt to
contact the lanrdowner.

Swction 18 has o do with the fundinz of these ninutely detailed laws--it

would levy more taxes on our already overburdened lands, lands on which we carnr

afford to control the weeds *o the extent they should be---but we will »av a
taxes to control weeds on our neightors and our own lands, 1f this toard so

decides, plus money out of the seneral funds.

In ny area, farmers are making the decicion %o cut Tack on fertilizer use and

weed con*rol. Yos*t of ua already are rot working *he sunmerfallow as o
i+ reeds, we do not have the money %o save the noney I “eep hearins thic

vill for weed control will provide,

~=n our weed boards actually take care of weeds onrn the Highwav--Cection 18,
nage 29, paragraph 9--lines 3-8 *turn *the bills in%n the s*tate anrd cet »Haid “or
that work? After the Highway denar+ment runs out of the funds they have

ver T 9

A

allocated for weed control ars they then goinz %o tz2ke the funds away fron
another program and hand i+ over %o *he countv boards? Try section 24--

rage 3h---an amended section, -lire 12, sub {(2), or will the county 2ssessed

(

D

taxes pay for the extra? raze 22, Sec. 15--lines 17-23 rara. 2 sub £-5,
If you should be concerred about the gizantic responsibilites of the weed

are allotted, doa'% worry

o

toards and the supervisors and whatever staf ey
they aren't alone!, Turn to nage 21-32 +o *he resnonsibilities of the Zeot,
ric

of Agriculture, the Zxtension service and the agriculture experimen®t statian..
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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 nearlyv 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 aagriculture,
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 policv
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 commodity 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
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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. S

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 propertv
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 Survev

Results of the farm operators survey as conducted by the
Montana Department of Agriculture shows that 18 percent of
Montana farmers are delinguent 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.

Oniy 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 delingquency, while those between
1,000 and 2,000 acres are below average.

Loan Delinguency Rate By Size of Farm

SIZE OF REAL ESTATE NON-REAL ESTATE
FARM LOANS DELINQUENT LOANS DELINQUENT
---ACres--- . =me———- Percent-~====-==---
499 or less 25.0 31.8
500-999 28.6 37.5
1,000-1,999 14.3 24.5
2,000-2,999 18.38 34.1
3,000-4,999 13.6 32.1
5,000-9,999 8.6 31.8
10,000 + 12.7 28.3
STATE TOTAL 17.6 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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Pebt 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 rarchers 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/ASSET NUMBER DEBT TO FARM FARM PERCENT DEBRT INTEREST
RATTO OF ASSET RATIO ASSETS. DEBT IN IAND PATD
CATEGORY REPORTS 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 TOTAL 414 28.2 769,114 216,854 39.7 22,241




KEY PLAYERS

In view of the challenges that face the agricultural sectorxr
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 not 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 expected 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 immobilized, frozen in a block of non-performing
loans. On the bhasis 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, demands 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
bureaucracy 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.



Bought Land Too
High

High Cost of
Equipment

High Interest Rates

Government Farm
Programs

High Input Costs

Low Market Prices

Natural Disasters

Other 1/

What Is The Major Cause Of Farm Problems Today?

Fed. Land
Bank

All Farmers Cash Livestock Commercial
& Ranchers Grain Producers Banks FmHA PCAS
~=Percent--

3.7 3.1 4.3 5.0 —_—— —-———
12.9 ©15.2 13.7 6.3 -—- -——
22.3 19.9 23.1 17.5 50.0 10.0

6.7 2.5 —-_— -

9.8 6.2 - 30.0

33.1 39.4 - 60.0

8.9 6.9 20.0 —_——

8.4 16.2 30.0 -

———————————————————— 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. CCMMODITY

PRICES

3.

LONG-TEEFM

PROGRAM

This issue 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 withstanding changes in
administration, vet be flexible
enough to adjust to domestic and
international economic
fluctuations.



4, AGRICULTURAL Present agricultural marketing

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

5. NATIONAL ECONOMIC Those economic issues directly
ISSUES affecting agriculture

particularly the Federal
Deficit and High Interest
Rates.

PERSONAIL 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 citizenry. 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 committee 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 BRovlan,
serve on national committees which will make recommendations
to Congress concerning the 1985 Farm Bill.

The purpose of the proposed committee would be as follows:
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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