The photos with highlighted areas have they key components to answer almost any question, it would simply be a matter of displaying data with the reference to emphasize the issue.  That data is contained in my research library already among the various GSA, Eisenhower, Reagan, Bush, Carter, Congressional or court actions and are on one of my websites… 
https://countystrong.org
If Senator Finchem would like a presentation to include the short audio clip of the Chief Forester stating in SMR 2 that they own nothing in AZ, they just manage it, I would be happy to put together a PowerPoint presentation that would take about 40 minutes to go through.
 
Organic Act and Weeks Forestry Act - States retain jurisdiction...
[image: IMG_7043.jpeg]
 
For decades various agencies used the Enclave Clause to claim everything they grabbed fell under that “Needful Buildings Clause”.  However through multiple cases the courts ruled that forests and grasslands were NOT included…
[image: IMG_E7027.jpeg]
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Proprietorial Interest Only (Category 4) is the jurisdictional category approximately 97%+ of our federally managed lands in are held under.  For instance, in Arizona the federal government manages 32,538,189 acres, Proprietorial Interest Only (Category 4) is 31,803,194 acres.
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[image: Screenshot 2025-02-03 at 08.59.55.png]
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When looking at the border issue in a broader sense (safety of food imports, manufacturing, trafficking, illegal aliens, etc.) we have a solution to enforce strict requirements and laws…
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Retrocession was authorized by Congress and given to various Secretarial level positions, for instance the Secretary of the Veterans Administration, the Secretary of Interior, and Secretary of Agriculture…
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States also possess the right to enforce state environmental laws on federally managed lands.  So, the State Lands Department, DFFM, etc. should be forced to present to the legislature the species and areas to be made safe from fires and insect infestation (creating 10,000’s of AZ Jobs).  For instance, they should be informing the AZ Legislature that in mixed conifer stands (Like us up here) we want the scientifically proven 25-40 trees per acre, not the 400+ trees per acre in it’s current condition…
 
[image: IMG_E7040 copy.jpeg]
 
All over the state, “federal officers” will follow residents off of federally managed lands and try to enforce various “laws” illegally, or consistently try to enforce AZ State Civil/Traffic laws on residents.  Besides that being illegal on 98% of federally managed lands in AZ, we have the following…
 
[image: IMG_E7041.jpeg]
 
Now in Federal Statutes and CFR’s, as in 665, the DOJ from D.C. down issues a warning to all federal employees (DOJ, AG, FBI, etc.) that they must prove jurisdiction and the defendant doesn’t even have to bring up the question in court, it’s an automatic defense.  Now taking into consideration that the DOJ, etc. are all told to go to the GSA for jurisdictional status of lands, and all those GSA reports are cited above or on the website cited above, we quickly see that those federal officers can only act on approximately 2% of land in the state of Arizona…
[image: IMG_E7042.jpeg]
 
Respectfully submitted,
Doyel Shamley
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TABLE 2.

STATE

ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
HAWAIL

1DAHO
ILLINOIS

INDI ANA

I0OWA

KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LOUISIANA
MAINE
MARYLAND
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA
nississierl
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

NEW HAMPSHIRE
NEW JERSEY
HEW MEXICO
NEW YORK
NORTH CAROL INA
NORTH DAKOTA
OHIO

OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
RHODE ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS

UTAH

VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASHINGTON
WEST VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
WYOMING

U.S.TOTAL

JURISDICTIONAL STATUS OF FEDERAL LANDS IN THE UNITED STATES AND TOTAL ACREAGE OF EACH STATE

EXCLUSIVE

45,563.1
-0
734,995.1
87,615.5
208,453.4
143,151.1
19159.4
3¢395.4
157,700.9
118,621.5
-0
75,700.6
81,849.3
1640,478.5
20,301.8
14130.7
194,496.9
1484360.5
22,738.0
124,123.7
23,094.7
20,4614.1
7+204.0
8+914.8
748.8
147,015.2
71,158.5
14.1
116.7
70+350.3
107, 284.5
30,857.5
237,942.1
366.4
505257.9
844639.0
T6+313.8
49690.2
69602.2
88,834.1
55,035.7
6,964.6
118,834.5
53,133.8
124540.5
85,857.4
78,955.8
664.5
60,824.0
24102,917.9

11,232

5+922,581.0

JURISDICTIONAL STATUS—-IN ACRES

PARTIAL FROPRIETORIAL

ONCURRENT

<0
23,909,238.5
-0

-0

86.0

<0

-0

-0

-0

-0
34,803.5

100663.2
-0
3,061.1
-0
1,402.8
-0

<0

3,680.0
0
138,801.6
55,080.5
3,607.7
0

-0

98,843.7
2,068,614.9

0|

145,798.0
24353,112.7
307,773.5
-0

-0
1,258,361.0
438,230.8
196,040.1
303.6
11445.2
62,755.9
29.4
123,414.0
504507.6
82,502.0
24141.1
103.6

8.1
539,339.4
119.0
20,471.3
784191.3
1,012,558.4
34,405.6
1645,396.9
27.0
19366.0
171,029.3
51.2
368,330.9
-0

1.8
519259.7
160,484.1
35,940.1
-0
504580.3
-0
3274652.4
926,201.1
1,292.9
-0
229,880.3
1,136,738.5
1)

-0
84090.2

12,489,393.3

938,264.4
339,094,369.3
31,803,194.7
2,791,875.5
42,043,017.9
23,462,705.4
5¢553.0
284122.7
1,867,293.4
1,6477,208.1
24307.5
34,119,291.9
354,416.7
143,999.3
122,681.7
303,103.9
822,372.0
817,786.8
101,999.2
47.162.1
35,218.0
29685,259.6
3+333,757.9
10480,869.9
1,616,821.8
269510,504.9
595,923.9
59+901,578.8
703,537.5
28,773.6
264871,017.4
192,883.4
19293,520.7
2,005,970.1
159,744.3
1,0704355.1
31,731,962.8
516+665.7
1,043.7
979,405.1
34335,581.1
19216,195.9
1,690,497.0
35+1966,085.6
242,033.3
1,678,740.6
11,313,934.0
948,833.2
1,721,584.1
27,960,813.0

728,135,837.5

TOTAL

1,082:671.2

32,538,189.8

3,025,289.0
44,604,670.0
23,913,630.0

34,195,296.1
437,711.2
347,233.7
143,012.9
428,221.3
1,067,376.5
15048,649.3
129,865.3
182,052. 6
584320.8
39248,316.
3¢341,080.9
1,511,872.4
14695,761.9
27,678,382.1
701,488.0
60,047,313.5
703,679.
100,532.2
27,150,085.7
223,808.7
19899,973.1
240064336.
210,004.
1,207,204.2
319968,760.7
559,721.3
Te645.
19127,321.9
3¢9390,627.5
1,550,812.9
2,735,538.7
364024,193.1
254,573.8
29133,279.9
12,584,708.8
953,105.8
1,782,408.3
30,073,320.2

OTAL ACREAGE
OF STATE

32,678,400
365,481,600
T2+688,000
33,599,360
100,206,720
66+485,760
3,135,360
1,265,920
34,721,280
37,295,360
49105,600
524,933,120
35,795,200
23,158,400
35,860,480
524510,720
25,512,320
28,867,840
19,847,680
64319,360
5+034,880
36,492,160
514205, 760
30,222,720
44,248,320
93,271,040
49,031,680
7042644320
5:768,960
49813,440
77,766,400
30,680,960
31,402,880
44,452,480
26,222,080
44,087,680
61,598,720
28,804,480
677,120
19,374,080
48,881,920
26,727,680
168,217,600
52+696,960
51936,640
25:496,320
429,693,760
15,410,560
35,011,200
62,403,840

242T71,365,120

895
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Chapter 2 Evolution of Federal Enclave Law

b. State Criminal Laws Authorized
on "Immigrant Stations"

In 1952, Congress gave criminal jurisdiction to the States
over "immigrant stations" to enable them to "preserve the
peace and make arrests for crimes under the laws of the

States."1?4 No retrocession was made and no State consent was
required.125

c. State Criminal Laws Authorized
At Job Corps Centers

o -
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. the Supreme Court abolished the "extraterritoriality" do..

124 Act of June 27, 1952, § 288, 66 Stat. 234, 8 U.S.C. § 1358.
125 This was the first explicit authorization for State enforcement
of State criminal laws on federal enclaves. See People v. Materon, 107
A.D.2d 408, 487 N.Y.S.2d 334 (1985).
126 29 U.S.C. § 1705(d) (originally codified at 29 U.S.C. § 937(d)):
All property which would otherwise be under exclusive
Federal legislative jurisdiction shall be under concurrent
jurisdiction with the appropriate State and locality with
respect to criminal law enforcement as long as a Job Corps
center is operated on such property.
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phlet was published which summarized the data in graphic and
tabular form.13% A second inventory was compiled as of June
30, 1962,1%% in connection with which two bills, Senate Bill 815
and House Resolution 4433, were presented to Congress to
permit retrocession of legislative jurisdiction over
~ areas within the states.141 oo e

At the time, however, the country was
Rights movement, and there was relu
jurisdiction over black citizens resid
particularly in the South.142 Thege

;’gggtgéghe bills.143 The 1962
e SN SR AL S

P AP UL MLt




image10.jpeg
» A U /S ANWNLIL JAINVE AilA "“UWed
1962 inventory were Set Out 14 L% :
that in 1960, there were about 5,000 enclaves with aboyt , -

million people living on them.!#? Th?se numbers have neye;
been updated, but they would certainly be lower‘ to'day, be-
cause many military bases have been closed, and jurisdiction i
over most off-base housing areas has been transferred to the
States.

Once again, the 1969 REPORT noted the many disadvantages
of enclave jurisdiction.!4® The 1969 REPORT, like the 1956 and
1957 REPORTS, recommended that Congress enact legislation
allowing the heads of federal agencies to retrocede to the
States any unwanted jurisdiction on each of some 5,000
— o o

146 CAL. Gov'T. CODE § 113.

1471969 REPORT, supra note 14 at 52.

148 1969 REPORT, supra note 14 at14e6.

1491969 REPORT, supra note 14 at153-161.

FEDERAL ENCLAVE Law 52
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”, 1957 (1958).

140 UJ.S. General Services Administration, INVENTORY REPQRT ON
JURISDICTIONAL STATUS OF FEDERAL AREAS WITHIN THE STATES AS OF Jung
30, 1962 (1963). The data in this report were used as the basis for
the figures at the end of the 1969 REPORT, supra note 14, at 162.

141 See generally, Adjustment of legislative Jurisdiction on Federql

2 Enclaves, Hearings on S. 815 Before the Subcommittee on Inter-
governmental Relations of the Senate Committee on Government
Operations, 88th Cong,, Ist Sess. (1963). ]

142 See Carl Strauss, Note, Federal Enclaves—Through the Looking
Glass—Darkly, 15 SYRACUSE L. REV. 754 (1964). '

143 A number of special purpose retrocession statutes had
enacted over the years, however. The Act of May 9, 194
183, codified at 43 U.S.C. § 93la, authorized the Attorr
retrocede jurisdiction over roads across federal prope:
of May 31, 1947, 61 Stat. 124, codified at 38 US.C. § 5
similar power to the Administrator of Veteran's Affairs, a
of Oct. 23, 1962, 76 Stat. 1129, codified at 40 U.S.C. § 3
this power to executive agency heads generally. In add
Resolution No. 57, Oct. 22, 1914, 38 Stat. 783, see H. Rept.
63rd Cong, 2d Sess. 6560 (1914), temporarily retroced

-
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1970: Congress Authorizes Some Federa]
Agencies to Retrocede Jurisdiction

1 this effort, in 1970, in response to the 1969 REPORT,
nally authorized the Secretaries of the Army, Navy,
ce to retrocede jurisdiction by (1) filing with the
notice of relinquishment to take effect upon accep-
eof, or (2) as the laws of the State ... may otherwise

‘next few years, Congress authorized certain other
ficials to retrocede jurisdiction. In 1973, the Adminis-
1e Veteran's Administration was given this power,152
76, the Secretary of the Interior obtained retrocession
with respect to National Parks.153 The Secretary of
joined this group in 1978.154

-al Services Administration sought retrocession
1 1987.155 However, by the time the GSA bill became

. }iEPOR'i" supra note 12 at 70; 1969 REPORT, supra note 14

Al . § 2683.
8 U.S.C. §5012.
6 U.S.C. § 1a-3. A retrocession of concurrent jurisdiction
' Forge National Park in Pennsylvania pursuant to 16
1 3,‘was affirmed in Commonwealth v. Di Giovanni, 50 Pa. D.
516 (Pa.Com.Pl. 1988) (upholding the power of the Penn-
sgcretary of Transportation to suspend the defendant's
for an offense that occurred within the Park).
C.§2268.
2790 § 6, as described in H.R. Rep. 100-474, 1988
677 at 5682.
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deral property within the States. No retrocession is nec-
ssary and no State acceptance is required.

k. State Environmental "Requirements”

In addition, Congress has made all federal property, includ-
ing federal enclaves, subject to State environmental "require-
ments."4 The power to enforce State environmental laws pre-

sumably includes the power to enforce any criminal provision
of those laws.250

249 See United States v. Pennsylvania Environmental Hearing Bd,,
584 F.2d 1273, 1280 (3d Cir. 1978) (holding that amendments to the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act (Clean Water Act), 33 US.C.
§§ 1251-1387; subjected even the federal government itself to “all”
state and local water pollution regulations, thus abrogating Supreme
Court cases that held that State requirements did not apply to federal

. e§). See also the Comprehensive Environmental
bility Act (CERCLA), 42 US.C. §§ 9601-9675; the .

Resource ¢ ;
6901 1. IServation & Recovery Act (RCRA), 42 U.S.C. §8 6901-
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A federal officer who is outside his jurisdiction loses his law
enforcement authority and can make only a "citizen's arrest" to
detain the offender until State authorities arrive to take cus-
tody.452 Officers who respond to calls and make arrests in one
part of a federal installation should not have to worry about
whether they will lose their law enforcement status if they step
over an imaginary line on the ground. The possible civil
liability for false arrest or for injuries inflicted in apprehending
an offender without jurisdiction cannot be discounted.453 Nor
should a 911 operator be required to determine whether a
victim is being assaulted in the "enclave" or "State" part of
federal property before calling a law enforcement officer.454

*52 See People v. Crusilla, 77 Cal.App.4th 141, 91 Cal.Rptr.2d 415,
418-19 (1999) (federal immigration inspector at vehicle primary
inspection facility at "proprietorial” Port of Entry at San Ysidro could
make only citizen's arrest of drunk driver).

453 Although it is possible for State or federal law enforcement
nfficere t0 he' deniitir ol et clfly 2 ot il eSS S SR s T s i
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C. Problems of Proving Jurisdiction at Trial

It is essential that federal prosecutors be able to dete
jurisdiction with confidence, bec: b

defendant to raise the issue at trial.#55 As noted in Chapter Five,
a juvenile defendant in a 1981 triple murder at Camp Lejeune,
North Carolina was freed after State and federal courts each
held that they had no jurisdiction to prosecute him.456

In a more recent case, the Missouri Supreme Court granted
habeas relief for lack of jurisdiction seventeen years after the
defendant had been convicted in State court of burglary and
Property damage of a post office on a federal enclave.*57 And in

€ople v. Mouse, the California Supreme Court reversed a State

murder icti it was committed at the National
H()rha CA?O:IE.VICFI.OH. ?_ec.ause PUCIRES T T TN DR RN Y = Cn(nﬂ'nl‘ﬂ (‘ﬂ]ifnrnia,
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extraterritoriality” doctrlne because they allowed Stgtg

to apply in federal exclusive jurisdiction areas wuhont
‘ession, as follows:

Pt =

1. 1897: National Forestry Act

In the Organic Act of 1897 and the Weeks Forestry
1911, Congress authorized the States to retain jurisdic
national forests even if a State ceded exclusive juri
the United States. The Weeks Act said that the S
by reasons [sic] of the establishment [of a Na
lose its jurisdiction, nor the inhabitants there
privileges as citizens, or be absolved of thelr d
of the State."60
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= terms to federal acquisition ol property. l1ne enactment of
ese State "consent” statutes meant that, whenever the Unite(
ates acquired property for a "needful building,"3> the Uniteq

General shall be had in favor of the validity of the title, nor
until the consent of the legislature in which the land or site
may be, to such purchase, has been given.

32 1957 REPORT, supra note 13 at 32-33.

33 ]d. at 59.

34]d. at 90-91.

35 "Needful buildings" include "whatever structures are found to
be necessary in the performance of the functions of the Federal Gov-
ernment.” James v. Dravo Contracting Co. 302 U.S. 134, 143, 58 S.Ct.
208, 82 L.Ed. 155 (1937). This includes locks and dams. Dravo, at
142-143; Wackerly v. State, 237 P.3d 795 (Okla. Crim. App. 2010).
But it does not include forests and parklands. Collins v. Yosemite

FEDERAL ENCLAVE LAW 16
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The Fort Leavenworth opinion Sustained the validity of
act of Kansas ceding legislative jurisdiction to the United gtataeI;
over the Fort Leavenworth military reservation. It was neces.
sary for Kansas to "cede" j

urisdiction because the United States
had not purchased Fort Leavenworth, but had owned it as part

Curry Co., 304 U.S. 518, 529-530, 58 S.Ct. 1009, 82 L. Ed. 1 502

3 United States v. Unzueta, 281 U.S. 138, 50 S.Ct. 284, 74 LEd.
761 (1930); United States v. Heard, 270 F.Supp. 198 (W.D. Mo.
1967).

37 Fort Leavenworth R. Co. v. Lowe, 114 U.S. 525, 531, 5 S.Ct. 995,
29 L.Ed. 264 (1885).
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over which it has "not obtained any of the State's authority,"s1
By definition, proprietorial areas are not federal enclaves, The
word "proprietorial” is somewhat misleading, because, as the
REPORT emphasized in the next sentence, the federal govern- ,
ment always holds property "in a governmental rather tha
proprietary (private) capacity."92 Nevertheless the wor
long history, so we use it in this book. =

Even these categories do not cover everything, be
courts have held that the States can cede territar'i;" ju
to the United States over land that the United Sta
own.?3 Such jurisdiction has been upheld over pr
to the United States at the Norfolk, Virginia, Navy Basé
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Code Description.

l. Exclusive Legislative Jurisdiction. This temm is
applied when the Federal Government possesses, by
whichever method acquired, all of the authority of
the State, and in which the State concerned has not
reserved to itself the right to exercise any of the
authority concurrently with the United States except
the right to serve civil or criminal process in the
area for activities which occurred outside the area.

2. Concurrent Legislative Jurisdiction. This term is
applied in those instances wherein in granting to
the United States authority which would otherwise
amount to exclusive legislative jurisdiction over
an area, the State concerned has reserved to itself
the right to exercise, concurrently with the United
States, all of the sameauthority.

3. Partial Legislative Jurisdiction. This term is applied
in those instances wherein the Federal Government has
been granted for exercise by it over an area in a State
certain of the State's authority, but where the State
concerned has reserved to itself the right to exercise,
by itself or concurrently with the United States,
other authority constituting more than merely the
right to serve civil or criminal process in the area
(e.g., the right to tax private property).

5. Unknown. Land will be reported under this category when
there is no data or record to guide the reporting agency.




