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ASSEMBLY AGRICULTURE COM.MIT'rEE (Special Hearing) 

MARCH 1, 1975 

MEMBERS PRESENT: Chairman Hickey 
Mr. Price 
Mr. Getto 
Mr. Howard 
Mr. May 
Mr. Roy Younq 

MEMBERS ABSENT: Mr. Jeffrey 
Mr. Coulter 
Mr. Robinson 

GUESTS: Norman Glaser, Rancher, Halleck, Nevada 
David G. Abel, Executive Secretary, N.C.A., Elko, Nevada 
Bob Wriqht, 1st Vice-Pres., Nevada Cattlemen's Assn., Wells, Nv. 
Mel Steninqer, Elko Daily Free Press, Elko, Nevada 
Lee Breitenstein, Rancher, Lamoille, Nevada 
Conrad Breitenstein, Rancher, Lamoille, Nevada 
Vernon Dalton, Rancher, Wells, Nevada 
Jess Sustacha, Rancher, Lamoille, Nevada 
Merilyn Sustacha, Rancher, Lamoille, Nevada 
Al Steninqer, Western Range S~rvice, Elko, Nevada 
s. D. Petersr Nevada Dept. of Aqriculture, Elko, Nevada I 
Roy Shurtz, Rancher, Eureka County 
Irving Hackett, Coop. Extension Service, 569 Court St., Elko ___ _ 
Pauline G. Beitia, Rancher, Charleston, Nevada 
Fred G. Beitia, Rancher, Charleston, Nevada 
Paul E. Neff, Rancher-President of Elko County Farm Bureau, 

Ruby Valley, Nevada 
Jack Walther, Rancher, Lamoille, Nevada 
Elias Goicoechea, Rancher, North Fork, Nevada 
Deloyd Satterthwaite, Rancher, Tuscarora, Nevada 
John Marvel, President, Nev. Cattlemen's Assn., Battle Mtn., Nev, 
John Moschetti, Assessor, Elko County, Nevada 
Warren L. Monroe, Senator, Elko, Nevada 
Robert N. Crookham, UNR Coop. Ext. Serv., Elko, Nevada 
Jess Goicoechea, Rancher, Elko, Nevada 

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Hickey at 2:30 p.m., at 
the Stockman's Hotel, in Elko, Nevada. Chairman Hickey announced 
that the purpose of the 1neeting was to discuss various bills which 
have been introduced and are now before the Agriculture Committee, 
as well as other bills affecting the farmers and ranchers in Nevada, 
and particularly to get some input and suggestions from those present • 
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The first matter discussed was S.B. 167, the Greenbelt Amendment, 
which 'Provides for separate appraisal, valuation and partial 
deferred taxation of aqricultural and open space real property.' 
Chairman Hickey stated that a subcommittee had been formed. 
Assemblyman Howard and Assemblyman Price will be on this sub
committee to study the Greenbelt Amendment. 

Mr. John Wright informed the members that he felt Sec. 3. (1), 
where it defines "Agricultural real property" as meaninq land 
which is devoted exclusively for at least 3 consecutive years 
immediately preceding the assessment date, and so on, and that 
this section would cause a real hardship on agricultural areas 
such as Winnemucca where potatoes are qrown. The land goes from 
a higher use to a lower use. Mr. Wright stated that he was con
cerned about the definition of agricultural use as stated in the 
bill. The first part is alriqht, but in Sec. 4. 1., after the 
words "venture for profit", the rest should be stricken which 
reads "which business is the primary occupation and source of 
income of the owner,". He further stated that he ditl not feel 
a person should h~ve to reveal their source of income. The 
committee members noted that there have already been amendments 
made,on this bill, and this portion has already been stricken out. 
It was further noted that there is concern over the penalties. 
Seven years will be used and they feel it is too much to have 
to pay this many years penalty and also this much interest. In 
addition, the 10 days should be at least 30 days in which to 
contact the County Assessor. There should be a more reasonable 
length of time. On Page 9, Line 44 of the bill regarding how to 
classify land, it was noted that this has got to be left in the 
bill in order to classify the land. It was noted that this word 
(land) has now been strickenp but the people here want to be 
sure that this~is left in. 

Mr. Price thanked the people present and stated that he felt 
it was important to have the dialogue from the people as to 
specifics in the bill. 

Mr. Norman Glaser referred to the Research Background Paper, 
1975 No. 3, which had been passed to those present, reqardinq 
Agricultural and Open Space Assessment and Tax Recapture Pro
visions. Mr. Glaser noted on Page 2, that the differential 
assessment of farm land was used, however, the balance of 
the states do not require recapture tax. He stated he could 
qet the names of the states which do not have this. 32 states 
have some kind of tax recapture provisions. One is by contrac
tual method in California, known as the Nilliamson Act. There 
are 17 which do have a recapture clause and only about 18 states 
which have not done thise. A lot of states are dealing with this 

- problem in their legislatures this year. Mr. Glaser added that 
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there had been a qreat deal of opposition from rural areas 
because of the 7 year penalty, but this does not apply if the 
property is sold for the same use, only if it is sold for a hiqher 
use such as beinq sold from farm land to a subdivision. Raqqio's 
S.B. 167 bill was discussed further. Mr. Glaser stated that he 
did not know if the bill spelled out these items, however, he 
felt the bill should provide for a shorter period of penalty for 
tax roll-back. Mr. Glaser said that many people did not under
stand that there was goinq to be a penalty attached to this bill. 
He pointed out that on Page 9 of the bill, they had worked hard 
to qet this item put in and they are upset that it has been 
taken out. With certain amendments to S.B. 167, they would be 
happy and could live with it as it would be a substantial bill. 
However, with the 120 month p~ovision, this is approachinq the 
confiscature level where they are taking some value out of the 
land. They do not want to lock up this land entirely, but they want 
to slow up the developer, but would not take the values out of the 
farm land and still allow the farmer to convert his land at some 
time in the future. 

Mr. Roy Young stated that the California Act gives an option as 
to whether you can declare all of your land or a portion. Most 
people keep their land in aqriculture and only about 2% apply to 
place the land in a higher use option. This would be classified 
as special land. They should be allowed to do this if they pay 
the taxes as they go, if done within 7 years. 

Mr. Glaser stated that it would be better to put it all in if 
placed on a 7 year plan. 

Mr. Moschetti, Elko County Assessor, quoted many facts and figures 
regarding land valuations. Southern Pacific Railroad is not going 
to receive a 17% reduction. This means the northern Nevada counties 
are going to lose about an additional quarter million dollars in 
taxes. Elko County has about 21% of ali the assessed valuation of 
land in Nevada, and livestock. As of May, 1974 there were 17 
states and the Canadian Provinces that have land use provisions. 
6.1% of agricultural land in America has been converted to other 
uses. In 9 states 30%, and in 2 states it was a 50% loss. Elko 
has lost 6.3% of land to other uses, which is less than 1% per year. 
Mr. Moschetti stated that S.B. 167 would cause too much paper work 
by requiring a dual assessment and yearly filinq. This law would 
only legaliz~ what they have been doing. Ile added that he did not 
feel this new law would be necessary and would be too costly. Only 
84,725.00 additional collected in California. We need more local 
decision making, no dual assessment and deferral tax fiqured at 
the time the land is converted. Mr. Moschetti quoted from a book 
on Use Value Farm Assessment and Roll-Back Taxes and Land Speculation. 
He stated that the bill probably would not discourage land speculation 
and the cost can be passed on to both the buyer and the land developer. 
The farmer would be the only one penalized and discouraged from 
selling his property. 
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Mr. Price stated in regard to dual assessment creating work for the 
office of Assessor that he felt they were confused on why they 
would be taxed on the roll-back measure. They would be more 
satisfied as individuals as opposed to the functional element on 
what the farmer would save. 

Mr. Moschetti stated that he felt a rancher buys many more amenities 
which he cannot be assessed upon. 

Mr. May complemented Mr. Moschetti for all his interest and input 
on these matters as a County Assessor. Mr. May added that his 
work and interest has had a great impact on the decision making 
of many issues before the legislature. 

Mr. Roy Young added that "He is a touqh Assessor". 

Mr. Glaser stated in regard to dual assessment, that he wanted to 
make it clear that it would make a farmer or rancher's taxes not 
any lower. ·It would only help in fringe areas where if they went 
to a higher use they would be assessed at the same rate as sub
divisions or other adjoining land such as shopping centers. 

Mr. Moschetti stated that eventually we will need this, but why 
tell us to do this dual assessment when 99% of taxable land will 
not be affected? There are means of doinq this without adding 
additional expense for the benefits you are qoinq to receive. 

Mr. Howard informed the members and quests present that a question 
has come up about the roll back penalty, and it appears that there 
are qoinq to be some problems working it out. Suppose a piece of 
property is sold for a higher use potential and after a three year 
period of time it is ended. Would you go back and collect the 
tax for 7 years even though the property had not been held for 
that period of time? It was agreed by the members that this 
problem would have to be researched and worked out. It was also 
noted that the lien would be placed against the land and not the 
owner of the property. 

Mr. Getto stated that the Legislature has the riqht to write the 
law as they see fit, and to cover the needs of the state. 

Mr. Moschetti agreed that in many states they have written the law 
simply to cover only what was needed. 

Mr. Marvel added that he felt the Assessor should place the Special 
Assessment on land when he feels it is needed. 
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Paul Neff, President of the Elko County Farm Bureau, informed 
the members that the State Farm Bureau policy which was adopted 
at the State Convention in Reno during December, 1974, regardinq 
Differential Taxation is as follows: 

The Nevada Farm Bureau favors taxation of agriculture lands 
as provided for by AJR 23. We further recommend that agri
culture lands be carefully defined and that participation be 
on a voluntary basis regulated by local entities. We further 
recommend that a system of assessinq be developed that will 
inform the owner of his annual tax and his potential tax 
liability under a use change and that he have the riqht to 
appeal either or both assessments before the Board of Equali
zation. We further recommend that the property owner granted 
the use change be responsible for any recaptured taxes due. 

In regard to S.B. 167, Farm Bureau agrees with most of these items 
pointed out in the bill. However, they object to Page 3, beginning 
at Line 22, _Section 2., in reqard to a viable aqricultural unit. 
This section may be qiving too much power to the Tax Commission 
in establishing the viability of an agricultural unit. On page 3, 
Line 48, Section 4., providing that a true copy of an instrument 
evidencinq the applicant's interest or authority in the land be 
filed with the Assessor in order to apply, seems to be placing the 
burden on the land owner to file the true document, and this may 
create a hardship in some cases. On Page 4, Line 37, SEC. 15 (a), 
wherein the Nevada Tax Commission shall define the classifications 
of agricultural real property for agricultural use, it appears that 
this would allow the Tax Commission to open the door for too much 
power to determine which is and which is not aqricultural land, 
if it is placed in the hands of the •rax Corn...'11.ission. On Page 9, 
under SEC. 29, the 120 months and the 6% interest and 20 percent 
penalty are also objectionable. 

Mr. Marvel informed the members that in regard to the item on Page 4, 
Line 37, SEC. 15., the Tax Commission already has that power and 
this has been the procedure for a number of years~ 

Mr. May added that in regard to providinq the Assessor with a true 
copy of a deed, there are alternatives and options which are available 
to them, as the applicant may file other acceptable instruments to 
evidence his interest. 

Mr. Moschetti, Elko County Assessor, stated that when they submit 
this application and have it filed, they must state what they want 
this land assessed for and it would be a big job to record all 
these instruments, it would be an enormous job. 

Mr. May reminded those present that the purpose of their meeting 
was just to receive their imput in reqard to these issues, and 
that this bill is just a draft. 

Mr. Younq asked where the bill was that they originally worked on 
and the proposals. 

dmayabb
Ag

dmayabb
Typewritten Text
MArch 1, 1975

dmayabb
Line



• 

-

-

:150 

Mr. Getto stated that Norman Glaser and Ernest Newton have proposed 
some amendments and have given them to the Bill Drafter. The 
Agriculture Committee with then come forward with a bill with 
the amendments. 

Mr. Glaser stated that they sometimes find themselves in the 
position of getting a bill throuqh if they can't aqree with 
the Senate, however, the ranchers feel they could wait another 
two years on this matter if it can't be resolved this year. 

Chairman Hickey pointed out that now they are operatinq illegally, 
therefore, they must take action this year. 

Mr. Glaser disagreed and added that he didn't feel that was the 
case as concerned their area at this time. 

Mr. Moschetti, the Elko County Assesso:i; questioned the members 
about the effective date of such a bill if it becomes law this 
year. 

Mr. May stated that it would qo into effect June 30, 1976, and 
the date would be clarified. 

Mr. Moschetti added that if the bill went into effect sooner, 
the Assessors could not live with it. 

Mr. Glaser and Mr. May discussed the question of the three year 
tax roll-back when the property had not been held that long and 
agreed that they would have to qet a legal opinion on this problem. 

Mr. Moschetti stated that he felt we should be phasing into this 
program of converting the property under the assessment and did 
not feel we could qo back any further, but leqally he did not 
know how we could qo back further on assessing the property for 
a period longer than it had been owned for that particular use. 

Mr. Howard stated that he believed when final year it should state 
that it should be prorated in time and not qo back seven years from 
the date the act is oriqinally enacted. 

Mr. Marvel stated an Attorney discussed this with them before and he 
felt they could not qo back. 

There beinq no further comments or questions in regard to the 
Greenbelt Amendment or s.B. 167, Chairman Hickey introduced 
Assemblyman Price, who discussed his Alien Bill and explained 
his intent in introducing this piece of legislation. 
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Mr. Price stated that he introduced A.B. 42, which bill prohibits 
employment of aliens who are not entitled under federal law to 
work in the United States. Mr. Price informed those present 
that in the Reno and Las Vegas areas there is a big increase 
in the alien problem in the past 2 years. In the years ,·1hen 
the economy is good and the job market is more stable, there 
isn't too much problem, but when the economy and employment 
situation tightens up, it affects the employment market and 
comes to the attention of the news media and Immigration 
Department. The Immigration Department states thc_re ,'I.re about 
10,000 illegal aliens in Nevada. Mr. Price assured the people 
in attendance that when he introduced the bill, he did not realize 
the adverse affect it would have on the agricultural areas of 
Nevada, and further pointed out that 80% of these aliens are 
working in the urban areas. Also, durinq January and February 
funds have been cut off or reduced to the Department. Mr. Price 
read a lengthy list of illegal aliens and where they were employed 
in the State of Nevada. It was further pointed out that the problem 
is getting worse as it is very easy to get false identification cards, 
drivers licenses and social security cards. Legislation has been 
introduced now to try to curb this from happening in the future. 
The City of Las Vegas and County have adopted similar ordinances, 
and it may be necessary for the Legislature to pass a law· to allow 
the cities and counties to act at their option. However, this does 
not solve the problem as there is no exclusion for agricultural help. 
In some areas it will only \vork through selective enforcement if the 
county option is passed. Mr. Price stated that he does not feel this 
would be a satisfactory answer to the problem. Another problem in 
the southern Nevada area is that the Nevada Test Site has from 
3,000 to 5,000 people working in this site and in related areas. 
There are many aliens in the construction field, such as sheet
rockers, carpenters and laborers. Mr. Price introduced the bill 
and it was brought to his attention the adverse affect it would 
have on agriculture, and he pointed out that his interest was 
solely to cure a problem in the urban areas. Mr. Price recommended 
that no further hearings be held on the bill at this time and added 
that the bill is sitting in committee. Mr. Price advised the people 
to take a look at their problem and see what they needed and what 
could be done. lie stated that he felt people are now safe and he 
is not going to do anything to harm the agricultural area with this 
bill until such time as something can be worked out in regard to 
this alien problem. Mr. Price brought up the question of whether 
or not a county and city ordinance would be effective unless the 
State took action to authorize this. At the present time the 
Legislative Counsel Bureau has been doing a study to clarify this. 

not 
Deloyd Satterthwaite stated that he felt it should/be left to the 
employer to be responsible when illegal aliens are hired, but to 
the Federal Government or the Immigration Bureau. 
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Mr. Price stated that we would not have any illegal aliens here 
unless they knew that they had work and could be hired. On the 
state level, the Federal Government isn't doinq its job and you 
cannot qo out and pick up people if they are employed illegally. 
You would need another state agency. It could be stopped if 
employers asked a person if he had proper identification papers. 
Mr. Price pointed out that the law he introduced exempts employers 
from liability if they asked for identification and if it was 
false. In agriculture an employer does not always bother to 
ask. In Las Vegas the employers should and must ask for 
identification and fill out all papers before a person can be 
employed. Mr. Price stated that he felt if the employer was 
the most concerned about the problem, it should be left to the 
responsibility of the employer. 

Mr. Satterthwaite stated that in agriculture the work force is 
not available. 

Mr. Price stated that he has now been informed that this is the 
case and recognizes this. 

A question was asked of Mr. Price as to how would you get the 
responsibility off the back of the employer. 

Mr. Price answered that by placinq an amendment in the bill to 
exclude this and having the proper language in the bill to make 
this clear. Some lanquaqe has been suqqested, but at this time 
is isn't acceptable. 

Mr. Lloyd Sorenson asked Mr. Price how he intended to handle the· 
problem of illegal aliens. 

Mr. Price stated that the only thinq his bill is attempting to 
do is to dry up the attraction of jobs for aliens. The problem 
of handling illegal aliens is a job for the Federal Government 
to handle. 

Mr. Sorensen further asked that if the burden was placed on the 
employer to save expense to the county or state, wouldn't you 
feel this would be unreasonable for the employer? 

Mr. Price stated that he did not feel the employer would be placed 
under any additional expense and feels it is fair as they certainly 
should be aware if they are hirinq illeqal aliens and it should not 
be too difficult to check the papers, or the taxpayers would have 
to pay for this additional expense otherwise. 
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Mr. Sorenson stated that he felt if a bill is introduced, the 
lanquaqe should be clear in excludinq aqriculture and do the 
job he intends it to do in restrictinq illeqal aliens from 
employment in the urban areas. 

Bob Price stated that in the area he represents and the people 
who elected him are not aware of the problems of aqriculture 
outside of their own area. He was, therefore, responsible 
mainly to this area and these people, but understands the 
problem also in the aqricultural areas. 

Mr. Je$ Sustacha inquired about the Federal Government allowinq 
bonds to be posted on illeqal aliens for employment. 

Mr. Price informed him that the Federal Government allows this, 
and possibly it was at Anderson Dairy, where they had about 30 
illeqal aliens workinq there. Apparently these employees were 
bonded and after a short period of time, 25 of them left. 

Mr. Walther stated that he feels it is discriminitory. For one 
thinq, on ranches they do not ask a lot of questions when they 
hire someone. If they are responsible for knowinq if they are 
illeqal aliens or not, they feel they have to ask too many questions 
and that is one thing they do not want to do. 

Mr. Price agreed that this was a ligitimate social problem. 

Mr. Satterthwaite stated that the Federal Government has gone 
over AJR 8 in reqard to the irnmiqration problem, as well as 
another senate bill. They have done their duty to handle this 
on a Federal basis, therefore, didn't Mr. Price feel he had 
gone far enough on doing his job. 

Mr. Price answered that he did not feel he had qone far enough 
at this time and would continue to work bn the alien problem. 
Mr. Price added that he did not feel the Federal government 
are going to act on this problem and feels the state has a 
responsibility to take care of this problem. 

Mr. Young stated that he showed Mr. Glaser a box of false I.D. 
Drivers Licenses and social security cards which are a problem 
when hirinq an illegal alien. 

Mr. Getto stated that he and Mr. Iloward were opposed to A.B. 42, 
as it does not provide a solution to the problem, and although 
Mr. Price is sincere in taking care of his problem, but the bill 
does not say how we can amend this bill and still be leqal. He 
questions the advice qiven by the Counsel Bureau as they are just 
attorneys and so are our courts. He feels Section 3 would be 
dynamite and should not leave the responsibility to employers in 
aqriculture. 
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Chairman Hickey brought up the question reqardinq A.B. 202, 
Vertebrate Pest Control, and asked if the rodent problem 
was serious in Elko County. 

Mr. Howard stated that the rodent problem was quite serious 
to agriculture and added that the rodent problem is going to 
be bad this year because of the restrictions placed on the use 
of pesticides. The Federal people who see the use of strychnine 
become quite concerned if the pesticide kills anything other than 
what.it is intended for. Mr. Harry Galloway of the Department of 
Agriculture, is setting up a department to use 10-80 pesticide for 
the control of rodents in Nevada. As soon as 10-80 is registered 
in the State of Nevada, we will be allowed to use 10-80 and 
cooperate with the Bureau of Land Management on control on 
their property. A.B. 202 would be effective in July, 1975. 
The committee is going to take action upon passage and approval 
so that the Department of Agriculture can take action upon this 
problem. They are not certain, however, how soon they can take 
action, but as soon as the act is passed to give them authority, 
they will act. Mr. Howard stated that he hoped they could get 
started this June, and asked how many present have this problem 
this year. (there was a large showing of hands) Mr. Howard asked 
them to contact Mr. Galloway to let him know their needs in regard 

- to this pest situation. 

-

Mr. Marvel askec1 "lr. Howard if he had checked any of the California 
statutes regarding the use of 10-80 pesticide. 

Mr. Howard replied that he had and our Act should do the same thing. 

At this time, Mr. May discussed a bill he has introduced by request, 
A.B. 330, which removes property tax exemption on certain federal 
lands used for grazing. Mr. May stated that a possessory right is 
presently exempt under state statute under the Taylor Grazing Act, 
and there have been problems created by environmentalists and other 
special interest groups. Mr. May added that he did not feel at this 
time that the· bill would get out of committee, but feels the 
problem should be discussed. Mr. May pointed out the recent article 
which appeared in the Winnemucca Sun newspaper reqarding the BLM and 
the Taylor Grazinq Act. Mr. May stated that tenure or rights should 
be established by those who now enjoy the use of these rights. Mr. 
May stated that a hearing will be scheduled on this and they will be 
advised of the time. 

Mr. Marvel stated that hm assemblymen had originally introduced a 
bill to get an exclusion on grazing rights. At this time the federal 
government only recognizes grazing as a privilege, and grazing is not 
a riqht at this time on public lands. 
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Mr. Neff stated that California now taxes possessory riqhts .and 
added that he thinks it should be established as a riqht and not just 
a privilege. 

Mr. Sorenson asked how do you figure the State could qive them any 
more rights than the federal qovernment now gives them? 

Mr. Neff stated that the case tried was only on a County level and not 
on a state or federal level. 

Mr. Sorenson stated that he felt this issue should be brought to the 
attention of the Governors at the Governors' Western States Conference 
to be held in Montana during the first of April, in order to qet their 
concurrence. 

Mr. Glaser stated that the qrazinq privileqes could be used to raise 
revenue. 

Mr. Young added that if there was some way to establish tenure, he 
wouldn't mind paying a small additional amount. 

Mr. Sorenson stated that the federal government recognizes this right 
on e~tate taxes and this would create problems. 

Mr. May concluded by stating that his bill was introduced just to 
investigate the tenure issue. 

There being no further business or discussion to come before this 
commit.tee, the meeting was adjourned by Chairman Hickey. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Marilyn Getto 
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r December 1974 NEVADA AGRICULTUHE ANO UVESTOCI< JOURNAL 

STATE: 
The l\'.ev:ul:i State Fair 

The :'\evada State Fair, Incorporated, has the opportunity 
.• o serve the State of Nevada as an educational exhibit 

epn'sentin,!.( the productivity of Nevada's afjriculture, mining 
_and other industry. We urge the '.':evada State Fair, Inc., to 
encourage educational exhibits and activities th;1t represent the 
industries in Nevada CountiPs or more properly name the Fair 

·· lo reflect the inten·st it represents. ( 197-n 

. Predator Control 
For the continued existt~nce of wild game and the 

livestock indestry in the State of :--:evada and theWrstcrn States, 
there nc~ds to be an active predatory animal control program 
carried forward. Prcda~ory animals are c;iusing extensive 
losses in the::;e areas. Instances of rabies are becoming more 
frequent. 09i2) 

l'rc1latory Birds 
Nevada alfalfa seed growers arc being confronted with 

continually increasing los~cs of Iearcutter bee pollinators by 
heavy i11festation of birds, particul.:lrly at the bee domiciles. 
Because these bees are necessary for the production of seed and 
because these bees represent an expenditure of some SC0.00 to 
$150.1)0 per acre. we request that the State Department of 
Agriculture. College of . .\grict:ltn:-e. and State Fish & Game 
Commission cooperate in a study to find acceptabie methods of 
controiling or preventing the destruct.ion of these leaf cutter bees 
by predatory birds. 0973) 

Farm and Hanch Labor 
The present labor procurernent programs arc unwieldy 

and unworkable. They are not helping to solve the problems of 
qualified labor shortages. Not only on a seasonable basis is 

· -qualified labor not available, but because the programs are not 
locally oriented, time and money and effort are wasted in the 
procurement programs. 0975) 

Extension Service 
We of Nevada Farm Bureau Federation wish to publicly 

thank the Coopero.ti,·e Extension Service personnel and the 
· communications service of the College of Agriculture for their 

cooperation and untiring efforts on behalf of the agricultural 
people in Nevada through the Counties and State Farm Bureau. 
(1972) 

\Vorknwn's Compen,rntion 
Nevada Farm Bureau supports the retention by the states 

of authority to determine eligibility, benefits, and other 
provisions of state workmen's compensation laws. We 
recommend coverage of farm workers by occupational in
surance. We believe that workmen's compensation insurance in 
agric.ulturc should not be the exclusive privilege of the Nevada 
Industrial Commission. Other carriers offering equal coverage 
should be acceptable. < 1974) 

Coyote Control Program 
We request a more effective coyote control program 

which is needed immediately. We request that research be 
devoted to the dev(ilopment of new, more effective predatory 
animal control procedures or devices. ( 1973) 

:'1:cvada Farm Labor Act 
We recommend that the Nc\·ada Stntc Fmm Bureau 

~xplore the propriety of sponsoring a Nevada Fann Labor :\ct. 
~197:S) 

Prohatt• Laws 
We reeommmd that the Nevada Farm I3ureau study the 

present probate laws of thP. State of Nevaria and favor a 
program that would revbe these laws to cut cost and tin1t' of 
probatin~ a will. < rn,:n 

f-;xct:ss Animal Control 
All laws (:Onccrning the prcs.e>rvution and pmtection or 

nnimal life which is primarily in the nature of pests, rodents, 
prcdato;-s, or domestic animals loose (dogs, horses, burros, 
cattle, etc.) shall have incorporated in them p.rovi;,;;ons for 
reasonable control or their numbers an<l vrotection for th~ life 
and property of individuals. ( 1!)73) 

'Con!"licl of or Interest 
The Nevada Farm Cureau supports legislation that would 

define and prohibit conflicts of interest by governing officials. 
(1974) 

Uvcstock Anti ~leat Boartl 
Beef promotion contributions by l',evada R.·u1cMrs to the 

National Livestock and Meat Board have re;ichetl a level en• 
titling the State to a seat on the National Board. It is U1erefore 
recommended that: The Nevada Beef Promotion Statute be 
ammended to provide for appointment of a Director t~ the 
Nation:11 Livestock and Meal Board by the Stat(! Board ,of 
Agriculture and payment of modest expenst(S relath-e to at
tendance v.t regular board meetings. 0975) 

N.1.C. 
We make the recammendntion that the individual e1n• .

ployer be able to obtain N.I.C. coverage. 

Repeal Of State Law De-trimental 
To Im prov int Rur:;,I Health 

We favor the repeal of the Basic Science requlrementfor 
doctors as recommended by the Governor's Rural Health 
Committee. 

Public Land Devdopmr.nt 
Development of public lands, thro1.1gh seedings, fencing, 

and water developments, is vitally essential at c111 aCt)Jtlerated 
pace in order to produce more meat and fiber ror the i1se of.the 
people. (1975) C 

Checkerboard l.ands 
Railroad land grants more than a century ngo have 

resulted in a checkerbo;ird land ownership pattern ill Nevada · 
and effective management of these lands is hampered and made 
difficult for both the Federal Government and the ,private 
landowner by the existence of such a pattern. Section 8 ex~ 
changes of the Taylor Grazing Act provides a means whereby 
these lands can be blockl"d up for better manngem~nt and we 
recommend that the Bureau of Land ~tanagement and Forest 
Service Land actively encourage and give a high priority to the 
processing of these exchanges within Nevada. (1975} 

Uncl:iimed Horses And Burros , 
The Nevada Farro Bureau believes that any undaimed 

and free roaming horses and burros are the pi·operty qfthe Stat~ 
in which they are found, and we st1ggest that the Stale of Nevada 
obtain, through purchase, a specific limited area within the 
State to be designakd as a home for unclaimed horses and 
burros. After all privat1.tly ownctl horses and bur~s have been 
gathered from the rangt-s, the remaining horses anJ burros 
should be gathered and the number desir~d for retention be 
removed to th1! above mentioned proptirty. The rem,i.indcr·to be 
disposed of by wh:1tever means thou:!ht adviimhl~, i.c,-'+-sale, 
gift, etc. · · 

This action would ullow a nunibcr of horses to he kept annd 
managl•d properly and would fr~e the rcmain<kr of N,:vada'.s 
rangelands to bt! used for food, mwr and wildlife Jmnludion. as 
well as other :1\!lldicial uses, under goorl range m;magcm<!nt 
practices. ; 

W•~ 1t1pport other Wfist(.'l'fl Statt•s in their eft•trt.i.; to- i'm
plcmcnt prtictical pro~nim~ for rontrolting tbe- frt••• ro-;irning 
hor:;es and burros within Uu."ir bc,rdt!rS,. (1975.) 



• 
Hi~htToWork 

We support N•!v;ul:t's "Hight to Work" Jaw .111d we oppose 
uny attt-mpt to suhvert it by F<•deral ur State legisiation. ( 197j) 

Equal Bights 
We oppoS<! the ratification of the l•:qual Hights Amend

ment by the r-:evada State Legislature. (1975) 

Fr1•c1lom Of Tht• Pres,; 
We belie\'e in freedom of the pr,:::;s and that factual in

formation should not b•2 suppre.,;sPd. However, we have seen 
sensational rumors and unproven opinions presented in a 
manner that many people accept them as facts. All of the news 
media should police itself to see that this cloe~ not happen. ( 1975) 

TAX:\TIO:\': 
Exclushm Of Lin-stock From Ad Valorem Tax Base 
We request legisbtion to exclude all salable livestock 

from the ad valorem tax base as livestoek is already taxed 
under capitalization of base property and is the only 
agricultural product presently being taxed. 0974) 

Apprai,;ai Of .\gricultural Property 
\'•ie urge passage of le;;bl;1tion requiring the State Board 

of Equalization and the County Assessors to appraise 
agricultural property \\hich has a gross armual incon,e of ~2.5UO 
or mo1·e fo:· the value of its agricultural production rc:gardless of 
classification, and that the ow:,er's use shall be considered the 
best use of the property. (1974) 

State Inheritance Tc1x 
We are opposed to a State Inheritance Tax. (1975) 

Gasoline Tax :\Ionics 
The present form Illa for distribution of the State gasnline 

tax monies is to the bendit of all concerned. We stand opposed to 
A any change in the method or formula for distribution of the:,e tax 
9 monies to the counties. (1975) 

Agricultural Inventory 
We are opposed to any tnx on agriculture inventory. We 

ask the Nevada Farm Bureau Fed~ration and American Farm 
Bureau Federation to make more facts available for future 
reference. < HJ,3) ' 

Tax On Agricultural Supplies 
We urge the removal of sales tax from agricultural 

chemicals, particularly insecticides and herbicides, as these 
items are as necessary for the production of agricultural 
commodities as other tax free items. (197·0 

Tax On Trailers 
Nevada Farm Bureau recommends that trailers used as 

homes be taxed on a more equitable basis with regular homes. 
(1973) 

Food Tax 
We recommend that no changes be made in sales tax laws 

effecting retail food. 0975> 

Differential Taxation 
The Nevada Farm Bureau favors taxation of agriculture 

lands as provided for hy A.JR 2:\. We further recommend th:1t 
agriculture lands he carefully defined and that participation be 
on a voluntary hasis regulated by local entities. We further 
rel·ommend that a system of ass!'.s.sing be deve~'lped that will 
inform the owner of his annual t:1x and his potential tax liability 

dcr a use chan~~c and that he have the ri)!hl to nppeal cith1·r or 
lh assessments before the Board of Equalization. We further 

recommend that the property owner granted the use chang(• be 
responsible for any· r<'eapturcd taxes due. 0975) 

, .. ,. 

1-:statr T/fxcs .~ 
The Nevada Fann Bur;'.,flJ r1ppo51'.s <1111y staffi 1.·:;t;itt> ta.'<. 

We further recommend that stttdtes hr!. r!,mt• for w,1ys that the 
State may ~hare ir1 the Fed1:ral J<:st.ite tax,•s Withr.ut incrd1.~in~ 
the total tax b11rd1:n. < Hl'ia) 

157 
Counly :\ssf!'11sors 

The Nevada Farm Bureau t:t.'<-'Ognizt•s Hw 11-.:ed for 
equitable and eoni pctent propcrt~i.ass<>~frit•nt~. W ~ recmnm1•rttl 
that County Asse~sors need n•>l .bn profossioaal nppratS\!l'S, but 
newly elected assessors lthoul.d he provld•id th,. nt-ce:-iill'Y 
background truining <by the Ncv,,da Tax Commission I to 
enable them to competently can:y out .th1~ Junctions of their 
office. 09751 

'rax C91.mulssion 
The Nevadn Farm Bureau fov<irs a qua!ifit>d lay com• 

mission membership, rather than pai,t ):Jtofe.isiouals, constitute , 
the membership of the !\evada Ta·x Commission. We recognize 
limits that worklo:.ids pl:.tcc on rnluntc,:rs .untl Jay pE.-oplc; we' 
therefore recommend tlw duties of the Eoard of EquaUtution be 
separated from tlie Nevada Ta:x Corrunission, and further, that 
membership on both bodies have bona fid~ ngrreultural 
representatives, and that all m!::mbcn, of. thr- Bpard bu 
representative of taxed interest rafacr than 'groups that nre 
supported by tax revenues. (1975) · 

Gns Taxes 
The Nevada Fann Bureau recommends the taxes on 

gasoline, diesel, and other fuels used in agricµlture production, 
processing, and marketing not be increased. ( 1975) 

Conservation T:ixatiim 
The Nevada Farm Bure-au recognizes the need.for SOl!nd, 

conservation policy and further recogniws that m,my 
agricultural con::.ervation practices benefit publil' a~ well as the 
individual conservationist interests. We therefore recommend' 
that conservation practices b1! encouraged by not incorporating 
their value into the asses,;ed value offanQ.Mt' that they be taxed 
as depreciable property. .. 

Most concrete•lined ditches and struct1trt'S nre hum with 
participating Federal funds amf.·are a valuable conservation 
measure. To encourage their further use.., U1ey sho\.l:ld not be 
subject to assessment as capital improveni.eots; _(1975} 

TRANSPORTATI0.'\1: 
Auto lnsurance-Xo-Fault 

Nevada Farm Bureau Fcderntion encrorses the concept-of 
"no-fault" auto.insurance to cover economic loss, induding th.~ 
loss .of wages, and respectfully requests the G<:wernor o( 
Nevada, the Stalt! Department of Commerc~, the Legislature, 
and the insurance industry, to join forces in briliging about a 
more humane and equitable compen~1tory system at less ' 
premium co,;t. (1973) 

Freight R.:it~s 
Freight rates within thC State of Nevada arc currently 

above competitive rates in adjoining States-, Wc·oppose any rate 
increase for livestock hauling hy the Public Service Com
mission. 0973> 

! 

l.ivesh>ckJl:u11i11g Costs. .. 
We r<..>commend that livestock remain an exempt com• 

modity and not L'Ome under regulation uf the Interslate Com~ 
mcrce Commission with power to set rates. { w,:n 

P.S.C. Restrictions 
Since agriculture is evereh,mgini~ and unique in that its 

products arc perishable nnd. its harvests are conc••ntvated in 
short p(•riocls of time, making it difficult tn, find arlt•qwlte. 
transportation durin1! thl'sti harvest pt!rind::1, the Nl•vad,1 1-'~rm 
Bureau should research theposi;iLillty o{<•limlitatin,t U)c P .S,C. 
rc-slrictions placed on intL'1'stafo hauHng,, of a1triculturat 
products. (1!173) · ·· · 

.,,.,.,,•·t·-•-·· .. ·•· ... -·, ... -,~'".~- ~--~ ........... ,.~,,.- ~.; ........ , 
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WEI.FAHE: 
Working H,•quirl'llll'nt 

W1, believe th,tt all wrlfarc r PC'ipieuts who arc able to 
work should b•J required to work as a prerequisite to obtaining 

.• vclfare. ( 19i~J 

~Program Control 
We firmly believe that welfare should be controlled on a 

·county and State level and not federalized. ( 1972) 

EDCC.\TIO:s;: 
Teaching Requirements 

Nevada Farm Bureau Federation believes that 
professional teachin.s: req1.1irements and evaluation proc(•dures 
in other States should be investigated in orcer to adopt an ef
fective method of evaluating teachers and eiimir.ating those 
who are ineffective. (1974) 

Sex Erlucation 
;:-.;-evada Farm Bureau F'ederntion opposes the legislation 

requiring mandatory participation of srhool children in sex 
education class%. The pri:11ary responsihility for sex education 
is in the home and shouid remain there. We b-dieve hygiene, 
physical education, aad family relation:; progr~ur.s co·1er sex 
adequately to assist with the home teaching. I-'urther sex 
education should be directed toward teaching parents how to 
teach their children these fact., of !if":!. (l\J73) 

Control Of Schools 
Nevada Farm Bureau Federation bclic>ves in keeping foe 

control of our schools at a h1cal level. In order to keep a voice in 
our children's educatic,n we wish to maintain our present County 
School Boards and reject any legislation to formulate our St~t,o 
into larger schoo¼ districts. ( 1975) 

:'l;utriti,,n Ed111:atio11 - The Nevada Farm Bureau realizes the importance of 
Nutrition Education in grades Kindergar'..s:·n through twelfth, 
and encourages parents and ~duc:itors in seeing that a required 
program is included in every school's curriculum. (1973) 

Teacher Evaluation 
One of the most important factors in the future of our 

country is the quality of education that our yot:ng people 
receive. We bdieve that good teachers should be rew:1rded and 
unsuitable one;; should be weeded out of our school sysle:11. 
Nevada Farm Bureau should work with other interested groups 
in developing and enacting a practical evaluation sy.,tem, and 
eliminate tenure. (19';5) 

:\gricultural Education 
Agriculture producers strive to i11crr:1se efficiency which 

enables the p1ipulous to have sufficient food and fiber. Modern 
technology to accomplish this must be understood by non-farm 
people. We ask that the state's educational sys!Pm inerease 
efforts to inform the people of agriculture's necessity to have 
available anti to use pesticides, fertilizers, and feed additives for 
improved agriculture production. (197-!) 

Veterinary School 
We recommend that every means be studied lo find 

adequate veterinary schooling for Nevada students. 
Two possibilities should be studied: 
l. ,\ contract agreement with other schools. 
2. The possibility of a Nevada veterinarian $<:hool. (l!l75) 

'-AIR\": 
l>niry Commissinn 

The Nevada Fann Bure:1u Federation bi:-licvcs that the 
Nevada State Dairy Commission performs necessary fundions 
!or milk produc1•rs and should bi> supported .ind continued. 
(1973) 

Dairy Sµ.-.:iati,;.t 
!';evada f,'arrn Bure,!!l Fcd,•ration. Jif~~nwn.ls the 

University of Nevada empt,.,y a full tirn'e ~11 I<.:xtcnsion 
Specialist with adequate fumllng. (l!J7:i) 

Dairy t\ss,~ssment 
We recommend that al! milk be a;;i:c,;sed at kast two 

cents per hundred wdght for dairy promotion nmt rcsearc_h. 
( 1973) 

LIVESTOCK: 
Appointment:; Of l!t5pcc.lors 

In order to conti:1ue the cooper:ition ht•tw(~n tlw State 
Department of Agricultare and the formus and r:i:khers of a 
county or area, tho desires of the local pt!ople inv-0Jvtid ;;houid be 
considered before any Ilraad Inspt:ctor apµuii:tttlfint,; arc made. 
(1~73) 

lnvestigalots 
Ne,iada Farm Bureau Federntion supports the pd:tciµle 

that livt~:,tock theft enforcement shot,1d b~ finan~od.hy general 
fund monies and req·.:ests that fu,:ds be m;1de avttibble to the 
Departrnr.mt of Agriculture f.br employment of a livestoci-: thQf1 
investigat,)r. 0972) 

Drafts 
Nevada F'arm Bureau Feder~1tion . .reqmists changes be 

brought about to th.: effect that any dpft used for payment of 
livestock rnust be a type th,,t is payable on sight. (1!172) 

:\farketing InftJrmatlon 
Livestock marketing information is ne1:,dcil by. the in

dustry. Livestock producers sr.ould carry out marketing in• 
formation meetings in areas where dcsir 0,d for the purpose of 
improving marketing and sales condition:;. (Hri5) 

Puhlic Auctiol\ Sales 
Because of the p;iratrw.unt irnpor-tant'.e of livestock rai,;lng 

to the economy of the State of Ne;;ada, and th~ esseatbl fundion 
performed by public auction sales in the livestor.:k fo<lust:.·y, it is 
declarf'd to be an ess<'!ntiill p::irt of th!) puhlic policy of this State 
to reguh1te such sales in order to avoid fraud upon consigm.m, or 
purchasers, and misapprop:·i<¼tion.of the proceeds of livi:stock 
sold. In order to comply with the interest of tht, foi~oinJ, it is 
necessary to thoroughly investigate an applican~ for. Public 
Livestoc!, Auction License wh~thcr he be an incbviclu:il ap
plicant, or ofricer, or director of a corporation., and said in
yestigation should be made into the background and character 
of the individual, or corporate officers, and such invi:~tigation is 
time con,:;uming. We believe that in no instance shall Livestock 
Auction License be issued for a period oi ten (10) working days 
after elate of receipt of ap,ilication by the Dep:irtmcnt and in any 
event, the application shall be approved or denied within thirty 
(30) days from date of receipt of' said applkation. 0!.173) 

Ferd Labeling 
To more adequately purcha'ic manufactured Jivt>stock 

feeds on a guaranteed content basis, we ask that a feed labeling 
law applying to Nevada processed ffie<b he put int-0 effect. ( 1973) 

Drifting Llvt>~t~k 
In areas where Bl,M and Forest Service lnnds join in a 

common boundary without designation by fea.:e, ran1~e users, 
primarily livcsto(:k permittees, a.rt! :mbjuct to tre~la.,,;ing suits 
as livestock move from one ar1!a to the other. The ram~.e use-,t is 
often subjcctP-d to ccrtnin amounts o! coercion bccnuse of 
unattlhoriit·d mov-fnH•nt of liv<-stock from one are,-r to the other. 
\Vii Sllf(gcst that the agencies involved .and the rang~ Us(•rs 
arrive at an arr~u,gement whereby this nfovoment of Hvcstock 
can become compatibk to the 1ayailahle forage., 'fltis · might 
m:cessit;ite a change in regulation,. If so, tllis isdc:.drab!(~. The 
pcrmitteo 'l1ust be .1\10\.\·ed to USt! the forage tor ~~kh he is 
l)crmittcd, am! tnus~ not he filled tor innoct•Rt !re:$~Ss du\! lo 
driCl. (1!•75 > 
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Sales and· shipments oJ live~toek an,! of other form 
products irnvP beconw largN and more valuable. \Ve rernm-

' meutl that hondi:i.~ rcquin:mPnts of all huyPr:; he increased 
enough to give better protection to our formers. Wrl:l) 
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l.i\'estock Dis('ase Dl'tcl'lion L:lhnratory 
We request that the Nevada State Department of 

Agri..:ulture e.st.ihlish a Jh'ei;tock disease detcctio:1 labor:itory in 
Elko County. (l'.)7-U 

Y.:xpaimental H:inch 
We strongly supp,irt the origin,!! cor.cept of trading the 

Gund Ranch for a typic:d livestock operation in Elko County. 
(1975) 

Environmental Impact Statements 
We ask that the Secretary of Inte:-ior and-or the State 

BU,I Dircdor require that all Environmental Impact or 
Evaluation Studv Teams have at least one reprcscnt:itive from 
the livestock industry. ( 1975) 

Highway Fencing 
We request that the State of· Nevada and the Feder.al 

Government proceed to fence the remaining unfenced highways 
in order to protect human Jives, livestock and wildlife. ( 1975) 

:\ppointmelll Of ln5pectMs 
We urge appointment of more qualified ceputy inspectors 

in outlining areas under the direction of onP salaried Chief 
Inspector per district. We fed this could cut travel cost:, and 
that deputy i::sp;_;c~ors be pajd only wten inspccti:1g livestock 
and not during slow seasons. (1975J 

Brand ln5pection Department S::!;uies ,\ntl Expens~s 
We oppose administrative salaries an<l expenses within 

the State DE-partrncmt of Agriculture being pai<l from Brttnd 
Inspection fees, when many of thPse costs are not derived from 
the Brand Insp<:ction Department. We requ~st the State 
Legi;;lature transfer those p~rsons to an administrative 
division, so their salaries and cxpem;es may be taken from the 
general fund, thus relieving the Jivestoc!~ industry of full burci~n 
of expenditures and the possible increase of inspection fees. 
(1975) 

POLLlJTIO:-;: 
R~gulations i\nd Control 

We a;;k that law enforcement agencies strictly enforce the 
Jaws on refuse discarded on public and private lands, including 
ditches and canals. 0975) 

Chemicals 
Modern agriculture cannot provide adequate quantities of 

high quality foorl and fibers without the continued safe use of_ 
agricultural chemicals. We oppose a complete ban on the use o( 
agricultural chemicals and recommend that continued use be 
determined on a product-by-product and use-by-use b:1sis. We 
also rccog:-iize that there might be problems in the use of 
agricultural chemicals as they relate to our environment; 
however, we strongly urge that their importance to food 
production and human nutrition is given proper recognition and 
consideration. (1975) 

Pesticide Cont:1int>i-s 
Nevada Farm Bureau I-'edl'ration recommends that 

definite responsibility for the p,~sticide and P'-'Sticidc container 
dispos~r plan be accepted by Cw County Commissioners of the 

• County. 0972) 

,\t,ricultural Cu!1,;it!erati1111 
Nevad,1 Farm BurNtu Fclleralion ur~cs Uwt any pollution 

regulations in Nevada consider the /special problems of 
agriculture. Our conditions are different from those in urban 

nre;is. Ruhhbh and garha:.{<!•pk:.. 11ps .nm usual!:, r.,,t av,1ilabl 
;ind !ht• vbual p1)1lution fro.m St;d} ar.n1mu!.1ti•1:H would b 
mui:h worse th:111 any temporary smoktd:1 our wi,tt-~ir,·n spact.1 
Hea:,<mahl!! re,~ulatiiJns shoul!~ <.'on~d,~r tht>.,,_. pr.,ht<:rn,; a111 
come up with fair am! practical rUl'.!i; ,dth wlfa:h ',\ {! c:11di\·e 
Pollution t'.Ontrol .regulations should be for.a sp••dfic~rvb!em. ii 
a specific area, not Collnty or Statew~fo. < l!fl:D 

I • 
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We recommend th.1t the Federal t:J•.A. ;,How the Stat~ 
E.P.A. to set their own standards and bw,-i11(•S<;t•;,, ffa:v:ng inc1 
these standards be free from i-·edcral prt'ss11rc. We .commem 
the Kennecott C9ppel' Corilpany for having met thr• State Cle~~r 
Air Standards and fed that the continu1;tl pr('ssure by th11 
Federal government upon this corporation wm c.iuse ser.iom 
adverse economic problems to the:: eash!rn side of '.'\ev.ida. 
0975) 

WEEDS ,\ND PESTS: 
Noxious WePds 

The control of noxious weeds in N._••v,Hla is vital to thi 
State Seed Certification program, alfalfa h:ty prod11cifon, .tine 
other fide! crow,. There is th,e need for a State agt:ncY to have 2 
coordinating re.-;ponsibiiity in a no:dous we~d (,;Ontrol progran 
as well as a nct,d for a coordinated program for tr.e control Oi 
noxious weeds on public lands. (l!>i5) 

Pest l:lfcstatiol!s 
Nevada Farm Bureau Ferforat:on r<;qnests that th~ 

Legislature make emergency and conti:1ga.,cyfu11ds avail-0We 
to the Nevada Department of Agricullure to tmable the 
Department y:, protect operating farm nnits from p£'St in, 
festation on adjacent and public lands. 0972) 

Vcrtebratfl Pest CQutn-.J 
Nevada docs not hai:e a program 1•cgulatory and-or 

service to protect the agricu}trfre iutiue"ts fr{;m loss due to 
vertebrate pests. There is need for stute agency direct in• 
volvement rather than throu~ ;tlte Federal Fish an~ 'Wildlife 
Service of the U.S. Department of Interior. Therefore, the 
Nevacla Farm Bureau recommends passing the propr1$ed 

· legislation to establish in the Department of Agri<:u1ture 
authority for, and capability of, performing a service and 
regulatory program M Vf;lrtebrate pei;ts. 09i5l 

FISH A:\'D GAME: 
Game Birds 

Nearly all hunting of certain upland g,1me birds, sue~ ii$ 
pheas:mt and quail, is done on •private land.-; in thtl agricultural 
valleys of Nev11da .. The farmers aud lan<lowners should have a 
voice in determining whether hunting se1iso11 sh3ll.be opened or 
the time seasons shall be set. '1'he turning loofte of horuca,.o{ 
hunters upon a farming community against that community's 
will is unjust. ( 1975) 

Hunting J.kenses 
We urge that the present.St~te regulations regarding nqn• 

resident hu:1ting licenses he kept as part of our State function 
and responsibility. 0975) 

Preda~y Uons . 
We ask that when reports con,c to tht! Fish and Gam~ 

Department of livestock b6ing killt.><I by mouutain lions. that 
they act immediately to notify the offidal lio1\ hunters. so that 
these kill~r lious c;m be disposed of. ( 11J73) 

Fish .\nd Gatn~ Uability 
We ask that l<>gishitiou be passctHo l)\!rmit that the Fisb, 

and Game Department c.tn besm.·cHordam:1gc;; rt>sulting ftDnl:; 
their negligence. 0\)73) · · 

Prcd.itory [.io11s .,,,, . . . . 
Due to the fact that prt'fiatory. Hord bit~- incrt-ase(f 

significantly and are kilting cJC~eti.'>ive: mllhbe~..:.f $1lt'..l'P :a_r,d 

• ,.~, r ·• • , .... • ,,. .•• ,/i·•'• 
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wild game, w•• req111~~t that these animals be hunlC'<I and 
dispo:;erl of on a u,ntinual basis rather th~rn only when killing is 
di;;conin~J. i 1!I7:i) 

D,_•er Hnd 

I We would like to go on record as hei11~ opposed to huntinv. 
emale deer in the State of Nevada. Gnt;J :5tH.:h a time that the 

rd reestablish. (l'.J75) 

WATER: 
Hivn Channel Control 

We recomrncntl that control oi the River Channel be with
drawn from the State Fish and Game Comn,ission and thus be 
administered by the SI.ate Division of Water Resources. (19751 

Endronmrntal Controls 
The Environmental Protection :\ge11cy has set some nohle 

goals to control water pollut:rnts complet,•ly by 193:l. \Ve want to 
have clean wats:r. }li)•.vever, v:e belie.:•e it :s :1 mistake to set a 
single standard for all water in the I;ni~e<1 S:ates. We believe 
that the Constitution orecludcs the Fedet·al Government from 
intt-rfe:•ing in wh:it ha~ historic«lly heP11 a function of the State; 
that is the control over anr! disposition of water within its 
boundaries. \\'e bdieve in the conc£>pt of local governr:wnt 
solving loc::il problrrns. In the case of the Humboldt River, 
which rises and falls within the bnum!aries of the State of 
;:-.:ev:1da, we believe the State of ;-;'e·,ada has complde 
justi:"ication over poliut10n control. Jn case3 where waters rise 
and fall within a county, we believe the county govern:1~ent 
should have total ju:·:sd:ctio:-i over pollution control on thoc,f.' 
waters. 

Nevada agricuH 1.1re cannot and should not ass11me .the 
responsibility of monitoring irrigation water in a program that 
is discriminator:,; .in its application, and self-serving and con· 

•

ry to the b,ist in:erest;; of Nevada, its people, and its 
ources. (1'.),;;) 

Humboldt niver Project 
We oppo.,;e construction of the flood control project for the 

Humboldt River and tributaries as presently propostd by be 
U.S. Army Corps of Engine.ers. This opposition results frorn the 
folio\\ ing facts: 

1. The project. as pr~s0ntly proposed, would fail to protect 
the historically decreed water rights of the water users on the 
river. 

2. The operation of the project reservoirs wo•.:ld directly 
and adversely affect agriculturnl interests in Elko, Eureka, 
Lander. Humboldt, and Pershing Counties. 

3. Economic ernluation of the project using mockrn 
criteria shows that the estimated costs far exceed the projected 
benefits and that an expenditure of funds for construction of the 
Humboldt l{iver Projt'<~t would be inflationary at a time when 
innation is the most serious thre;1t to our American economy 
and wav of life. 

4-_- There is no ecological justification for the project. 
5. Federal funding for the project would invite Federal 

interference :n Nevada water administration. 0975! 

l\'.ewlands Pn1jrct 
The Newlands Project supports a multiple-use of water, 

namely irrigation, shallow wells, recreation antl wildlife 
habitat. ReJudion in the supply of water to he ;-;ewlands Project 
would serif1usly jcopardi:te the ugricultural use, dom•:stic wakr 
$Upplies, and the recreational areas, and therefore the economy 
of Western !'li(:vada. Every effort must be made by thl! American 

•

rm Bureau Federation, the i\evada Farm Bureau 
!eration, and other a1:ricu!tural entities and interests to 

aHirm the allocation of water to the Newlands Project at -lOii,OilO 
acre feet. < 1\l'i5• 

·Flood Wat1•r Control 
Since the Bure;iu of f..:rnd i\!;1nagemt-nt prevents the in· 

dividual from d,iing any type of construdion UjX.)11 federal lands, 

and sine(: floods, create1I by surnnwr stnrri1s, ~orai:;:( from 
draina.(,! on fcJeral lar,d:; down on to p;·iv~,r{•ly own,·,f pr,,p"'rty 
caust• ero:;ion :md destruction of said p:-op•·rty, wi~ rt'l"•J::.r.it•rul 
the HL'.1-1 construct, or allo•,\' l0 he <·1m:,,tn;cf<'1i, wh•~re !l!,tS1bl(', 
diver~ions that will protect privahi property from the ra v;igi:s of 
flood water. (1975). 161) 
WITIII :\ FA IL\I BURE,\ U: 

Public Ht•latio11s 
In order to improve public relations and th<! f.lrming 

image, 1':evada Farm Bureau J.<'edewtion · ff-els it n,:ce-;s~1ry to 
promote publicity in resParch and production of teh.•visi:,n and 
radio promotion of ugriculture and Farm Bureau. { l~rn) 

Speaker:. Bureau 
We believe a qualified Farm Bureau Spcak".lr's Bureau 

should be organized by the State Board and made available to 
Counties. 0972) 

Zoning And Planning 
Nevada Farm Bureau rc.com1nc:m!s a stl.!dy b~ made 

before a subdivision is approved in orc!,!r to ascertain the imp<1Ct 
on school, waste disposal, fire prokc:tion, police protection and 
sewers. Before a subdivision can be ~•pproved, the State 
Engin•~er should certify that there is enough W,!ter ,n-ai!nb!e for 
the enti;·c :-;uhtlivision. Thf/ subdivider should be reqt:ired to put 
in all str(.;ets and sewers at no cost to the taxpayer. '(1973} 

Telepho,w And Puwer Servk~s 
Nevada Farm Bureau urges all puwer and telephon~ 

companies to bring services to the outlying areas within their 
franchise. (1973) 

L:1mlt:s~ ~ 
Nevada Farm Bureau favors Land Use Planning and 

Zoning on local levels. 0973) 

Rural Electric Territorial Protection 
We believe the consumer-owned ek!ctr.ic utilities should 

be permitted to continue to serve the areas Which they have 
developed, and we favor legislation at the state level to protect 
the territorial rights of rural electric cooperatives. (197a) 

N.I.C. Study Committee 
The Nevada Farm Bureau should appoint a ccmnn,ittee to 

represent all segments of agricultural employers to make a 
study of ali aspects or the Nevada Industrial Commission as it 
applies to agriculture. 0974) 

Farm Hun•au '.\Iarketing System 
We recommend that the Nevada F'arm Hureau Federation 

continue investigation o[ the feasibility ,of establishing a Farm · 
Bureau Livestock Marketing Systi:m in the State of Nevada. 
(1974) 

Farm SuppliN·s 
The prices of many farm supplies such as baling wire, 

anti-frcn,e, etc., have been artificially inflated by some un• 
s<:rupulous dealn·i; who took advantage of shoi'tagei;, We urge 
the r'arm Bureau Service Company to expand its program to 
help us get these supplies nt fair prices. 0975) 

Atomic Waste 
We rccomm<'nd that a study be made regarding the 

atomic waste <lumping in Nevada. 0975) 

1975 NATIONAL POLICY 
RECO~I.\IENDATIONS 

Hl.M Lnnds 'fo SlatP- Owru.>rship 
The l<'cdcrnl GovC'rr11n!')nt owns nearly 86 per cent of the 

land and land n!som·ccs wit1M1 the St::ite of Nevada ... md otluir 
Public Land States ,ire, in effoct, owned in part bytbe pt,_'<lpJ.c of 

~---.. ,..__, __ ,_ .... ..,.,....,. .... __ .. -., ... ./._,· .. 
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the eastern, mtd'-''cst anci southern states throu;.:h owner:;hip by 
the 1'~(,.Jt>ral (:overnnwnt and whoever owns and co11trols !hr! 
land nnd the land rc.•sourccs, in effect, control the people I.hat 
land an•a. 

:\lcmbl:'rsofthe N1•\·ada Fann Hureau Fedcrnt:on bdicve 
that the Federal Government maintain in perpetual F'ederal 
ownership the National Parks, National :\lonuments, Natinnal 
F'orests, .'.\lilitary Reservations: a:id other lands rwerled for 
general national pu:-poscs, and that t:1c Federal Government, 
prlor to U,i:; great Country's WOth birthday of its independence, 
give the State of :,;evada and the other Public Land State,;of the 
West their indept>ndence by transferring ownership of all lands 
under the present mauagemtmt of the Bureau of Land 
Management to the respective States. (1975) 

,\clvisory Hoards 
We feel that it is absolutely essential that the BL:,'l and 

Forest S-::rvice advisory boards· be retained as at presently 
co!lstituted, with the present number of livestoc:-: industry 
representatives serving on these bo;irds. ( W75) 

Constitutional ,\me111lment 
We go on record supporting that section of· the United 

States Constitution that sets down the qualification:, of a 
President and oppose any proposed changes. 0975) 

Federal 'L'sc Tax On Trucks-Trnck Tractors And Busrs 
We recommend that agriculture t:-ucks that are o·.rnd by 

the producer of the products or commodity am! are used only to 
transport these products or comr:1odities be exempt from the 
Federal Use Tax on trucks. (1975) 

Secretary Of Agriculture 
Farm Bureau s1.1pports the retention of Secretdr,Y Butz, 

Secretary of A6rict:lture. 0975) 

r\ir And Water Pollution 
Many air' and water anti-polltdon requirements are 

drafted for crowd,:d urban conditions, and are not applicable to 
Nevada l',arms and Ranchers. If we are to continue to produce 
much-needed for,d, these restriction;; shouid be modified to fit 
our type of agriculture. 0975} 

Economy 
We request immediate attention from al\ l8glslators, State 

and National, to develop a unified approach to stabilizing the 
· economy. 0975) 

En1crgency And Disaster Food Program 
Farm Bureau believes that the Cnited States should, 

where possible, aid countries in the world whose people face 
starvation, without immediate food supplies being made 
available to them. 

We further bBlieve that our government officials who 
administer these programs should select first for use in these 
programs, those food products which are found to be in an over 
supply situation in this country. An example of which, at this 

. ti1:ne, would be processed beef. 
Extreme care should be taken to see that the food sent is 

delivered to the people for whom it is intended. ( Hli5) 

As,(ricultural Return Flow Permits 
1. Return flow irrigation water has been classified by the 

Environmental Protection Act of 19i2, PL !:!2-500, as a "point 
source" of pollution, to he controlled by a permit system. 

2. Return flow irri~ntion watl•r can not usually be iden• 
tified separately from ground a1Hl s,!epage water. 

3. By nature (ant.I often by Jaw) such flows cannot be 
prevented from return in~ to natural streams and water courst·S. 

4. Only harassment and expense will result from the 
application or a Permit System to return fl1nvs. . _ 

We believe th:1t irri<1 ation return flow water be class1f1ed 
as Non Point 8mirce uf;cbnr~;c, suoject to stutly and im
provement or quality, but not n·quiriug a pcrmil to flow 
downhill, and the Environmental Protcdion Act be amended to 
so provide. ( 19·;5J 
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NOTHING COMES FRO:\'! NOTHtf\JG; 
NOTHING EVER WtLL! 

Oscar Hammerstein wrote for "Sound of MU!ric": ''Nothing comt 
from nothing; nothing ~\'er will." Dut employ,!,! COIJ;rnltants to t' 
Public Employt:c Hetirement Board don't bciieve it. They ha, 
proposed that government employers of teachers and other publ 
employes pay all of the r<,tirement cost:; (now sh,1red 50·50 ~t~ei 
employers and employees) and that such an nrran,~ement - \\o\~ 
effect a savin,r to both the employees and th~ taxpayer:;," It would~ 
good trick Hit could lw done; ~ut of course i_t can'.t. Uiltcn Fried;!1al.l! 
axiom is still valid; "There rs no such thmg as a free lunch. , .: 

F'or years the actuaries have wa~·ned t:1at suhstantin! in~rea:~.sj 
payrn~·nts to the l'.:mployees Retirement Fund ant esse~tial m view l 
the government's continuing programs to enha11ce the .benet 
programs promised to retired etriploy~e~. ~'or yeai:s that w:irnmg W~ 
ignored, or partially ignored, and n-ow i'. 1s 1mpernt1Ve that ~nere he_~ 
incrca;;e in the rate of payments made into the fund. A partial solutt~ 
will be an increase from H per ceut.-~r pay1:0H to 15 pC'r c~nt of payrq 
in the next fiscal ye...ir and an additional rncrense, to 16 pee cent l 
payroll in H/76-77. And even that will probably not provide fonding ~ 
the unfunded liability concurrently growing. Bet it is a start. -,1 

However, the kicker comes wh,.m employees annow1cc a plan ~ 
urge tlw legblature to provide for 100 per cent of the fin:rnci:-1g to eo~ 
from the employer. Obvi01.1:;ly. such a decision wo•;ld arld an i~ 
mediate 7 per cent or (in the following year) eight pee cent to the I?-! 
of crovernment employees. unless, of course, t'mployces would ag11 
to ; com:urrent pay reduction in equctl a?fa)Unt. , ~ 

An employer-paid retirement program would, of course, red 
the current feueral intome tax liability fo:- employees, too,and w .. -. 
defer that liability to later years when (presumably) em;>loyees wo. 
have a lower tax bracket and double exemptions. · _-_ 

The proposal has much to recommend it, from the employe~ 
standnoint.. But the assertion that it would .be a ;;nod deal_ for t• 
taxpayers is made either in bad faith o: in consummate.ignonancc-'. 
the facts of economic life. \'v11enever payments are made.by gove 
ment to anyone, or to nny fund, it is b.-isic that the money has to eo · 
from payments by tuxpayers. There is no otheJ' source of monoy ri. 
government. ·. ·. 

Nothing comes from nothing; nothing ever will. 

----~-------~•,.-· ----~h,,.,,_ ......... __ , ... ,iki .... -~------...-FOltEIG:-.1 INSPZC'rl-ON 
Foreign meat ins}X\ction covers those countries whose meat· 

spection systems have standards at lc:ist equal to, those or the lJt 
States. Approval of a, foreign country's me~ inspection syste 
based on· an evaluation of the particular country's laws 
regulations govcrnin~ its inspection program on an on-site surve 
the system in operation. There ::ir.: 45 such countri•is, 

There are 21 veterinarians ast;igned to eonduct plant review 
foreign countries; 100 domestic field inspcctor!-i ffif{ag-~J in the 
spection of me,'lt Ht the point of entry; ~ moru th,m 3,,ttiO inspcc 
employed by foreign governments io thl'S~ plants which export to 
United Stat<·s. 2.1 billion pounds u( n~eat were pas:;Nl for entry into 
United Stales in calendar year 197:1 ;1,; opposed to 1.8 billion if) eal 
yt·m· J!l'l2. Seven countri(':; nct:otmt••d for 31> per cent of the ~,l.-bt) 
pound,; cj[ me;.lt export<'ft and 84 per cent of the 1,077 :,l:mtll ~,n." 
export. The 1,077 eligible plant:l !mOW :,u increase of 3i> uver C"'.tk _ 
year 1972. :·, , · 

Tlwse plants received 3,317 in-doplh.plapl v~ net incruai' 
475 frorn the preceding yeat. 

' . 
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Statement of 
JOHN W. MOSCHETTI 

Elko County Assessor 

at Elko, Nevada 
March 1, 1975 
on SB 167 (Green Belt) 

I am happy to appear here today and have some figures to quote 
you. Many people ignore figures but to me they are a forceful tool. 

Figures I recently used on the railroad hearings before the 
State Board of Equalization helped us. I learned this week that 
the board ruled in our favor and the Southern Pacific RR will not 
receive a 17% reduction in taxes this year. This means an estimated 
1/4 million dollars in additional taxes that the railroad will pay 
to northern Nevada counties this year. 

As assessor of Elko County which contains 21% of the agricul
tural land in Nevada and 39% of the assessed valuation of livestock, 
I am concerned abouts B 167. 

As of May, 1974 there were 34 states and 7 Canadian provinces 
that have some type of use value farmland assessments .. From 1950 
to 1972 the national average shows 6.1% loss of agricultural land to 
other uses. 

In 17 states there was more than 20% loss 
9 states 
4 states 
2 states 

In Elko County in 
occurred, we show 6.3% 
less than 1% per year. 
the past 7 years I have 
to special which I felt 

more than 30% loss 
more than 40% loss 
more than 50% loss 

the past decade when most of our loss has 
loss of our agricultural land to other uses; 

Even this numbe~ could be reduced since in 
changed many assessments from agricultural 
were not bona fide agricultural. 

S.B. 167 causes too much paper work for the other 99% of the 
land by requiring annual filings and dual assessments. 

When I supported AJR 23 I felt Nevada had been using use-value 
farmland assessments for years and this legislation would legalize 
what we were doing and all that would be affected would be the 
urban fringe. To tell me that I must dual assess 2½ million acres 
of agricultural land annually is not necessary and would be more 
costly than benefits ever received. Did you know that deferred 
taxes collected in California with its higher tax rates than ours 
only amounted to $84,725 in 1972-73? 

What I think we need is more local decision making; a one time 
application automatically renewable, no dual assessments and the 
deferred tax computed at the time of conversion on the acreage 
converted. 
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I would like to quote a couple paragraphs from a recent 
study on use~value farmland assessments compiled by the Research 
and Technical Services Department of International Association of 
Assessing Officers. These paragraphs coincide very closely with 
an editorial prepared by our local editor just prior to the 
November election on AJR 23. 

"The Rollback Tax and Land Speculation. 

"It is not clear whether or not the rollback tax discourages land 
speculation. Probably it does not. The speculator can maintain 
his profit margin by two means: (1) paying the farmer less for his 
land, and (2) passing part of the cost on to the developer or home 
buyer. Because of the elasticities of the de:1and and supply curves 
involved, both of these measures are likely to be quite operative. 
In short, the farmer or original holder of the land and the home
owner or ultimate user are the only parties likely to be adversely 
affected. In fact, any hope for the prevention of a land use change 
depends, as we have seen, upon the participating farmer being so 
penalized in the form of a lower sales price that he is discouraged 
from selling. Only in this regard, can the rollback tax be con
sidered an encouragement, and then not a guarantee, for maintaining 
land in agricultural or open space use. 

"The Rollback Tax in Perspective. 

"The fact that the rollback tax is generally a rather ineffective 
land use control measure does not mean,of course, that it is an 
altogether useless or undesirable provision. Certainly it has some 
marginal effect upon land use. More importantly, however, it pro
vides society with a means of recapturing tax concessions which were 
made without securing the intended social benefit." 
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NEVADA LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL BUREAU 
OFFICE OF RESEARCH BACKGROUND PAPER 

1975 No. 3 

AGRICULTURAL AND OPEN SPACE ASSESSMENT 
AND TAX RECAPTURE PROVISIONS 

I 

164 

With the passage of Question No. 3 on the November 5, 1974, 
ballot, the voters of Nevada opened the way for differential 
assessment of agricultural and open space land. The interpre
tation of ''just valuation" as required by the constitution has 
reflected fair market value. As urban areas grow, adjacent land 
increases in market value although its value as farm land remains 
the same. Owners must either absorb higher tax bills or convert 
the land to a higher value use. The result has been the loss of 
open space and green areas around towns and cities because 
owners could not afford to maintain non-urban uses. 

The constitutional provision is not self-executing. It says 
only that 11 

••• the legislature may constitute agricultural and 
open space real property ••• as a separate class for taxation 
purposes." The legislature must establish a plan for the assess
ment of farm and open space land, and it must provide for a 
method of tax recapture if such land is converted to a higher 
value use. 

II 

There are currently 17 states that provide for differential 
assessment of farm land and various other tvpes of open space 
land. All have some sort of recapture provisions. Pursuant to 
the November election, those 17 states were queried concerning 
their assessment procedures and recapture provisions. Of the 
17, 14 responded. The laws of those 14 states are summarized 
concerning the method of differential assessment and the manner 
of tax recapture. Not all of them are relevant to Nevada 
because our constitutional amendment limits the possible 
approaches. 

The amendment first establishes a minimum recapture period of 
7 years. It also provides for" ••• retroactive assessment" 
which seems to rule out penalty provisions. Whether or not 

l. 
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interest would be allowable is not clear. With these limitations 
in mind, the following summaries can serve as options and alter
natives for Nevada's approach to implementing a greenbelt law. 

III 

1. Connecticut--Farm land, forest land and open space, each 
as defined, are eligible for assessment based on use. 
Recapture is by a conveyance tax which is based on a 10-
year dedication period. If the land is sold at any point 
within 10 years after the land is first classified so as 
to qualify for special use assessment, the penalty is a 
percentage based on the year. If sold in the first year, 
the tax is 10 percent of the normal assessment of the land, 
in the second year, 9 percent, et cetera, to 1 percent in 
the 10th year. After that, there is no conveyance tax. 
A conversion of land from the special use is treated the 
same as conveyance. 

2. Hawaii--Landowners may apply to dedicate their land as 
agricultural. Upon approval, the owner dedicates his 
land for either 10 or 20 years. This device eliminates 
the necessity to file for an agricultural assessment 
each year. Dedication for 20 years results in 50 percent 
of the tax based on agricultural assessment. Recapture is 
based on the difference between taxes paid and taxes that 
would have been paid plus 10 percent interest per annum 
for up to 10 years. 

3. Illinois--Land in parcels of 40 acres or more used for 
agricultural purposes may be assessed according to its 
value only for that purpose. Recapture is based upon the 
difference between the taxes actually paid and those that 
could have been paid under normal assessment for the last 
3 years at 5 percent per annum. 

4. Kentucky--Agricultural land is a parcel of 10 acres or 
greater returning at least $1,000 yearly gross income. 
Horticultural land is a parcel of 5 acres or greater 
returning at least $1,000 yearly gross income. Recapture 
is based upon the difference between taxes paid and taxes 
that would have been paid under normal assessment for the 
current tax year and not more than the 2 preceding years. 
No interest is charged if paid within 30 days. 
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S. Maine--Open space land which includes wildlife management 
and santuary areas, scenic areas, recreational areas and 
farmland is assessed according to current use rather than 
highest and best use. When farmland is converted, the 
difference between the regular tax and the agricultural use 
tax is payable for every year of such special assessment 
up to 10 years at 8 percent interest per annum. The same 
applies for other open space lands except that the recapture 
period is up to 15 years. 

6. Maryland--Land actively devoted to agriculture is assessed 
on the basis of such use. The recapture provision is based 
on.doubling the difference between the taxes paid for the 
past 3 years and the taxes that would have been paid under 
normal assessment. 

7. Minnesota--Land in parcels of 10 acres or more used exclu
sively for agricultural purposes is assessed according to 
its value as agricultural land, not its highest and best 
use. Each year, the highest and best use is recorded too. 
The land must produce at least one-third of the total 
family income of the owner to qualify also. The tax 
recapture is based on the difference between the tax paid 
and the tax that would have been paid under normal assess
ment for the past 3 years. No interest is provided. A 
similar provision exists for other open space land. 

8. Montana--Land actively devoted to agriculture is assessed 
at a special rate based on the value of the land for that 
purpose. Recapture of taxes upon conversion of land is 
based on a formula in which the agricultural assessment 
for up to 4 years is subtracted from the full and fair 
market value assessment for the same period and the differ
ence multiplied by the average aggregate millage over the 
period. That figure is called a roll-back tax. 

9. New Hampshire--Open space land which included farm land, 
flood plain land, forest land, wetland, wild land or 
recreational land, is assessed at a special rate without 
regard to higher possible uses. When such land is converted, 
a land use change tax is levied which is 10 percent of the 
highest use valuation in the year of the conversion. In 
other words, if a parcel is valued at $2,000 under an open 
space classification but $10,000 under highest use, then a 
$1,000 tax would be levied upon conversion . 

3. 
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10. New York--The assessment each year lists two figures, one 
for agriculture and one for highest and best. When land 
is converted, the difference between taxes paid on the 
agricultural assessment and the taxes that would have been 
paid if assessed otherwise for the past 5 years becomes 
payable on the next tax bill. 

11. North Carolina--Agricultural, horticultural and forest 
lands are eligible for special tax assessment based upon 
use. Corporations are not eligible. From the first tax 
year of special assessment, the difference between taxes 
paid and what would have been paid under normal assessment 
constitutes a lien on the property. In other states, the 
lien is not effective until conversion. In North Carolina, 
the lien is perfected when the land is sold or the use 
changes. The recapture is for a period of up to 5 years in 
the amount of the lien plus interest. 

12. Oregon--Agricultural land is assessed according to the value 
of the land as used for agriculture, not for any other 
possible use of a higher valuation. Agricultural land is 
of two types: 1) that within a designated agricultural 
zone, and 2) that which is not in such a zone but which 
is used for agricultural purposes. Conversion of land in 
an agricultural zone results in a penalty of up to 10 times 
the difference bet~een agricultural and nonagricultural 
assessment during the last tax year. If an agricultural 
assessment has been in effect for less than 10 years, the 
penalty is reduced accordingly. 

Conversion of land outside an .agricultural zone results in 
payment of the difference in assessments for up to 10 years 
plus 6 percent interest per annum on such differential. The 
tax penalty for conversion of this category is less than 
that for converting land in an agricultural zone because 
of a greater public interest in preventing conversion in 
the zoned areas. 

13. Texas--Agricultural land is defined in the constitution and 
a special assessment provided. Owners must apply annually 
for such an assessment. The recapture provision is payment 
of the difference between the agricultural value tax and 
the normal value tax for the past 3 years. No interest is 
provided • 

4. 
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14. Virginia--Agricultural, horticultural, forest and open space 
land as defined is eligible for special assessments known 
is "use assessments." A change in use resulting in los& of 
the special assessment causes a roll-back tcix which is the 
difference between taxes paid and taxes that would have been 
paid under normal assessment for the current tax year and 
up to 5 previous years with 6 percent interest per annum. 

The actual laws of the states listed are on file in the Office of 
Research and copies will be provided to legislators upon request. 
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