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AS'SE.f>.1'...BLY ENVIRONMENT & PUBLIC RESOURCES COMMITTEE 
/- ~ 

MEMBERS PRESENT: 

MEMBERS EXCUSED: 

GUESTS: 

MINUTES 

Wednesday, February 19, 1975 

Chairman Bremner, Messrs Coulter, Chaney, 
Heaney, Jeffrey, Price, Jacobsen & Weise; 

Mr. Banner 

See attached 

The meeting was called to order at 3:15 p.m. by Chairman Bremner. 
He askerl for witnesses to discuss AB 142, adjusting fees for fishing 
and hunting licenses. Mr. Glenn Griffith of the Nevada State Fish and 
Game Department stated that this bill would bring into line increases 
in costs to the Department caused principally by inflation. He also 
stated that inconsistencies in fee increases were because of the 
differences.between sporting activities ano commercial ventures. He 
stated that 'the department operates on fees collected plus funds from 
two Federal agencies. Funds from license fees are returned to the 
State from the Federal government. The State has the expenses of law 
enforcement and planting of fish. Mr. Heaney asked if the mountain 
lion was an endangered specie in Nevada. Mr. Griffith stated.that 
it wasn't. Mr. Heaney also asked how Nevada compares with other 
states in its proposed fee schedule. Mr. Grif'fi th stated that some 
states are higher and some lower. Fred Wright of the Fish and Game 
Department introduced Exhibit "A" showing fees in surrounding states 
and handwritten on Exhibit "A" are proposed fees in current legisla
tures except for California which have already been established. 
He also stated that the increased fees would have no adverse effect 
on tourists enjoying fishing and hunting in Nevada. 

In response to Mr. Heaney's questions regarding a joint license 
usable in both Nevada and California which residents of either state 
could use in either state, Mr. Griffith stated that this idea is being 
considered, but that it could be a problem in an area such as ours 
with the Sierras so abundant in hunting and fishing facilities divid
ing California and Nevada. 

Mr. Price asked for t~e number of hunting and fishing licenses 
issued in the past year. Mr. Griffith replied that 31,830 hunting 
licenses had been issued, 50,693 angling, and 22,313 co:mpination li
censes had been issued. These were all resident licenses. 

Mr. Griffith further explained that the funds proposed in AB 142 
would not be available until 1975; that they have no money now for 
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capital improvements and with the new fee schedule hope to generate 
$350,000 for these imp~ovements. 

Mr. Griffith asked that line 45 on page two of the bill relating 
to a resident license for deer by bow and arrow be deleted. 

Mr. Don Gruwell representing the Sportsmens Club of .Mineral County 
read recommendations of his organization. (See Exhibit "B") Mr. 
Bremner asked Mr. Gruwell his opinion of abolishing non-resident li
censes for hunting. Mr. Gruwell stated that his organization and 
hunters all over the state would wholeheartedly support this idea, 
but that personally he felt it could endanger residents of Nevada 
hunting in other states and Federal funds being jeopardized. 

Mr. Jacobsen asked about the membership in Mr. Gruwell's organiza
tion. He stated that they had 120 signed up so far this year and 
that they had 190 last year. A majority of the membership of his 
organization had approved the recommendations he was making. 

Mr. Martini requested to speak on AB 142 stating that he is 
Chairman of the Greater Las Vegas Chamber of Commerce Committee for 
the Aging and also represents the Chamber of Commerce of Las Vegas, 
Clark County Committee for the Aging. (See Exhibit "C") He recom
mended that the twenty year residency requirement for citizens over 
the age of 65 be reduced to one year, as is common in many states. 

Mr. Weise asked how many senior citizens were licensed for fish
ing last year. Mr. Griffith stated that 4,400 were issued and felt 
that senior citizens should be given special privileges, but the loss 
of revenue to the Department would have to come from somewhere if the 
residency requirement is lowered. Mr. Bremner asked Mr. Griffith to 
please submit statistics. (See Exhibit "D") 

Mr. John Sweetland, immediate past president of the Nevada Wild
life Federation stated that he had reviewed AB 142 with-the Fish and 
Game Department and his organization and that,-his organization felt 
the increases in fees too conservative, but that most sportsmen and 
conservationists otherwise endorse the bill. 

Tina Nappe representing the Toiyabe Chapter of the Sierra Club 
stated that she was "sorry the Department has to make a liv.i .. ng on the 
huntable species". She also informed the Committee that petitions 
were being circulated to oppose the hunting of does and fawns and that 
she has found much support for more wildlife programs. 

Mr. Jim McKay, Division for Aging Services, stated that he sup
ported Mr. Martini's request for consideration of reducing the resi
dency requirement for senior citizens, but to five years instead of 
one, as requested by Mr. Martini. He stated that last year 1818 fishing 
licenses and 1916 combination fishing and hunting licenses were issued 
to Nevada residents 65 years or older or 6.5% of the total population. 
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Mr. Heaney asked Mr. McKay why he preferred five years to one. Mr. 
McKay said that he felt a resident of five years had contributed more 
to the State. Mr. Jacobsen asked Mr. McKay if he felt senior citizens 
supplemented their daily diets with the fish they caught. Mr. McKay 
answered in the affirmative and stated that many senior .citizens do 
not have the necessary $10 for a license, as proposed in the bill. 

Mr. George Archer, representing Senior Citizens of Carson City, 
also supported Mr. Martini's request. He stated that he was an eight 
year resident an·d if the 20 year requirement passed, he would be 85 
years old before he was entitled to a reduced license fee. He also felt 
that tfie $10 proposed fee was too high. 

Mr. Roger Teglia felt that AB 142 would not solve the fiscal prob
lems of the Fish and Game Department; that they must have other revenue; 
that the cost of raising one pound of fish today is $4.50 and that 
a limit is worth about $6.00; that hunting should not be thought of 
as "game" because there will be none left, particularly deer. He felt 
that the fee to senior citizens and children should be $10.00 but that 
the State general fund should subsidize the Fish and Game Department. 
He also pointed out that the gaming industry benefits from hunting and 
fishing in Nevada. 

The Committee recessed for ten minutes and was called back to order 
at 4: 25 p. m. to discuss AB 14 3, changing the manner of compensatin.g 
fish and game license agents. Chairman Bremner announced that there 
was a fiscal note of $32,000 on the bill, an increase in revenue to 
the Department of Fish and Game. Mr. Griffith stated that this change 
would benefit both the agent and the Department. The agent now retains 
10% of all license fees he collects and remits the balance. Under this 
bill, he would add a surcharge of $.25 to each license and $.10 to 
each stamp and that most states are now doing this. Mr. Bremner noted 
that this measure was proposed last session and failed. Mr. Price 
pointed out that if this bill passes along with AB 142 previously dis
cussed, it would generate an·increase in revenue to the Fish and Game 
Department of a total of $350,000 from AB 142 and $32,000 from AB 143. 

Mr. Cheney asked why the additional $.25 and $.10 were not included 
.in the increased fees in AB 143. Mr. Griffith stated that it was be
cause this surcharge would be taken off the top of the license fees. 

Mr. Jacobsen .asked if this surcharge would be mandatory and how:many 
±icensed .agents there. are in the State. ,; Mr. Wright .of Fish and Gg.me 1 

stated that the agent couid still forego this surcharge to a preferred 
customer and that there are 150 to 160 agents in addition to 25 boat 
and boat licensing agents. Mr. Jacobsen also asked if there were any 
problems licensing agents. Mr. Wright explained that their field agents 
forwarded requests for licenses for agents and each was evaluated by 
the Department; that it is very important to have agents even in very 
isolated areas and even in such places as 24-hour bars. 
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Mr. Don Gruwell of the Sportsmens' Club of Mineral County felt 
that the surcharge should be included in the cost of the licenses; 
that there are some inconsistencies in the bill and that some agents 
find the licensing procedure too complicated and that it should be 
simplified. 

Regarding ~..B 141, Bill Parsons of the Fish and Game Department 
stated that this bill is partly clean-up plus containing an important 
section requiring traps to be permanently marked with the name and 
address of the trapper. He stated this coincides with requirements 
from many Western states. He requested that Section 7 on page 4 be 
deleted as it also appears in AB 143. Under Section 12(3), Mr. Par
sons stated that 14,000 children had participated in the hunter safety 
gun-training program. To answer questioning by Mr. Co~lter, Mr. 
Parsons stated that 500 trapping licenses had been issued last year, 
10% of which were to non-residents; that the pelts had a value of 
$250,000. Mr. Coulter also asked why the trapping fee of $7.50 had 
not been increased and Mr. Parsons stated that there were many enforce
ment problems with trappers. Mr. Weise asked the procedure followed 
when violators of the trappinq regulations were discovered. Mr. Parsons 
stated that if the traptcan1'be_ identified, the Department investigates 
and tries to determine the length of time that has expired since the 
trap has been checked. Under AB j_41 at least the Department would 
have some jurisdiction over this problem. 

There was discussion as to how traps can be marked. 

Mr. Satterthwaite of the Nevada Wool Growers .Association stated 
that his organization is in agreement with the bill but would request 
that the time requirement to check traps be changed to every five days 
instead of every 72 hours as this would place a great burden on his 
employees working a 40 hour week and checking traps for coyotes. 

Mr. Griffith stated that some trappers do not check their traps 
but every three or four weeks; that the Department would accept checking 
every five days and that he understood the Wool Growers problems. · 

Tina Nappe of the Sierra Club stated that her organization supports 
the bill, but feels that non-game species are not given sufficient,at
tention and that fish and game departments in many rural states are 
under criticism; that the 72 hour check period as proposed in the bill 
is more acceptable to her organization. 

Mr. Robert McGinty, a trapper from Sparks, stated that there are 
no Fish and Game funds spent to propagate coyotes or muskrats and that 
the fees are just "bleeding the public". He felt that if identifica
tion was required on all traps, that since he has so many stolen, he 
would be found responsible for those in violation of the checking period; 
that it would be impossible for Fish and Game officers to place a con
stant surveillance on traps to determine by whom and when they are set . 
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He feels that 72 hour checks are impractical in a large area; that the 
checks he makes are sometimes every three days, sometimes once a week. 
He stated that a weekly check would be satisfactory to him. There was 
general discussion between Mr. Coulter and Mr. McGinty as to controlling 
trappers and it was generally agreed that there is not enough personnel 
to do an adequate job. Mr. Cheney wondered how Fish and Game authori
ties could possibly know if traps were properly checked. Mr. McGinty 
felt that this would be practically unenforceable. 

Mr. Cheney asked if the time period covered: ,:by,·a: license to trap 
began when the license was purchased or set. He was told that it 
began when the trap was set and that if the trapper was not observed, 
no one would know when the time period began. Mr. Heaney asked if there 
was any limit to the number of traps an individual could set. He was 
told that there wasn't. Mr. Coulter asked if there was any practical 
way to check traps. Mr. Griffith stated that it was workable but not 
easy; that it is a necessity to have the authority and that their 
office has considerable complaints resulting from trapped animals not 
being properly checked. 

Mr. Heaney asked if there was any attempt being made to use a 
graduating fee schedule according to the number of traps a trapper had 
out. Mr. Griffith stated that he knew of none. 

Chairman Bremner turned the meeting over to co-Chairman Coulter 
so that he could attend a sub-committee meeting at 5:20 p.m. 

Mr. Gruwell of the Mineral County Sportsmens' Club asked why 
sheriffs and constables were eliminated as enforcers of this bill as 
he felt they should be available to help. Mr. Griffith stated that 
this was redundant as it was already included in other regulations 
related to the same subject. 

Mr. Dave Burrough£ felt that the bill increasing the authority 
of the Fish and Game Department was good and that he supported the pro~ 
posed changes. He also supported requiring identification on traps. 
Mr. Heaney asked the Fish and Game personnel if the primary purpose of 
the 72 hour checking:period is to protect the animals. Mr. Griffith 
stated that the purpose of this time period are: 1) to eliminate pain; 
2) to release the animals if trapped for an unreasonable period; and 
3) to preserve the pelt. 

The meeting adjourned at 5:40. 

Respectfully submitted, 

PHYLLIS BERKSON, Secretary 
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Date Wed._, . Feb •... 19 ........... Tune3: 00 .. P. m ........ Room ... 21.4 ............... . 

Bills or Resolutions 
to be considered 

AB 141 

AB 142 

AB 143 

Subject 

An act relating to fish and game; re
defining the term "wildlife"; 
changing certain license requirements; 
eliminating pheasant stamps; prescrib
ing fees for permits to introduce or 
remove wildlife; requiring identifica
tion of traps and more frequent visita
tion of traps; removing sheriffs and 
constables as enforcers of fish and 
game laws; revising other provisions 
in the fish and game laws; and provid
ing other matters properly relating 
thereto 

An act relating to hunting and fishing 
licenses, tags and permits; providing 
for an adjustment of fees; adding new 
categories requiring permits; deleting 
certain categories; and providing other 
matters properly relating thereto; 

An act relating to fish and game administra
tion; changing the manner of compensating 
fish and game license agents; providing 
for the revoking of a license agent's 
authority for any breach of regulations; 
and providing other matters properly re
lating thereto. 

5 
1-

*Please do not ask for counsel unless necessary. 
,,21 ~ 
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ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT & PUBLIC RESOURCES 

GUEST LIST - Wed., Feb. 19, 1975 

Name 

1. Fred Fulstone, Jr. 
2. John R. Kimball 
3. James H. McKay 
4. Linda Botts 
5. Robert C. McGinty 
6. Roger Teglia 
7. Assemblyman Christensen 
8. Senator Wilson 
9. Dave Borough£ 

10. Don Gruwell 
11. Assemblyman Moody 
12. John Sweetland 
13. O G Mendetti 
14. W. G. Parsons 
15. F. E. Wright 
16. w. R. "Walt" Martini 
17. George M. Archer 
18. Glen Griffith 
19. Brenda J. Bath 
20. Tina Nappe 
21. Michael Stosic 
22. Joe Miner 
23. Deloyd Satterthwaite 

Representing 

ranching and livestock 
Hl county Adv. for Aging 
Division for Aging Services 

II II II 

Reno-Sparks trappers 
Upland Bird Committee 

II 

Toiyabe Chapter, Sierra Club 
Sportsmens Club of Mineral County 

Nevada Wildlife Federation 
Nevada Attorney General's Office 
Nev. Fish and Game Dept. 

II II II II 11 

Senior Citizens - Clark County 
Senior Citizens - Carson City 
Nev. Fish and Game Dept. 
State Planning Co-ord 
Sierra Club 

Nevada Wool Growers Asso. ~ 
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RESIDENT' LICENSE AND TAG.FEES -

12), +- . 

SALMON-
, 

ANNUAL ANNUAL STEEL HEAD TROUT ANNUAL DEER ELK BEAR PHEASANT 
STATE COMBINATION ANGLING TAG STAMP HUNTING TAG TAG TAG TAG 

. 
ARIZONA 12.00 4.oo 2.00 7.00 4.00 20.00 2.00 

2.00( I Ne?? 2,d~ 1 ,00 ,~ 3te 
CALIFORNIA 4.00 TROUT) (INLAND 6.00 2.00 25,00 1.00 2.00 

WATER) 
,au f•...! . '!! , S-9! :a.~e · -100~ 

COLORADO 7.50 6.00 4.00 10.00 12.50 5.00 

IDAHO 10.00 6.00 
2.00(SAL) 5.00 4.oo 8.00 2.00 2.00(ST) 

' .zo !:£ -
MONTANA 5.00 2.00 3.00 3.00 5.00 

~ 
,5"'10 

1?'!J- /()'!!!,. 8~ U!J-

NEVADA 14.00 7.50 7.50 5,00 15.00 1. () !!. 

:> 
NEW MEXICO 12.00 5.50 . 3.00 9.00. 7.50 15.00 

'< 1 S'!! Y!!- 1.00(SAL ,~ 1!! '2!! 
OREGON 10.00 6.00 

& ST) 5.00 2.00 10.00 2.00 

j. i,•~ . Jo!!. '~.OO(BG) 
UTAH 10.00 5.00 '.L•,t_· 50 (SG) 

5.00 15.00 1.00 

'/ /1~ ,~ ?:e S"~ ,,~ 3~ 
WASHINGTON 12.00 .7.50 2.00(ST) 6.50 3,00 10.00 2.00 2.00 __ ' 

.. 1 

3.00(SG) t 

~ \.IYOMIUG 6.00 5.00 10.00 15.00 5,00 5.00 
(INCL. ( INCL i,... 

(BIRO) N BEAR) BEAR) . ~ 
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NONRESIDENT LICENSE AND TAG 'FEES 

co,..p,r 

SALMON-
ANNUAL SHORT TERM TROUT STEELHEAD ANNUAL DEER ELK BEAR PHEASANT 

· STATE .. · ANGLING ANGLING STAMP TAG HUNTING TAG TAG TAG TAG 

2.00 1-DAY / 

ARIZONA 12.00 3.00 3-DAY 8.00 30.00 30.00 75,00 25,00 

1.00 2.00 CALIFORNIA 15.00 5.00 10-DAY (INLAND (INC. TR) 35.00 25.00 1.00 2.00. 
WATER) 

.zg~ , 1~!! '75!! 1'2!".! . . So'.J 
COLORADO 10.00 5.00 10-DAY 15.00 50.00 75.00 25.00 

IDAHO 20.00 3.00 1-DAY 2.00(SAL) 50,00 35,00 100.00 15.00 7.00 7-DAY 2.00(ST) 

' 2.00 1-DAY 25,00 35.00 MONTANA 20.00 10.00 6-DAY (BI RD) 151. 00 35,00 

3,06_. 2-DAY 'fO !! 
NEVADA 15.00 

5.00 0 5-~AY 3~.00 50.00 
?r:..- ll't . • .., 

NEW MEXICO 10.00 2.00 1-DAY 3,00 17 .00 50,25 75,00 5.00 5-DAY (BI RD) . 

zs-.,. 2.50 1-DAY 1.00 fo!fl 
OREGON 20.00 10.00 10-DAY (SAL&ST) 50.00 15.00 35,00 25.00 

. 1.,~ z~.50 l-tl'v 20.00 75,00 . 
UTAH 15, 00 

"U'a:OO 5-DAY {SG) (BG) 

WASHINGTON 20.00 6.00 7-DAY 2:oo(sT) 50,00 3.00 35.00 2.00 2.00 
, . 

5.00 5-DAY · 25.00 
~; 

WYOMING 25.00 50,00 125,60 30.00 f 

12.50 30-DAY (BI RD) .' 

!..A 

w 
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Ccmeat• Concernlpa Attached 1111 AJ-142 
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1. LiM 17;7• Yea. laccaaand tncr ... e in flahing Ueeuea becaua• of 
lncnuecl coats ln all .. pecte of the flab proar• vlaicla la a ,at aad 
take proar•. It ia preae11tly alao eupported by • laqe perceata .. ~f 

lmattna llceue feea. 
} .'l,.e., 

2. Linea 18 and l9A • IncnaatJaa than feee aad keeptaa the fee• the 
•- u would apply for 1110t1•reatdenta, llu• 16 and 17 of pap 2, we 
feel ta unnuonable. 

fflfe: 1 
3. Line 20/!• A laqe percentaae of feea collected by ••l• of lumtina 
llceaaee, aer t ... , etc., go towarda aupport of the fiah progr .... 
Tha tiah proar• t• a put and take aituation and open for year round 
fiaht.Dg in moat waters. We don't believe the bunter who doe• not fish 
ahould have to aupport the flab p~ram. Th• hunter paya additional f••• for game be bunts, auch u c!Aer tags ($5.00), duck and pbeuant 
ataaapa ($5.00 and f2.00) and application fee(•) of $2.00 (ridiculoua) 
for applyiDg for a tq (ln which he 1• very lucky if be geta one) for 
bi1 ..-, except for deer. Poaaibly by incre .. tna the naideat fiahlag 
llceaae fee, without raiatna tha buntlna license fee, it would put the 
program clo.er 1a Uae with coats. 

,>Hilt 
4. 1,lM 214• a.~- ndecl to lt••p in line with recc:wnd.ation not to 
tncnue IIUattna licnae fM. 

Jl\afW::i 
S. LiM 22,i• lecaua• of •--rcial upecta and lliaJaer returna for fuH 
on tbe unet, trapptna liceue feea could be raiaed a little. 

,q,~f Jt> 
r•ae 2 

6. 1,lDea 11 through 15A• Why abould a naident fiahing licenae fee bave 
to 1M increuecl ancl not a DOD•reaident fee'I If a reaidasat fee ta in• 
ereued 'by about a third, we feel that a non-reddant fee ahould be in• 
creaaed at leut by the aame percentage. Note: PreHntl7 it eostl a 
DOD•naideat $18.00 for a fiahing license and atampa to fi•h for fresh 
water fi• h in California and we understand that thil •iaht 1M increased 
by California legislative action thl• year. 

eo,..4 
7. Lt.Dee 16 and 17 ;1- We feel it ls only right that a non-resident should 
have to pay more than a reaident. At present, the•• feea are the •ame 
for a reaideut aa a non-reaident. Bee line• 18 and 19 of pace 1. 

)~i-
8. Line• 21 through 25, 44, 45, 46Aand line• 2 and 3 on Page 3 • The 
amabara of the s,on ... ,•• Club of Mineral County£!!.!. !!!2 atroagly that 
there ehould be ao out of • tate hunter• allowd. 1D tact, practically all 
hunten w have talked to throughout the atate have thi• •ame feeltna. 
They feel the only reuoo for allowt.na out of atate hwlten la becauae of 
tlle ccaaercial aapecta • DOt only to the flab &ad Qallll Departaeat • but to 
private coaaercial enterpri•••. Thi• fee Una la ptttna atronaer because 
of ta.. preMat •cu.ne ta our wildlife reaouroea witld.a tile atate. TM 

14 
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l'ub and Calla Departaant/eo-t.asicmera explain that tbey would N aubject 
to the loas of federal support aonay if they didn't allow out of state 
bunters. 

the lport._n•• club ....,_ra, along with the Gaae NuapMnt Board, feel 
that if they can't eltainate out of atate bunters, the incnaaed fees 
abould 1M at leut raiae4 for tba Ucenaea and taas • as ahown, on the 
attached marked up litl il-142. 

~ 
9. Lina• 28 and 29t1• lec:&11•• of the cc:aaercial upectt w feel tbat the 
c:oet ahoulcl be raued at 1 ... t to the amount• aa ahown on the aarbd up 
1111 U-142. llotea !Mn_. a lot of camaent that the lncnuea nee.• 
.. ac1ed wn not hip enoup, eepec:ially for private hwatlJII pnnnea ill 
which 11f.aratory .... 1,irda are laullted. lird• aot stocke4 at tbe private 
pruerve expense. Ia fact, tlle fuU.q vu that auch private presene• 
where aigratory .... la t.Jwolved, abould 1M eliainated/outlawed. 

.... 3 

10. Lille 7 • lihat~ Joesi~ly fl0.00 for a pheaaant stamp or tag. 'l'he 
fee liq vu that even for a turkey tag, $3.00 would be aufflcient. 

15 



• 

-

• 

ASSEMBLY BlLL"NO. 142.:_COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT· 
' AND PUBLIC RESOURCES . 

Spo[lqSH,&J !1 JANUARY 30 1975 

{!;_u /3 °treti/.~tte'ofEnv:~~nt and Public ~e5ources 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
rn 
14 
lf> 
16 
17 
18 
19 

· 20, 
21 
22 
2:.1 
24 
25 

SUMMARY-Adjusts fees for hunting and fishing iicenscs, tags and 
permits. Fiscal Note: No. (BDR 45•256) ' 

ExrLANATION-Matter in italics is new; matter in brackets [ ) is 
material to be omitted. 

AN ACT relating to hunting and fishing licenses, tags and permits; providing for 
an adjustment of fees; adding new categories requiring permits; deleting cer
tain categories; and providing other matters properly relating thereto. . 

The People of the State of Nevada, represented in Senate and Assembly, 
do enact as fallows: 

SECTION 1. NRS 502.240 is hereby amended to recid as follows: 
502.240 Annual licenses for the term of 1 year from July 1 to June 

30 and limited permits shall be issued at the following prices: 
1. To any citizen of .the United States who has attained his 12th 

birthday but who has not attained his 16th birthday and who has been 
a bona fide resident of the State of Nevada for 6 months, upon the pay
ment of $1 for an annual fishing or hunting license. 

2. To any citizen of the United States who has attained his 65th 
birthday and who has been a bona fide resident of the State of Nevada 
for 20 years, upon the payment of $1 for an annual hunting or fishing 
license-. Any such person shall be exempt from the payment of the fee 
for a resident deer tag for a regular season as required by the provisions 
of NRS 502.250. 

3. Except as provided in subsection 2, to any citizen of the United 
States who has attained his 16th birthday and who has been a resident 
of the State of Nevada for 6 months, upon the payment of: 1 

For a fishing Ii~ense ............ ·;·····••······················ ... [$7.501. $10.00 . 
For a j'.5-dayJ l 0~day permit to fish ..................... ,<[5.00~ -7-:-:'itt-~j 
For a 2-day permit to fish .......................... a ••••••••••• '.[3.00]' ~ /. ;;;, 
For a hunting license ................. , ........................... l) .501, ··-8-:5tt IV I) 
For a combination hunting and fishing license .... [14.00] -F1-:fJfr /{,4~ 
For a trapping liccnse ............................................ [5.00J ~·· ~"'"I> 
For a fur dealer's license ........................................ [ l'.00] 5,QO- · 
For an annual master guide's liccnse ....... : ............ [50.00] 100.00 
For an annual subguide's license .......................... [10.00] S0.00 

J- 16 
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•. To any ai'icn or to any citizen of the United States who has 
ined his 12th birt~day but who has not attained bis 16th birthday. 
a bona fide resident of the State of Nevada, upon the payment of $5 
an annual fishing license ( except for a fishing license to fish in the 
orocal waters of the Colorado River and Lake Mead, which annual 
1se shall cost a sum agreed upon by the commission and the Arizona 
1c and Fish Commission, but not to exc.eed $10). 
. Except as provided in subsection 4, to any alien or to any citizen 

.he United States. not a bona fide resident of the State of Nevada. 
,1 the payment o( · 

For a fishing license ( except for a fishing license to fish 
in the reciprocal waters of the Colorado River and 
Lake Mead, which license shall cost a sutn agreed 
upon by the commission and the Arizona Game ..._. ·r 

,._,;.and Fish Commission, but not to exceed $10) ......... LSI5.oci]-_:zc 0~ 
For a'{5-dayJ' ].{;l .. ~pcrmit to fislL. ................. [$5.00] 7.50 
For a 2-day permit to fish ...................................... [3.00] 5.00 · 
[For a special hunting license to hunt deer by bow 

and arrow ( and no other license shall be 
required) ........................................................ I 0.00] 

For a hunting license ............................................ (35.00] A-f).;f}{) 31-().(.'0 
For aii annual trapper's Jicense ............................ [10.00] 35 .00 
For a fur dealer's license ...................................... (25.00] 3--5-:0&-S-t:.ct 
For an annual master gi.1ide's license ................ [100.00] 200.00 
For an annual subguide's license .......... _ ............... [20.00] 100.00 

. To any person, without regard to residence, upon the payment of: 
For a noncommercial breeding ground ............... .($2.00]//) .~11fl::::,~ 
For a commercial or private shooting preserve .... [25.00] ~st.Cc' 
For a commercial breeding grouncl ...................... [25.00] ~0 .1'C, c.'t 
For a commercial fish hatchcry ............................ (10.00] 35.00 
For a private noncommercial fish hatchery........................ 5.00 
For a trciined animal act license .................... ! ........ '........... 10.00 
[For a fur dealer's agent's license .............. '. ...... ~............. 10.00] 
For a live bait dealer's permit... ........................... [25.001 50.00 
For a competitive field trials permit... ................... (1.00] 5.00 
For a falconry lic~nse ....................................... ~.[10.00] I 5.00 
For an importation permit ............. : ........................ ~: ...... .'. 2 .00 
For an impart eligibility permit .. '...................................... 25.00 
For o tropical fish dealer's permit...................................... 25.00 
F01 a {We---b€/ih5@:lirtg ar11i;trunsp01 tiilg pennit................ 2 ;()0-
c. 2. NRS 502.250 is hereby amended to read as follows: 
)2.250 1. The following fees shall be in effect: 
Resident deer tag for regular season .................. ~............. $5.0°'7 
Nonresident and alien dcettag for regular season .......... : .... [)0.00J6C,<..'C 
Resident deer ta'g for hunti'rig deer by bJw and arrow...... 5.00 
Nonresident and alien deer .tag for hunting deer by .. 

bow and arrow ......................................... J$30.00} ,l: ].{H}f} /Vt) 
Resident antelope tag ....................................... : .. [15.00]t.){..;H-:00 ~ 
Resident elk tag ................ , .................... , ............ (15.00] 25.00 
~-esident bighorn tag., ........ ~ ........... ~ ..................... [25.00] 50.00 

fl 

:fl( ,· 
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Resident mountain lion tag ............. : .................... [$5.00] $10.00 
, · . Nonresident bighorn tag .................................... (125.00] 250.00 

. Nonresident mountain lion tag ............................ (50.00] 100.00 
'·2. Othe.1: re:jident big game tags for special seasons shall not exceed 

, 5 . [$25.] $50. Other'nonrcsident big game tags for special seasons shall not 
6 .exceed [$125.] $250. · . · 
'l · , 3. Tags determined to be necessary by the commission. for other 

. 8 species under NRS 502.130, shall not exceed f$2J $--.1.~.:lv t-'t> 
: 9 4. A fee not to exceed $2 may be charged for processing an appli
;-'10 cation for tags for special seasons. 
;: 11 SEC. 3. NRS 505.020 is hereby repealed. 

~ ...... ; ., , 
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EX. C 

STATEMENT OF W. R. "WALT" MARTINI I-
I have been a resident for 15 years. The population of Nevada 

has better than doubled since I hit Nevada in 1960. Many senior 

citizens who have come here as we did or since we did came here to 

make their homes and Nevada is home to us. 

We have added much to the economy and well-being of Nevada and 

we have been active in many things. I am an ardent fisherman, but 

I have not had a fishing license for nearly four years because of 

illness. But I have been hoping I could capitalize on my advanced 

age through a $1.00 license .this year. 

It was just called to my attention an hour ago that qualifica

tion for.resident University rates is only one year and that means 

19 

a saving to the individual of a neighborhood figure of $1800. For

tunately I can pay $10 for a license if I have to; many senior citi

zens cannot. 

Why penalize us who are among the aging. Leave this at one 

year. Most of us who are over 65 are going to stay here as long 

as the Lord will let us and we will continue to be good Nevadans 

and we will appreciate this consideration • 
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F i rs t: R ~ ad in g _ _,
1
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Second Reading _______ _ 
Thir~ Reading 
First Reading 
s~cvud ~eading _____ _ 
Third Reading 

July 30,· 1974 ----------------
Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year 

Summary 
Loss in Revenue to Nevada 
Fish and Game Commission 

1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 

$3700.00 $3700.00 $3700.00 

Cont:i.nuing 

$3700.00 

Total •••••••••••••••••••••••••• $3700.00 $3700.00 $3700.00 $3700.00 
i 

ANATlON (use continuation sheets if required): 

/ 
The 1970 National Survey of hunting and fishing-indicate 4.8% of persons who 
fish are 65 years of age or older. Nevada Fish and Game total fishing licensE 
sales for FY73 were 85,985 with revenue of $520,654. FY73 figures indicate · 
1818 fishing licenses and 1916 combination. fishing and hunting(total 3734) 
were issued to Nevada residents 65 or older.qualifying for the reduced fee of 
$1.00 or $2.00. Using the 1970 Survey figure and 1970 c~nsus date there is a 
potential of 4127 individuals 65 or older who could fish & hunt. Not all of 
these individuals would meet the new req:uirements of a five year residency. 
the assumption-they would and based on.FY73 sales it is assumed half of the 
remaining eligible of 400 (4127-3734 buying reduced fee licens·e in FY73=. 

op· 
--: 

393 or approx. 400) would buy fishing licenses at $7.50 and combinations at 
$14.0o.· If this new total {400) qualified for the reduced fee under the pro
posed revision it could rasult in a loss of revenue of approxQ $3700.00 annua 
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