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ENVIIOJMENT AND PUBLIC RESOURCES c:x:M1ITI'EE 

April 14, 1975 

The iooetin:r was called to order in Rocm #131, at 7: 05 p .m., M:>nday, April 14, 1975, 
with Senator Thanas Wilson in the chair. 

PRESENT: Senator Themas Wilson 
Senator Richard Blakenore 
Senator earl Dodge 
Senator Mary Gojack 
Senator Gary Sheerin 
Senator Richard Bryan 

ABSENT: Senator Joe Neal 

S.B. 114: Extends certain protection to non:raire species of wildlife and oonfonns 
various provisi<?ns in fish and game laws. 

Mr .• Glen Griffith, Nevada Department of Fish and Game, testified in favor of the bill. 
His written testinony is -attached and will be labled A'ITACHMENT 1. Fbllowing his writ
ten testim:>ny, -Mr. Gr~:ffity asked the oorrm:ittee to look at page 2, line 4. The proposed 
that the word signator be~usea instead of tmdersigned. Mr. Griffith indicata:l this only 
referra:l to the make up of the license. Senator Wilson as'~ed if the license holder made 
any declaration belCM where the signature is going to be. Mr. Griffith said possibly. 

Fred Wright, Fish and Gane, said this has been teken care of in S.B. 462. It covers 
the sane section of the law. 

Mr. Grifiith then called the ccmnittee's attention to line 14, p:i.ge 2. They would like 
the words "state pheasant starrp" deleted. The,y are doing cMay with the pheasant stamp. 
In line 24, page 2, they would like the follCMing to be included: "503.010 and the words 
'unless othezwise specified by camri.ssion regulation.'" 'Ibis would allow the use of 
aircraft for taking predatory animals where :recessary. The other bill drafter changes 
in the li:M refers to ena:xnpassing wildlife instead of gama. 

The following cxmnittee question were askerl: 

Senator Dodge: I attenderl a rreeting earlier in the session in Pallor. where Glen was· 
explaining scree of these bills. It might be of interest to the cammittee to know why 
the,y want to license all hunting arrl trappin:f, in particular witl-i reference to the 
vannints. He was speaking about a situation alon:r the Sierra Nevada's. Mr. Griffith 
said the do have problars. As states get nore restrictive, the people go to states 
with minimal or no restrictions. They have a real problem wi. th spotlighting. There 
have been scree losses and they have no jurisdiction over the unprotected species. 

Senator Wilson: Mechanically, how would it op:rate if a man wants to shoot vannints? 
. Mr. Griffith said they would have to have a license, unless the vaonint is harrn:in1 his 
animanl.. He cxlUl.d then take .i.moodiate action to protect his property. 

over 
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Senator Wilson: Does that appear in the statute or are you talking aoout pranulgation? 
Mr. Griffith said it would be praru.lgation of regulations unless otherwise specified 
by comnission regulation. The regulations raw allow the taking or predators by air
craft. This would be under circumstances \\here there is nee1. 

Senator Blakenore: What kind of unprotected wildlife do we have left? Mr. Griffith 
said under present law they rave these species - coyotes., lx>b cats, jack rabbi ts, grourrl 
squirrels, gophers, starlings, etc. · 

Senator Nilson: If yru are a rancher and yru want to shoot a coyote, do you have to have 
\ a license before you can? .Mr. Griffith said they would have to pranulgate regulations. 

) 

) 

) 

Senator D:x:l.ge: Your staterrent indicates that that would still be true. Mr. Griffith 
said they would anticipate that the land a-mer or rancher w::>uld be able to protect his 
proi:erty. 

Senator Sreerin: Why is rrountain lion left out? Mr. Griffith said it is already covered. 
Senator Sheerin: At the present tine, is there any trouble to get a i:ennit to kill a 
nountain lion that is lx>thering a ranch? Mr. Griffith said no. They even pay for a 
hunter to take the lion. 

Senator Sheerin: Can the rancher hire sorre easterner to c:x:>mc? out, get a :r:ennit, go 
hunting with him and kill the rrountain lion. Mr. C'..riffith said this is characteris
tically done. Senator Sheeri. said that way he gets paid fran the sportsr."an. If he 
doesn't have a sportsrran and there is a rrountain lion lx>thering the herd, are there 
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rronies to pay the garre hu.11ter to go out and take it at that point in time? Mr. Griffith 
said yes.. Senator Sheerin aska:l what it took to get on that list. Mr. (".,ri.ffith said 
they make application for the guide license. Senator Sheerin aska:l if there were suf
ficient funds to pay them and Mr. Griffith indicated there were. Senator C:i0jas:k asked 
if children under 12 were requira:l to get tags for their deer. Mr. Griffith said child
ren under 12 are not allowa:l to hunt. Discussion of this followed. 

Senator M.)nroe spoke fran the audience and said the regulations would allow a rancher to 
kill pra:lators on their own property. He wanted to know about rroving sheep across the 
public domain if they would be able to kill predators that attacked their animals there. 
Mr. Griffith said the conmission could give them the authority to protect their property, 
with a pennit. Senator Wilson asked if they could do it without a pennit. Mr. Griffith 
said they could get the pennit before. eomnittee discussion followed. 

Barney Fritz stood fran the audience and said from his standpoint he would be sympatheti~ 
toward the farrrer and the rancher. He said he was quite sure the rest of the Corrmission 
had similiar feelings. He said he thought they had issued pennits to the ranchers to 
shoot rrountain lions on sight. Mr. 1'ritz said they didn't want to make it tought on the 
rancher or the fa.mer. Mr. Griffith said they wanted to maintain responsible predator 
control and if they didn't maintain it responsibly, they were going to Iese it • 

.. 
Deloy Satterthwaite, Woolgr~s Association, testified in oJ;pOsition to the bill. They 
feel the key to the whole bill is the word wildlife. Changing the \<'vOrd "rqme" to "wild
life", in their opinion, is opening up a can of wo:rms. Taking out the \<'vOrd garre arrl. FU,t
':ing in wildlife, yoti are including all the predators. They also feel the bill would re
quire them to have a license to shoot predators, where at this time no license is required. 
Page 3, line 41, they feel \<'vOuld allow the Departllalt of Fish and Garre to put a season on 
predators. Mr. Satterthwaite said he had spoken to Mr. Griffith, who indicated the in
tent of the bill was not to hurt the wcolgrower or the livesbY'....k producer. Mr. Satterth
waite sai-1 he believes Mr. Griffith, but if this is put in writing and Mr. Griffith isn't 
around, sareone else might interpret the bill differently. He discussed this briefly. 
Mr. Satterthwaite said they had gotten along for 40 years without this bill and they can 
do without it now. 

aM-ITTIEE QJESTIOOS FOLWWED: . 

Senator T>cdge: Do your objections go to the whole bill, or do you have any suggestions 
hcM the Fish and Garre people might get to the problem about people a:>ming in fran other 
states without licenses, and if affect, hunting arrl trawing. I am referring now to 
Section 1 uf the bill. Is there any way to reconcile the authority over that area in 
order to license people fran out of state and still recognize ywr objections to the 
bill. 

over 
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A. Mr. Satterthwaite said he i;ersonally didn't have any solution to this problem, but 

said ~ you p..1t predators on the list, you are controlling everything. Senator ,Sheerin 

askoo if they p..1t it in writing that ranchers and sheep people can protect their property. 

Senator Dcrlge made a similar suggestion. Mr. Satterthewaite said he thought that if it 

was harrlled by law to wiere t'1ere "-Ould be no question that sanewhere in the near fnture 

sorreone couldn't put a two nonth season on a coyote, for example, and they a:>uldn't re
quire that every tirre they shot coyotes they "-Ould have to have a tag, etc. If all this 

could be gi;elled out in the law where they waild be protected, he was sure sarething could 

be w:>rked out. 

Ira Kent, Fallon, testified rext. He stated the livestock people had contacted him and 

were quite concerned al:out the bill. They are concerned in that if coyotes are put on 

the gaire list and called wildlife, they will have trouble protecting their property. 
'!here are lots of tines that you can't ascertain if a coyote is going to hannyou stock, 

and if you shoot him, you could be in violation of the law. They way the bill is now, 
they coyote would have to be killing your sheep or calf befor you could shoot it. They 

thought the bill was a very poor bill. Mr. Kent said he thought this bill gave the 
Fish and Game Depart:nent too mud1 attitu:le. He was also against the section that pro-

)
:- hibited hunting fran airplanes and helicopters. He felt this rection should be spelled 

cut. He also rx>inted out on page 2, line 34, section 4. Senator Wilson said that was 

the existing law and Mr. Kent said he thought it should be corrected. He said he 'WOUld 

) 

g:> along with Mr. Satterthwaite's thinking and stai:Enents. He said they definitely have 

, a problem in Fallon. Senator Wilson asked what his reaction "-Ould be to Senator Dcxlge' s 

suggestion that they exempt people protecting their own property. Mr. Kent said he felt 

they would have quite a cu:rrbersare bill. 

Matt Benson, Nevada cattlerren' s Association, testified rext. He stated the s;attlenen w:>Uld 

rave to take the saire position as the sheep people. He said it was only in the last 

five years that the cattle people have beccm::? aware of the coyote problem. He had a list 

of the people in various trawing districts who have requested aid. '!he represent 135 of 

the largest cattle operators in the state. Thirty-four are from the Reno district, and 

ninety-three from Elko. He thought all these people would S'J along with the association's 

recxmrerrlations. Mr. Benson said these people are the biggest taxpayers and probably 

the biggest cattle operators in the state. He said when you include wildlife, you are 
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treading on a large area and they are afraid it will get so cumbersorre they would rec::cxmenc 
the bill be thra-m out. 

Senator Wilson asked what his reaction would be to Senator Ibdge's suggestion for exenp
tions. Mr. Benson said he thought they were going to find that hunting with helioopters 
you might not always be on ranch property. He said he thought they \\Ould be very lea.ry 
of the bill at all. He said they had adequate protection now. Senator Dodge said that 
whatever protection they have nCM is by regulation. He asked if tl-iey were protesting the 
fact that these animals are nCM classified as gane animals. Mr. Benson said they were 
not classified as wildlife. Senator Wilson said their apprehension is that they want to 
see that they are classified. Carmittee discussion followed. 

Senator M::mroe spoke from the audience. He said he thcught what these people were trying 
to say is that by classifying these predators, you are putting ther. in a category that 
the environrrentalists are trying to protect. He said this IIOVerrent was scmething that was 
going to be detrilrental. 

Fral'lk Groves testified next. He said you. can't say you are the sane today as you were in the state 40 years ago because there are a lot rrore people nON with ITBny different atti
bldes. He dicussed briefly that the bill would satisfy the envirornrentalists and not 
the Ji vestock peoi;:le. 

Tina KnaPfe, representing herself, testified next. "."he is also a nterr00r -:,f the Sie-rra 
Club. She said she was interested in seeing ranching survive in Nevada and said that 
wildlife was greatly helped by ranchers in Nevada. She said the Carmission was m::stly 
on the side of the ranchers and said she knew this because she had trierl to sway them 
rrore the other way. Ms. KnaH;>e stated they do Sl.lH)Ort the bill because they \\Ould like 
to see the state take a position that the Sierra Club can feed into national organiza
tions as a responsible position. She felt the attitude in Nevada about predator control 
and the \-11.ld horses helped pranpt the federal legislation. There was a short discussion 
about the wild horse oontrol in the Sta"t:e of Nevada. 

s.B. ll7: Reduces residence r~iFement for persons over 65 years of age to qualify for 
reduced hunting and fishing license fee. 

Glen Griffith, Nevada Depart:nent of Fish arrl Ga.'lle, testified in favor of the bill. See AT.malMENT 2. . - . 

QUESTICNS FroM <XffITTIEE AS FOLUH,: 

Senator Wilson: What is the rationale for the 10 year residence requirement. 

A. Mr. Griffith said this was the reccmnendation of the Assembly Ccmnittee. Discussion fullowed. . 

over 
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John Kinble, ~ Carmission for the Agmg, testified next. Mr. Kint>le stated they 
were in favor of .B. 117. ' 

Roger ~ testified next. Mr. Teglia ai:,peared before the Assembly Conmittee on this 
bill. He stated senior citizens have the tine to spend fishing and hunting that other 
people do not have. He said his proposal to that corrmittee wis to raise the price to. 
$7. 50 for these licenses because of the expenses that the Depart:rrent of Fish and Gane 
is having to neet. .Mr. Teglia discussed this briefly. 

S.B. 7: Prohibits use of saw-toothed or spiked jaw trap to capture any animal. 

Glen Griffith, Nevada Departrrent of Fish and Game, testified. See A'ITAOlMENT 3. 'Ibey 
felt the bill should be indefinitely postp:>ned for the reasons stated in his written 
testinony. Senator G:>jack asked if the provision on the weekly visitation to the trap:; 
could be changed so that they would have to be visited rrore often. Mr. Griffith said 
it had been changed to five days. Mr. Griffith and Senator G:>jack discussed this briefly. 

S.B. 462: Provides for ~nt fish and gane licensing system. 

Glen Griffith, Nevada Departnent of Fish and Game testified. See A'ITArnMENT 4. Mr. 
Griffith explained the purpose of the bill and e}(J?Ounded upon his written testinony naren
tarily. Senator Dodge asked if this ultima.tely offered a rrore economical set-up. Mr. 
Griffith said yes. 

S.B. 463: Provides certain exception to fish hatchery invoice requirement. 

Glen Griffith, Nevada Department of Fish and Game testifierl. See ATl'AOIMENT 5. Mr. 
Griffith spoke briefly, expounding up::>n his writtt:m testirrony. 

S.B. 464: Provides new procedure_J:or issuance of nonresiden.:. land o.,mer deer tags. 

Glen Griffith, Nevada Department ~Esh and C,arre:., testified. See ATI'ACHMF.NT 6. 
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SEnator Wilson aska:l hcM this changed the present law. Mr. Griffith said it v.0uld extend 
the privileges of the chapter to individual land owners rather than nerrt,ers of a oorpor
ation. Camri.ttee discussion foll<:1.\ed. It was detenni.ned that the bill did not spell 
out the exact intent and Mr. Griffith was asked to present the ooomittee with language 
that did. 

Fred Wright, Nevada Dep:irtrnent of Fish and Garre, clarified sare points for the carmittee. 
He said the intent is under the law as exists now, if a non-resident land owner agrees 
to open 75 percent of his property, he buys a mn-resident landowner license, which is a 
special class, and a deer tage. If he hunts chuckers, he can hunt them on this CMn 
property, but if the chucker goes off his property, he can't hunt them. Mr. Wright 
said they were saying to do away with the non-resident landowner license and let him buy 
a regular non-resident license alike all non-residents and he can hunt anything that is 
open to non-residents on or off his property with that license. Se::ator Wilson said he 
thought they wanted to get at the problem that the stockholder of the corp:,ration falls 
on~ He said he supposa:l they wanted to get at th~ situation of a partnership. Mr. 
WRight said the problem they have run into is the i;erson woo holds one tenth of one tenth, 
etc. Discussion followed. 

Senator Ibdge said if you wanted to limit it to say one person in his family, my don't 
they•just say a non-resident of this state who is the principal a,.mer, whether it be a 
partnership in corp:,ration. Senator Bryan asked if they couldn't simply do it by em
powering the corrmission to make regulations in this c _-ea. Senator Wilson 'lsked them to 
see what they could develop. 

benator Bryan asked if they made value judgemmts right now as to the size of the parcel 
of land. Mr. Griffith said yes. Senator Bryan said if they did' t judge the parcel to be 
sufficiently large, then they don't issue the license. Mr. Griffith said not. _Senator 
Wilson asked if they had regulatory jurisdiction now. Mr. Griffith said yes. Discussion 
followed. Mr. Wright said all the bill does is elerninate any reference to a non-resident 
landowner license. Senator Wilson said diey were going to have to be careful with this 
type of thing because they are opening up the :i:ossibility of developing and selling shares 
in land in Nevada by out-of-state people who could then qualify for a resident hunting 
license. Mr. Wright said they can buy a non-resident license over the counter on anything 
that is open where there is no quota, whether t11ey are a landowner or mt. 'rhe things 
they can't hunt are the animals with quotas. That is why they are refirung the non
resident land omier deer tags. Mr. Wright said to carry that one step further, it refers 
to the regular season. If the proposal cnnes to pass for this caning season and there ;is 
a total quota on any area that becares a special, and the landowner owns property, he is 
mt eligibl,_. Sala tor IX:>dge said one other thing they might want to do in res:i:onse to 
the questions al:xxlt using yot...e CMn judgement an the parcels of land is to write sane 
language in on Line 8 of the existing language or the amendato:ry language on lire 2, page 
2, which proposes to hunt and is open to the public for hunting and substantial size to 
accaoodate such hunting. He stated you could put words to that affect in tre bill. 

C?Ve, 
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A.B. 141: l-t:lkes various c:hanges in laws on fish and game. 

Glen Griffith, Nevada Departrrent of Fish and Garre, testified. See A'ITACHMENT 7. 
Deloy Satterthwaite, vbolgrower' s Association, testified next. Mr. Satterthwaite said he 
thought they could live with the provision that the trap; llllSt be ~:rmanently marked, 
however, they feel this identification is for the person mo is setting illegal traps. 
'Ibey thought that perhaps a mark of sare kind instead of~ and address might be better. 
He felt that if the traps were marked with nam3 and address, they would nore thefts of 
traps. He again said some type of mark would be better that would be on file with the 
Depa.rtlrent of Fish and Game. This could be a number also. 

On Page 3, Line 41, there is a provision which \\Ould ra:iuire each and every sheepherder 
to have a hunting ~:rnri.t. 'Ibey were opp::>sed to doing that. Senator IX>dge asked if they 
'WC'Uld be opposed if they wrote in an exenption for the livestock people • .r,,.r. Satterthwaite 
said he would have to give the sane answer that he gave on~.B. 114. 

On the last page, Line 18, there is a 72 hour period there where a trapper is required 
to check his traps. 'lhey wo.ild like to suggest that it be left at the present one week 
period. Mr. Satterthwaite said if you check it on a 72-oour basis, their people \\Ork on 
a five day work week and that "WOuld p.it them on an over-ti.ma basis. It wo.ild also require 
much nore travel and there would be fewer trap lines. 

A.B. 142: Adjusts fees for huntin5r_and.fishing.licenses, tags, and permits. 

Glen Griffith, Nevada Department of Fish and Gane, testified. See A'ITAC'..HMENT 8. Mr. 
Griffith discussed this sta~nt a.ncfanswered questions from the committee. 

Roger Teglia, testified next. He stated that he appeared before the Asserrbly Conmittee 
on Environrrcnt nad Public Resrurces. He said this bill was not going to answer the 
financial problems of the Fish and ('~ Departemtn. He urgec"i that they charge $5.00 for a 
senior citizen license. He said the $5.00 for the senior citizen should cane out of the 
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480 general fund. He discussed this briefly. Senator Dodge aska:l if what be was suggesting that the $5.00 out of the general fund go to the Depart:m:mt of Fis.Joi am Qme. Mr. Teglia said that was right. Senator JX>dge aska:l what the general reaction flXlft the sport:snen had been about the increase. Mr. Griffith said they had bad oo concerted ogx:,sition. 
senator Bryan asked what hai:pened to a proposal he had herd being di scnt1aed ,in· t\le Ways am 1'IEans Carmittee about makinJ the Fish am Game Departjnent a general· fun1 ~. Mr. Griffith said he believed there was to be a ccmnission stu:1y ~ the legislative aamdssion on mak:inJ them a general fum agency. Senator Bryan asked if other Fish IIU1d. Gm& Departments were furxled as Nevada thra.igh fees an::i licenses. Mr. ·· Griffith gave· 'a $hOrt. xun- · down of the other states. 

( A.B. 143: Chan<_:7es manner of~a~ and~ license awts and p:ovides for. rev0Jdn9 license agent's authority for breach· of. regulations. · . · 
Glen Griffith, Nevada Depart:mmt of Fish and Game, t.estifia:l. See A~ 9,. 1he bill was discussed and questions asked }¥ the camri. ttee. Mr. Teglia. aiso of fiered sane in-put on this bill. 

· 
'ltlere beill;J no further business, the neeting W!lS adjourne:l at 9:10 p.m~ 
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STATE OF NEVADA 
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 

Proposed Legislation - 1975' 

SUBJECT: S. B. 114 - Extends certain protection to nongame species of 
wildlife and conforms various provisions in fish 
and game laws. 

482 

S. B. 114, if approved, would require any person 12 years of age or 
over to obtain a license prior to hunting or trapping any species of wild
life, except for the protection of persons and property~ and, amends various 
sections of Fis!, and Gaine Laws by substituting the term 11wildlife11 where ap
plicable, for game animals, furbearers, or game birds • 

• 
License requirement to hunt· or trap 

Un~er the provisions of S. B. 114 - every person who hunts or traps 
any of the wildbirds or animals must first obtain a license or permit 
therefore, provided no lic~nse to hunt or trap shall be required of resi
dents who have not yet attained their 12th birthday unless required for the 
issuance of tags. By statute, (NRS 502.110) the licensing requirement shall 
not apply to the protection of persons or property from unprotected wildlife, 
on or in the immediate vicinity of home or ranch premises. 

The landowner or rancher could, as now, take immediate action, to 
protect his property from coyotes, bobcats, jackrabbits, ground squirrels, 
and all other unprotected species of wildlife without a license. Further, 
annual depredation permits have been and would continue to be issued at no 
cost to the rancher or landowner, to handle bona fide depredation problems 
caused by gaine species. 

No license would be required of any person to carry a gun or to en
gage in target practice unless huntin~. The statutory definition of hunt
ing (NRS 501.050) is clear - it specifies the search f~r and pursuit of wild 
animals and birds for the purpose and with the means of capturing, injuring 
or killing the same. 

The Department does not anticipate increased sales of resident hunt
ing licenses under the proposal as most persons would obtain a license to 
hunt deer, upland game, or other game species later in the year. It would; 
however, affect many nonresidents who now hunt 11varmits11 without a license 
and who create a potential danger to all wildlife and livestock in some· 
areas. Department personnel expend considerable time, and expense in 
patrolling these areas - the cost is borne by Nevada's licensed sportsmen. 
Purchase of a license to hunt would partially defray this expenditure. 
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Conforms various provis~ons of fish and game laws 

The State Board of Fish and Game Commissioners pursuant to the Fish 
and Game Laws is responsible for the management of all species of wildlife, 
including wild animals, wild birds, fish, reptiles, amphibians, and if ap
proved by A. B. 141, mollusks and crustaceans. Its responsibility is not 
limited to game species. In many sections of the Fish and Game Laws, ref
erence is made to game species only instead ot wildlife. To reflect the 
total responsibility, S. B. 114 would substitute, where applicable, the 
term "wildlife" for llgame" • 

• 
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STATfil.ffiNT BEFORE THE 
THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC RESOURCES 

Relative to S.B. 117 by Nevada Department of Fish and Game 

April 14, 1975 

Mr. Chairman, this bill was requested ~Y the Department of Human 

Resources, Division of Aging Services and not on our behalf. Since the issue 

has again been caised, we would like to recommend that this session identify 

a purpose for having a senior citizen license. 

To the best of our knowledge the philosophy of a senior license was 

established in the 1935 session. S.B. 163 was amended and passed to permit 

residents (6 months) 60 years and upward to obtain a fr~e license to hunt 

and fish and obtain an exempt deer tag. 

Since that time amendments ha,~ occurred in six sessions to this section 

of the statutes covering senior eligibility and fees. 

Again, in 1973, S.B. 398 was introduced to change eligibility to six 

months, but this bill did not pass. 

Unfortunately, a search of the history has not revealed the legislative 

intent in 1935, but we can assume it was economic as that 37th session ad

dressed itself to the affects of the "Great Depression." 

We therefore, recommend the following amendments to S.B. 117: 

Page 1, line 2-3, delete the words "from July 1 to June 30." 

Purpose: :o enable the establis~hlcnt of calendar year licenses in 

certain instances where it would benefit the public and 

department. 

Page 1, line 8, delete all after the number "2" down to line 14 

inclq.ding ihe number "3." 
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Statement relative to s.B. 117 
Page 2 

Add a new section to Chapter 502 as follows: 

The £.eg.-Ula..n.vte 6.ind6 tha,t -!>en.loll. cltlzen.6 06 :thl6 -6tlLte 
Uve a.6 a IW..R..e on Um.Ued ll.etvr..ement btc.omeli wlu.c.h ll.emain. 
M,xed while o:thflll. "'-0-6.t.6 c.oMta.ntty we, a.nd .tha;t ma.ny 
-6eY1,UJ4 clti..zen.6 have. .tlvwu.gh :the yea:u, c.on:tlubu..ted t.o the 
.6 pol[;(; o 6 hu.n-ti.ng and 6.i-6 lu.ng. 

l:t ,U the poLlc.y 06 :tful., S:b:Lte :tha;t any cltlzen 06 :the 
United S:ta:teo, who hM {!;t:to.,.i..ned hl6 6 5:th b..i./ithday and who 
mu been a bona. 6,lde 1t.eli-ldmt 06 .the S:ta,te on Nevada. 604 
10 yeaJU,, .6haLe. upon payment 06 $2.50 be -lMu.ed a Se;u.o4 
Cltlzen Hu.nt..lng and F.-Uhi.ng Uc.en.6e. 

Purpose: This would then establish an int~nt for having this class 

of license and would formally title it "Senior Citizen Hunt

ing and Fishing Lice~se." 

We recommend the 10 year residency and $2.50 fee to be in dCCord with 

the action taken by the Assembly Conunittee on Environment and Public Resources 

on A.B. 142. 

The addition of this new section ,,ould cause the elimination of the 

$1.00 license to hunt and the $1.00 license to fish and, in effect, raise 

the senior combination license to hunt and fish by 50¢. It would eliminate 

two of the 21 license classes now on the license document which will be a 

help to the license agents around the state. 

This proposed amendment would also delete the proviso for an exempt 

deer tag. The current trend in deer manag~illent is toward special deer hunts 

for residents in which quotas by management areas will be established. These 

special deer hunts automatically preclude the use of an exempt deer tag. 

The economic results are as follows: 

Based upon the assumption that had the fiscal year 1974's license 

structure been amended as discusced here the folli'.'wfng losses and gains 
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would have resulted in the fish and game fund. 

First, let me state that the fiscal note acc0~panying S.B. 117, as 

developed by Aging Services estimated an annual lc~s of $3,700. 

• However, the 1974 licenses are on a General File (computer tape) so we 

made an analysis of that data by extracting those 65 and older who indicated 

residency of 1 year, 2 years, and up, and the class of licens~ they bought. 

This data indicates that S.B. 117 as introduced would have reduced 1974's 

income by an estimated $23,355 and not by $3,700. 

A ch-:nge of residency to 10 years would have reduced 1974's income by 

$8,800. The Assembly acllon to change the fee structure to one license at 

$2.50 would have increased income by $2,220, if those who purchased a $1.00 

hunting license and a $1.00 fishing license obtained the $2.50 Senior Citizen 

License. The $2,220 is based upon no change in length of residency. 

In regard to the exempt deer tag, a total of 1,710 were picked up by 

senior citizens. 

There is one other sugge~tion we would like your committee to consider. 

As stated earlier there are 21 diffp~ent license classes on the license docu

ment and the proposal for senior citizens would eliminate two of those. If 

502.290 of NRS covering Nevada residents in the Armed Forces were amended 

into S.B. 117 to provide for a $3.00 license to hunt and fish, this would 

eliminate one other license class. At present, the statute provides for a 

$2.00 license to hunt and a $2.00 license to fish. A copy of the proposed 

wording is attached. 

A total of 356 servicemen hunting licenses and 511 servicemen fishing 

licences were sold. The economic shift would be from $1,734 at $2.00 to 

$2,601, assuming the SaJ!le number of servicemen would have purchased the li

cense to hunt and fish in 1974. 
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502.290 Nc,·ada residents in Armed Forces nol stationed in Nevada:. 
fishing, hunting license ft:es. ; hll'i\Tl-;..,,.I!.. :1,,,e,I .fu~j'\~ ,,-,e ... , C: 

1. The commission is authorized to issue tofhose persons sc\ving in 
the Armed Forces of the United States wh~ are bona fide resiJcnts of I, 
the State of Nevada J!fshing or hunting licenscQupon the payment of[$2] 3 
foriaclj),ud1 license, provided those persons requesting such liceoseJ are 
at the tune on a.:tivc duty in the Armed Forces of the United Statd and 
are not stationed in the Stale of Nevada. 

2. The commbion may require whatever proof it deems necessary 
to determine whether f1: not such persons come within the provisions of 
lhis section. 

3. Any person who is guilty of giving false infonnation for the pur
pose of obtaining a lkense as provided in this section is guilty of a 
misdemeanor. 

[1:186:1951] -1- [2:186:1951] + [3:186:1951]-(NR~ A 1967, 598; 
1969, 1150) 
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STATE OF NEVADA 
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 

Proposed Legislation - 1975 

SUBJECT: S. B. 7 - Prohibits the use of saw-toothed or spiked jaw 
trap to capture any animal. 

S. B. 7 would, if approved, amend Chapter 503 - Hunting, Fishing 
and 'D;apping Regulations; to prohibit by statute the use of saw-toothed 
or spiked jaw traps, in Nevada. 

The Sta'"e Board of Fish and Game Commissioners, pursua~.t to the 
Administrativ~ Procedure Act> and sectioh 501.181 (4a) may establish rules 
and regulations for huntinz or trapping fur-bearing animals, the daily 
and possession limits and the manner and means of taking. Thus under this 
procedure, and existing authority) the Commission may new prohibit the use 
of saw-toothed or spiked-jaw traps if deemed necessary for proper wildlife 
management and in th~ public interest. 

Amendment of Chapt~r 503 as proposed in S. B. 7 would not be 
necessary; therefore, it is recommended that S. B. 7 be held in abeyance. 
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STATElIBNT BEFORE THE 
THE SEUATE COHMITTEE OH IDNIROI-Il1ENT MIT> PUBLIC RESOU2CES 

Relative to S.B. 462 by Nevada Department of Fish and Game 

April 14, 1975 

Mr. Chairr.kln, S.B. 462 does two thines, (1) it shortens the required 

stateoent on the license document and (2) it provides permissive language 

enabling the Commission to consider establishing a licensing system, pos

sibly pattemed after our present boat registration system. 

In rega:cd to reducing the verbage this is recommended as the license 

document is overcrowded with required and necessary entries plus 21 classes 

of licensP-s. Very aimply, we need the space. 

There is one change "'\eeded. Line 11, the word "undersigned" should 

be deleted and add "in signing" after the word ''holder" and delete "of" 

in line 13. The reason is that the license design now being developed for 

1975-76 dictates that this statement appears below the signature line thus 

negating the intent of "undersigned." 

To further expand on the rermissive language for a system, one possi

bility is to issue licenses based upon an application and r.1ail the next 

year's license to the license holder. The individual would have the license 

validated at a local license agent by paying the fee ~or the cless of li

cense for which he was eligible. 

There are a nurober of possibilities that have been and will continue 

to be explored. TI1ere is concem over the license agents' ability to handle 

the 21 license classes we now h&ve plus all the other requirements and there 

is concern over the number of nonresidents illegally obtaining resident 

licenses. Some computer licensing system may improve these areas. 
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We have one other amendment to suggest. Due to the introduction of 

A.B 552 which provides free hunting and fishing licenses to disabled veterans, 

coupled with the long standing free Indian license, we propose adding the 

fo}lowing section: 

"4. Not ~:ta.ncUng any ot..'-1.e1r. p!Lov.U.um 06 .th-l-6 Tille, :the 
Comrn.l6.6Mn ma.y p,r.ov.i..de Jud.u and 1tegulr.tlon.6 cove/Ung the method 
06 appty.lng oo~ teJun and exp-i.Jr.a,twn date 06 any .U.ceiue 1tequilr.ed 
by thi6 Tille .to be ,U.6ued without :the payment 06 a. 6ee." 

The purpose is to permit these licenses to be issued upon application 

to the department accompanied by necest-3ry proof of eligibility. They could 

be valid during a calendar year thereby removing actio~. on these licenses 

out of the July/October peak and possibly for disabled veterans make the li

cense valid for more than one year. Also, we possibly would automatically 

reissue the license providing the licensee still resided in the state, and 

had notified us of any change of address. This approach provides a service 

to the licensee and removes these licenses from the normal license agent 

process. Indian representatives have expressed concern over non-indians claim

ing a right to a free Indian license thereby jeopardizing their p~esent privi-• 

lege and we feel they would be receptive to a practical approach to tightening 

up the issuance. We also owe it to those paying the regular fee that reason

able care is taken in awarding a free license. A total of 2,810 Indian 

licenses were issued in 1974. 

We have no estimate of the number of servicemen who entered service as 

a Nevada resident and met the test of disability ~pecified in A.B. 552. We 

do not think it would be excessive. 
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STATE OF NEVADA 
DEPAR'Il-ffiNT OF FISH AND GAME 

Proposed Legislation - 1975 

SUBJECT: S. B. 463 - Provides certain exception to fish hatchery 
invoice requirement. 

Any person may establish a commercial fish hatchery for the arti
ficial propagation, culture and maintenance of food fish after making 
application to the Department and paying an annual license fee ($25). 
The products of such hatchery may be sold at any time of the year subject 
to the terms of the Fish and Game Laws and regulations adopted by the 
Commission. Jnder the Laws, when the proprietor of any licensed hatchery 
sells or disposes of any fish, he shall, at the same time, deliver to the 
purchaser a signed invoice stating the number of the hatchery license, 
the kind, weight and number of fish and other details of the transaction. 
This requirement places an undue restriction on some hatcheries if food 
fish are r~ised in one locality, transported to another for sale to com
mercial outlets for resale or sold to individuals for immediate consumption, 
as an invoice is required in all instances. 

To eliminate the necessity of issuing invoices involving sales to 
private persons, S. B. 463, if approved, would authorize the State Board 
of Fish and Game Commissioners to a~opt regulations amending the requirement 
and yet insure that the fish, if alive, would not be introduced into the 
waters of this State unless specifically approved by the Department. 
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STATE OF NEVADA 
DEPARTMEtJT OF FISH AND GAME 

Proposed Legislation - 1975 

SUBJECT! S. n. 464 - Provides new procedure for issuance of non
resident landowner deer tags. 

For a number of years, the Nevada Dep~rtment of Fish and Gaine has 
issued hunting licenses and tags to about 15 ntnresidents and members of 
their families authorizing th~m to hunt deer, gume animals and game birds 
on their lands if the majority of such lands are open to the public. The 
intent of this statute was to extend the privilege of hunting to individual 
land owners rather than members of a corporation. 

S. B. 464 redefines the procedure outlined in NRS 502.230. Non
resident deer tags may be issued to the land owner and his immediate family. 
Corporate members are excluded. The land owner coul~ purchase a regular 
nonresi<lent hunting license to·accompany his land owner deer tag. The 
license could also be used to hunt other wildlife exclusive of deer in any 
area declared open by the Commission. 
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STATE OF NEVADA 
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAfIB 

Proposed Legislation - 1975 

SUBJECT: A. B. 141 - Makes various changes in laws on fish and game. 

A. B. 141, if approved, would provide for the identification of traps 
and increase the frequency of trap visitations; expand the definition of wild
life to include mollusks and crustaceans; clarify the license provision to re
quire that persons 12 years of aga and older would need a license to hunt or 
trap any species of wildlife except =or the protection of persons and property; 
upd,ate several provisions by substituting "wildlife" for "game 11

; increase the 
effectiveness of the rules govc:-:n::..ng importation of wildlife; delete the re
quirement for pheasant stamps and related subjects; and repeal several sections 
of Fish and Game Laws that are obsolete or redundant. 

Trapping 

Under A.B. 141, all traps used in the taking of any wildlife must be 
permanently marked with the name and address of the owner or trapper using 
them. Presently, twenty-four states, including five in the west, require a 
form of trap identification such as marking or attaching the name and address 
of the owner or trapper to the trap or the assignment of an identification 
number registered with the Department of Fish and Game. This requirement in
creases the effectiveness of the enforcement of the trapping regulations and 
also, would tend to lessen trap theft. 

In Nevada, any person trapping wild animals shall visit or cause to be 
visited at least once each week each trap. A review of other states trapping 
regulations showed that the frequency of visitation varied from 24 hours to a 
maximum of 72 hours, with a majority of states requiring a 24 hour visitation. 
Several states limited the nuhlber of traps set to 75 for each trapper. (South 
Dakota, Wisconsin). 

The primary purpose for trap visitation is to enable the 
promptly remove animals therefrom including non-target species. 
fore recommended that Nevada's visitation requireruent be changed 
instead of weekly. 

Definitions of Wildlife 

trapper to 
It is there
to five days 

It is proposed to expand the definition of wildlife to include 
mollusks er crustaceans thereby insuring that the Commission, under its regu
latory authority, could exercise needed controls to prevent introductions 
that pose a threat to native wildlife or its habitat. 
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Definitions of Wildlife continued 

It also recomrr.ended that the present wording contained in A. B. 141, 
section 2 be amended to read as follows: 

NRS 501.097 is hereby amended to read as follows: 

501. 097 - As used in this Title "wildlife" means any wild 
animal, wild bird, fish, reptile, amphibian, mollusk or crustacean, 
or their progeny or eggs that, whether raised in captivity or not, 
normally are found in a wild state. 

This amended definition would be consistent with other segments of the 
Fish and Game Laws, and would enabl~ more effective enforce~ent of the Federal 
laws governing interstate tr~~sro~tution of wildlife, Nevad~'s definition 
would be in agreement with es~dbli~hed Federal definitions. 

Classification of Wildlife· 

A. B. 141 would authorize the Commission to classify crustacea.,s and 
mollusks as protected species or unprotected species. This classification 
would be made in conformity with the provisions of the Administrative Proce
dure Act, similar to procedure used for classifying all other species of wild-
life. . 

Licensing Requirements 

It is proposed to expand and to clarify the licensing requirement for 
hunters and trappers. Under this change, a license would be required of any 
person to hunt, trap, or fish; provided (a) no license to hunt, trap, or 
fish shall be required of residents of Nevada who have not yet attained their 
12th birthday unless required for the issuance of tags, (b) no license to 
flsh shall be required of nonresidents who have not yet attained their 12th 
birthday unless required for the issuance of tags. 

The licensing rec:-tirement for hunting or trapping does not apply to 
the protection of persons a~<l property from unprotected wildlife, such as 
coyotes, bobcats, jackrabbitst ground squirrels; etc., on or in the immediate 
vicinity of home or ranch premises, Thus.under this provision, the rancher 
would still be able to take immediate action to protect his livestock from 
depredating animals and could do so without a license. (If an animal was 
classified as a game animal, the rancher could obtain an annual depredation 
permit at no cost from the Department - no license required.) 

Importation of Wildlife 

This amendment clarifies the rules governing the importation of wild
life; maximizes the protection afforded the native species and its habitat, 
and makes it unlawful to possess imported wildlife without the appropriate 
permit issued by the Nevada Department of Fish and Game. 
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Repeal of certain fish and game laws 

A. B. 141 would repeal the following: 

1. Sections 502.300, 503.310 and 503.320, which provide for the 
issuance of pheasant stamps; management of the funds received from the stamps; 
and the purchase of pheasants for stocking. Adequate authority to conduct a 
pheasant management program exists under Chapter 501 of the Fish and Game Laws 
as the Commission shall establish policies and adopt regulations necessary to 
the preservation, protection, management and restoration _of all wildlife. 

2. Section 503.470, which provides for the control of fur-bearing 
animals doing damage is obsolete, as the situation is effectively covered by 
503.595 which provides for the prevention, alleviation of damage caused by 
wildlife. 

3. Section 503.600, which states that it is unlawful for any person 
to hunt or trap the desert tortoise, is obsolete. It is covered by the 
Commission's authority to fully protect the desert tortoise. 

4. Section 505.020 ,:Fur dealer· s agent" defined is no longer needed 
in the management of the State's wildlife. 

.-..:-.., .... 
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STATEMENT BEFORE THE 
TUE SENATE CONMITTEE ON ENVIRONtIBNT AND PUBLIC RESOURCES 

Relative to A.B. 142 by Nevada Department of Fish and Game 

April 14, 1975 

Mr. Chairman, A.B. 142 proposes to make a number of minor and substan

tial increases in our license fee structure. This has become necessary due 

to the incre~sed cost of doing business. Most of the other fish and game 

departments across the nation are in the same dilemma and are seeking license 

increases. In fact we understand that the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources 

not only received a license increase but were granted a general fund appropri

ation of $1.2 million to offset increased costs. 

The Assembly Committee on Environment and Public Resources has amended 

A.B. 142 establishing ·a $2.50 Junior-Hunting Lice:ise, a $2.50 Jun~or -

Fishing License and a $4.00 Junior Combination License. In this case it is 

not possible to have only a combination license due to the hunter safety 

requirements. 

tte recommend that the Junior Hunting License be termed a Junior Hunting 

and Trapping License at $2.50. This would then make t''e combination license 

a fishing, hunting and trapping license at $4.00. We have just found this 

to be necessary to clear up an inadvertent conflict between A.B. 141 and 

A.B. 142. 

Also, the Assembly Committee amended the senior citizen eligibility 

to 10 years and $2.50 to hunt and fish. In this regard we recommend our 

proposal as discussed under S.B. 117 to once and for all establish a purpose 

for this license. 

The Assembly Committee changed line 20, page 1 of A.B. 142 to $10.00 

instead of $8.50 for a hunting license. Line 15, page 2 was changed from 
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$15.00 to $20.00 for a nonresident fishing license. The department recom

mended that line 45 be deleted leaving this class of tag up to commission 

authority and they accepted that recommendation. 

• ~ <'_· •"f ... .._ , 

InitiB.lly, A.B. 142 was estimated to generate approximately $350,000 

based upon 1974 sales. The Assembly amendments will add an estimated $71,000 

for a total of $421,000. 

If A.B. 142 passes and if sales equal 1974 volume, the increase in 

income would not be available to the department until fiscal year 1976. Of 

the estimated $42~.,000 approximately $W5,000 wc,uld be needed to cover_ the 

15% salary increase now being considered. Part of thP balance will be needed 

to offset other cost increases. 

Needless to say, we recommend acceptance of the Assembly amendment, and 

passage of this bill. 

--
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STATEMElIT DEFORE THE 
nm SENATE COMMITTEE ON ENVIRomm1n AND PUBLIC RESOURCES 

I 

Relative to A.B. 143 by Nevada Department of Fish and Game 
498 

April 14, 1975 

Mr. Chairman, we initially requestP.d this biil to change the license 

agents' commission structure from one where the commission is credited the 

agent by deducting from the value of the document sold to where the commis

sion would be added to the fee by the agent. 

Some agents objected to this approach of asking the licensee for a com

mission on top of the fee. 

·we then proposed a change to the Assembly Committee on Environtn€nt and 

Public Resources whereby a service fee shall be added to the established 

fee. The service fee was not to exceed 25¢ for license, tag, or permit as 

set by the Commission and 10¢ for stamps, etc. The service fee would then 

become a part of the license, tag, or stamp as printed on the document and 

the agent would be credited accordingly. 

We understand that the Assembly Committee has now amended this bill 

to require that the service fee be in.thin the established fee of the license. 

l?~ concur that license agents should receive an increase in commissionf 

and that the service fee should vary between document types. For example, 

we may have documents as permitted under s.B. 462 that would be supplied to 

the applicant with all. data entered and that applicant would appear before 

a license agent to have the document validated which we visualize would ~e 

a very simple operation. 

While A.B. 143 will not change the intent of NRS 502.040 as presently 

written, it will improve upon the wording and bring in tags as being sub

ject to a service fee even though a commission has been given on tags over 

the past years. 




