SENATE TAXATION COMMITTEE
MEETING OF APRIL 5, 1977

The meeting was called to order at 2:15 p.m. by Chairman Bryvan.
The following members were present:

Senators Gary Sheerin, Norman Ty Hilbrecht, Carl Dodge,
Norman Glaser and Richard Bryan.

Senator Floyd Lamb was absent.
The following items were considered and action taken:
AB 463 Modifies requirement to report value of transferred

real property and increases. penalty for false
declarations.

Mr. Jim Jones, Washoe County Recorder, and Ms. Joan Swift.
Clark County Recorder, testified their main objection to the bill
was the additional paper work it would require. Mr. Jones said
his concern with _AB_463 involves the anticipated additional paper
work and affidavit proposed to be attached to deeds for recording.
The bill proposes that an affidavit be prepared for audit purposes
to further generate revenues on real estate transfer tax. The
additional piece of paper work bothers the recorders. Mr. Jones
indicated the recorders could work with Mr. Lien's proposed amend-
ments. (See Exhibit 1.) The proposed amendments would allow the
county recorder to use a rubber stamp in place of the affidavit
and states that the recorder would provide information to the
Department of Taxation by microfilm or hard copy repréducéd from
microfilm.

Senator Hilbrecht asked Mr. Jim Lien, Deputy Director of the
Department of Taxation, the bill's proposer, what directed this
legislative effort.

Mr. Lien answered the proposal in AB 463 is to amend the real
property transfer tax to provide information to county assessors and
the Department of Taxation for the purpose of sales ratio work and
assistance in establishing valuations. Passing the bill would
furnish a current sales data bank used for establishing valuations.
Passing the bill would furnish a current sales data bank used for
establishing a file of values with both the county assessors and
the Department of Taxation. The department uses the information
several times a year in its reappraisal program with the county
assessors and in its statutory ratio . study period. County assessors
use the data when involved in reappraisal cycles. The information
provided would save the Department of Taxation approximately
$34,000 per year in man hours and travel which is now reguired to
secure the information. It would provide information as to what
the full consideration is, what is being assumed when there is a
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transfer of property and the kinds of encumbrances against the
property. This information would be used by the county assessor

or the Department of Taxation when valuing property and establishing
sales data for the valuation of property.

Senator Bryan asked Mr. Lien to explain the substantial change
in sub-section two, lines 8~11, particularly with the use of affi-
davit.

Mr. Lien stated that line 10 as well should be amended to
allow for the affidavit or the substituted rubber stamp.

Senator Bryan asked what is the thrust of 375.050 which is
being deleted.

Senator Dodge stated it is a statement of value and signed
under penalty of perjury.

Senator Bryan asked if there is any objection to that format.
If a rubber stamp is going to be allowed by way of a compromise,
should this section be deleted?

Mr. Lien answered that the material contained in 375.050
now in lines 1-11 is not the information being talked about. What
is being required in the new language on lines 12-29 is information
which would f£ill the void left in on line s8ix. It would identify
those liens and encumbrances.

Senator Sheerin stated that page one, line six says the tax
is exclusive of any liens. Page two, lines 16-~17, says the inform-
ation being furnished is inclusive of lines. Consequently, will
this require two statements on the deeds--a piece of information
so that liens can be computed to base the tax on and another piece
of information about the total value of the transfer?

Mr. Lien answered it is basically dealing with the total
value of the transfer in determining what part of it is liens and
what part of it is not.

Senator Sheerin asked what the transfer tax will be based on.

Mr. Lien said it would be based on what is listed on page one,
exclusive of liens.

Senator Sheerin asked what is Mr. Lien's policy for wanting to
know the value of each transfer.

Mr. Lien stated the information secured now requires traveling
through 17 different counties and going through title companies.
This is a device for getting information to the assessing agencies
instead of their having to spend the time and money to secure it.
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Senator Sheerin gquestioned the policy of placing the total
purchase price in every deed..

Mr. Lien replied the information wouldn't be put into the deed,
but would be put on the information which is attached or stamped
on the deed.

Senator Hilbrecht said he recalled this bill was before the
committee two years ago. There were some good policy reasons why
this was killed then.

Mr. Lien said the bill, which is in substantially the same
form prior to amendment, was opposed last session by the Douglas
County Recorder's Office because of concern regarding paper work and
by representatives of the real estate lobby and escrow holders who
felt the information should not be divulged because it was an in-
vasion of privacy. He said there presently was access to this
information, but it is difficult and time-consuming to secure.

Senator Dodge stated he didn't see anything inconsistent
about the first section of the bill, which is the present law. When
the real estate transfer tax was enacted, it was delibertately made
exclusive of a lien. It was assumed that the purchaser should pay
only the tax on the amount of the actual consideration he paid at
that point of time. It wasn't the intent to amke him pay taxes on
the obligation he assumed. There isn't anything inconsistent with
that as far as Mr. Lien's objective of trying to find out what the
full value is in a transaction for purposes of his sales ratio study.

Mr. Lien stated this bill originally was a recommendation
by the Tax Equity Committee which studied devices to assist the
assessing agencies.

Senator Bryan asked if the thrust of the proposed amendments
is to allow the stamp to contain the information being requested.

Mr. Lien stated that was correct, as well as to allow a
microfilm record rather than an original document to be sent to the
Department of Taxation.

Senator Dodge asked whether the committee should develop in
the bill the form that will be used on the stamp.

Mr. Lien stated that the agency has regulatory authority
within chapter .375 for that purvose. That format can be developed
in conjunction with the county recorders.

Senator Hilbrecht asked if there is any way Mr. Lien's
desires can be accomodated without publishing the material concerning
the full value. He suggested that may be that's the reason for
the separate document.

Mr. Lien replied it is still attached to the deed and becomes
part of the deed.
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Senator Hilbrecht asked why it must be that way?

"Mr. Lien stated because the way they are normally recorded
is by attaching it on the deed. He had no objection if the law
was made to say it does not become part of the deed.

Senator Hilbrecht stated that the Department of Taxation's
aim is to ascertain the full cash value. He thought there was some
reasoning behind the feeling that it ought to be privileged inform-
ation from the general public.

Mr. Lien stated he was not sure it remains as such. Even
now when the assessor and the department develop it into part of the
appraisal record, it become a public record.

Senator Hilbrecht said but it doesn't have the full cash
value now.

Mr. Lien said his department develops that information.
It's possible it could still come into it.

Senator Bryan stated that frequently the only document recorded
is the trust deed itself, not the note. Many of those trust deeds
do not contain the amount of indebtedness. So even thoughthe
department may independently attempt to verify or ascertain the
encumbrances, under the present system, it isn't always possible to
ascertain the information from just looking at the recorded instruments.

Mr. Lien stated that was recognized and sometimes requires
a subpoena of the material for that purpose.

Senator Hilbrecht stated the department should have the obj-
ective of the bill but, over the last few years, he had hoped Mr.
Lien could have come up with another device of getting it aside from
making it a public record. He asked if that could be developed.

Mr. Lien stated it could.

Senator Dodge asked if there was any mechanical way the
recorders can perserve the record for their own purposes in the
court house and the Department of Taxation can have the information
without stamping it on the deed.

Senator Bryvan asked Mr. Lien to share his new proposal with
Mr. Jones and Ms. Swift. He asked Ms. Swift if this bill would double
the recorders' workload.

Ms. Swift answered in the affirmative, stating it would create
a space problem as well as a manpower problem. She said she can see
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why some people would object to having the information appear on the
face of the deed. She has received phone calls from people who were
upset because it is a public record. People get calls from insurance
companies trying to sell them insurance for the amount of the whole
mortgage because the insurance companies know all the information.
The people don't like that. Ms. Swift asked if the recorders were
required to make affidavits, would they be entitled to an additional
fee for recording it in addition to the deed.

Senator Sheerin suggested to Mr. Lien the approach of trying
to develop information through escrow and title companies as opposed
through the county recorders office. A great percentage of all
transactions go through escrow departments or title companies.

Senator Dodge asked by what means can the department determine
the full value of an assignment of a deed of trust, which on its
face does not indicate how much is being assumed.

Mr. Lien replied there is probably a subsequent document or
a preceeding document available that would be located. The depart-
ment may have to go to more than one institution to find the informa-
tion.

Senator Dodge stated if this bill were not enacted, the depart-
ment's objective would not be defeated. It would cost more money
and more time.

Mr. Lien replied it is costing more every year. He asked
for a time to be set for re-hearing.

Senator Bryan said it would be re-scheduled for April 12, 1977.

AJR 21 of the 58th Session -- Proposes constitutional amend-
ment for progressive exemption of business inventories
from property taxation and legislative exemption of
other personal property.

Speaking in sSupport of the bill were:

Mr. Pete Kelly, represetning the Nevada Retail Association,
refuted facts presented by the Chairman of the State Board of
Equalization in the hearing on AJR 10. He said the repeal of
the tax would have the same effect on Nevada's business economy
as has the Freeport law. Complete text cf statement is attached
(Exhibit 2).

Senator Hilbrecht stated he shared Mr. Kelly's feelings about

the nature of the personal property tax. But he has difficulty with
this measure because he believed the entire tax should be repealed,
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not just the business inventory tax. He qguestioned whether there
is any reason for discriminating in an area which is difficult and
costly to administer and isn't done fairly or evenly. He said he'd
like to see the entire tax repealed. Possibly the most sensible
approach would be to phase it out as this bill proposes.

Mr. Kelly stated the Nevada Retail Association has a plan,
which Mr. Ernest Newton will present. If the committee is agree-
able to the proposal which calls for reshuffling the tax structure
rather than imposing an additional tax, it would more than offset
any loss in every county with the exception of one. In the county
which would lose, the loss would be $1,000 or less. The exemption
written in this bill is fair. It would give the legislature the
authority to exempt any other personal property in future years.

Assemblyman Paul May testified the members-df  the Assembly;
almost:swithout exception,: $upport’the repeal of the inventory tax.
Senator Hilbrecht has stated he would like to propose legislation
which would benefit all the people. That's one of the positive
things about this bill. The inventory tax is simply another cost
of doing business which the merchants pass on to the general public.
Competition would force a reduction of prices close, if not equal, to
the amount of the inventory tax. The intent of the legislation was
to pass it in this form, hoping that the merchants would take the
lead to gear the public up to react favorably to this proposition.
It was felt strongly that somewhere along the line household furni-
tures and property should be exempted from the personal property
roll. Another piece of legislation would have to be enacted, but
the authority to do it would be there. In response to the earlier
concern of the definition of livestock, Assemblyman May quoted Mr.
Frank Daykin of the Legislative Counsel Bureau, who said the word
livestock as used in this measure is two-fold. Livestock held in
inventory as part of a rancher's business, or a livestock feeder's
operation would be exempt. Miscellanedus livestock such as burros,
chickens, etc., would be another definition of livestock and those
matters may or may not be exempted depending on the feeling of the
next legislature.

Mr. Ernest Newton, representing the Nevada Retail Association,
stated two things need to be straightened out. There's the difference
between business inventories and capital inventories. Capital invent-
ory is lumped with business inventory for federal income tax purposes.
Under capital inventory, inventory which is sold is valued at its
cost or market value, whichever is less, and is subject to depreciation.
Under Nevada's business inventory tax, business inventories have
a specialized word-of-art definition. It means, in the viewpoint
of the Department of Taxation, merchandise held for resale by a
resale merchant. The meaning is very specialized.

Senator Sheerin asked if that was by regulation or by statute.

Mr. Newton replied it was by public acceptance. It has
always been classifed that way. When the Department of Taxation
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presented its testimony in connection with AJR 7, it classified
business inventory valuation as the valuation which the county
assessors segredgate out on the tax rolls as merchandise held by
merchants for sale.

Senator Sheerin asked if this included wholesalers.

Mr. Newton said wholesalers are not included. Practically
all wholesale merchandise is under the Freeport law. It becomes
taxable only when it is shipped to a retail merchant. The present
procedure is one-twelfth of its value presuming it has only been
in the wholesalers stock as taxable merchandise for one month.

Senator Bryan asked if Mr. Newton was indicating that the
tax presently wasn't levied on a wholesaler.

Mr. Newton replied he pays tax at a rate of one-twelfth of
the assessed valuation presuming he has held it in his inventory for
only one month. He disagreed with the Department of Taxation's
lumping the valuation of livestock with the business inventory valu-
ation. " He disagreed with it in two stages. There is the obvious
inclusion of capital livestock. That is the capital investment of
a livestock operation of all kinds of livestock, including such things
as burros, bees and poultry. They are all included in the category
that would be directly exempt from assessment upon the passage of
the bill because it has been included as a business inventory valuation
and a totally exempt valuation. He felt all of it should be included
in the direct exemption. There may be some livestock that would
be considered a business inventory. It would be comparatively small.
Some livestock owned by feeder operations in Nevada is bought from
Nevada producers and fed. That is not eligible for Freeport treat-
ment. However, any livestock bought from outside the state and
put into the feed hlock for ultimate consignment out of the state
is freeported.

Senator Dodge asked if the capital herd is taxable.
Mr. Newton said he thought it was.

Senator Dodge said the extent that is included in that cate-
gory is correct.

Mr. Newton said but this is considered exempt by the Department
of Taxation. All livestock is included in the exempt valuation.

Senator Dodge asked as of now?

Mr. Newton replied as of the passage or approval of AJR 10
or AJR 21.
LeR 25
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o . Senator Dodge asked what distinction Mr. Newton was trying
to make. B ) o ) :

Mr. Newton stated it was an error to include capital livestock
in the total valuation to be exempt.

Senator Dodge said he was confused because he thought the
capital livestock is the base herd.

Mr., Newton said he agreed, but it was included in the total
valuation that would be exempt.

Senator Dodge felt this was done properly. He said if he
understood what was being talked about is that the Department of
Taxation construed AJR 2] as permitting an immediate tax exemption
on that base herd which is now taxable. It would be exempt under
their construction of AJR 10 or AJR 21.

Senator Bryan clarified that the business inventory tax is
only one torm of personal property tax. Other personal property
taxes are imnosed. He asked Mr. Newton if he was making the dis-
tinction between the capital herd, saying it is subject at the pre-
sent time to a personal property tax but would not be exempted if
AJR 10 or AJR 21 were passed because that applies only to business
inventory.

Mr. Newton said that was correct. But it could be exempt
by action of the legislature.

Senator Dodge said it was stated in previous testimony that
language was being construed to have the automatic effect of exempt-
ing cattle.

Senator Hilbrecht stated that it would not be the brood cattle
but heifers would potentially come under this exemption.

Mr. Newton stated brood cattle is included in all the auto-
matically exempt livestock. If it is the point of view that livestock
should be exempt, he disagreed with it. He felt both acts specific-
ally exclude livestock from the automatic exemption because they are
included under the permissive exemption.

Senator Bryan stated Mr. Daykin's comments were not addressed
to the capital herd. His comments were that livestock are personal
property to the extent that livestock would be considered inventory.
Livestock, therefore, would have an automatic effect on the passage
or ratification of AJR 10 or AJR 21. It would not address the capi-
tal herd. The capital herd is still subject to other personal proper-
ty taxes. The legislature would have in its discretion by subse-
aquent legislative enactment, the power to exempt livestock as well
as all other kinds of personal property.
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Mr. Newton stated he agreed with it if that's Mr. Daykin's
position. He said his quarrel then is only with the figures which
the committee was presented. Those figures included all livestock
of every kind and character as automatically exempt valuation.

That's wrong. He submitted a document which segregated all kinds

of livestock to give the committee an idea of what the valuations
will be. (See Exhibit 3). Most of Mr. Newton's comments were dir-
ected to the last page. On the second column, comparing the business
inventory valuation in the counties, he noted the inegquitable ass-
essment of those figures. He pointed out the assessment of business
inventory is almost as difficult as the assessment of household goods.
It is accomplished purely on a self-assessment basis without audit.
It results in an unfair levy against those business operations which
maintain a perpetual inventory, which consistently report to their
own stockholders and management of their inventory and turn those
figures over to the county assessor. The comparison of figures
county by county is shocking. For instance, the comparison of

Carson City and Douglas: counties. Douglas County has an assessed
valuation substantially higher than Carson City and yet a business
inventory valuation that is substantially lower.

Senator Dodge stated that isn't a conclusive ccmparison.
It may be that they are not addressing the assessments in the same
way, but if Mr. Newton is trying to relate total tax valuations to
a population criteria, that doesn't necessarily follow. For example
in Reno, while the community population~wise is not as large as
Las Vegas, it serves a very large trade area. He said he was not
surprised at the figures between Carson City and Douglas counties.
It is a reflection that Carson City is the main shopping area for
Gardnerville and Minden. It doesn't have any relation to the rest
of the assessed valuation.

Mr. Newton said he was comparing primarily sales tax reven-
ues and population.

Senator Dodge said the same exists for sales tax revenues
in comparison with population.

Mr. Newton stated he felt it was evident from every piece of
evidence that the tax on business inventory is not and cannot be
fairly administered. He suggested, to squelch the concern of revenue
loss if business inventories are exempt from taxation, that the
revenue could be recovered for the cities, counties and school dis-
tricts if the state in 1979 withdrew 10 cents from its current
25-cent tax rate levied on real and personal prowmerty. The only
counties that would lose would be Clark County, which would lose
$5,000, and Washoe County, which would lose $300,000.

Senator Dodge asked if this was based on one-shot impact
and not a transitional reduction.

Mr. Newton said it was based on one-shot impact. If the
transitional method was adopted, that withdrawal of a portion of
the 25-cent state levy could also be tailored to fit the withdrawg@g;;
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Senator Dodge asked if the impact would be $700,000 rather than
$3.7 million if it was based on the transitional method.

Mr. Newton replied in the affirmative. It would be a dec-
ision that would not have to be made until the 1979 session of the
legislature.

Senator Hilbrecht asked where Mr. Newton proposed to make
up the 10-cent loss in the general fund.

Mr. Newton proposed it be made up through the efforts of
some members of the Senate Finance Committee which has tailored
some of the expenditures.

Senator Hilbrecht stated the problem is that the expenditures
are getting out of whack. He said he was not sure it could be spared
at the state level.

Senator Bryan asked Mr. Newton if he was suggesting the fis-
cal impact on the general fund would be $3.8 million if it was
taken entirely off in"1979.

Mr. Newton replied in the affirmative.

Mr. Bob Warren, representing the Nevada League of Cities,
spoke in support of AJR 21 and offered a suggestion which paralleled
Mr. Newton's. 1In 1970, when Mr. Warren was Director of Industrial
Development for the State of California, the business community
asked the Governor to reduce the business inventory tax. Mr.

Warren was assigned to research and prepare the preliminary draft

of legislation to reduce the business inventory tax. It was accepted
and the tax was dropped in increments. The first year it would

have dropped by 15 per cent. That's $285 million. Each year it
became more difficult to reduce the tax. However, the state made

up the difference so there was no net loss to the local entities.

If this bill is under serious consideration by this committee, he
said he hoped the committee would look at the possibility of finding
replacement revenues. He said he would oppose this bill if there

is no rider that would soften the economic impact.

Senator Bryan asked Mr. Warren for a clarification of the
Nevada League of Cities' stand on AJR 21.

Mr. Warren said the organization would have to oppose AJR 21
if there is no provision for reimbursement because of ifs track
record in opposing anything that tends to lessen the tax base for
local governments.

Carol Vallardo, member of the Retail Merchants Division of
the Greater Las Vegas Chamber of Commerce, read excerpts from an
editorial’which appeared in the Valley Times on February 18, 1977.
The article used retail sales statistics and figures received from
the office of Larry Brown, of the Tax Commission. In effect, the
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statistics showed that, from January 1976 to December 1976, the
‘retail sales in Clark County  increased by 18.7 per cent. The dollar
value of that increase was $300 million. The projected increases
in 1978-79 have been projected at 12 per cent. With the $5.2 million
loss being talked about with a one-shot phase out, all it would

take to make up that loss would be a four per cent increase in the
sales tax collected. Clark County last year was 6.7 per cent over.
The county received a higher total valuation than the budget

was projected. With the increase in business being generated and

by nature of the increases in assessed valuation, it will help, 'if
not eliminate, the total loss in some of the counties. She felt

it would be more than negated. There are a predominance of larger
retailers in the northern end of the state. Clark County is made

up of approximately 3,000 small retailers and has less than 20

major chains. Unfortunately, many of the retailers are under
capitalized. The ‘money they have to pay for business inventory

tax hurts because it is not based on the ability to pay. It is a
concern because the small business administration stated a year ago
that Clark County experiences an 85 per cent failure rate in retail
business the first three years of operation.

Mr. Gary Johnson, Executive Director of the Henderson Cham-
ber of Commerce, stated Henderson had just recently completed its
five-year .reassessment. The average was 35 per cent, of which the
plant complex was 77 per cent. The reason he was talking to the
plant complex issue is because the second-fold interest the city
has is the business inventory tax's awkward relation to the Free-
port law. He told about State Industries and Artex, located in
Henderson, which have been burdened by the business inventory tax
in having to ship their products out of state in order to avoid
the controversy of taxing products being sold in Nevada. It is
difficult to juggle the two different concerns of retailing and
manufacturing.

Mr. Lien stated the Department of Taxation is not before the
committee to oppose the appeal but merely to provide information
to the committee. He said the department recognizes the inequity
of the taxation of personal property and that it is difficult to
administer. He clarified some questions asked the committee.
Regarding the question about whether AJR 22 exempts livestock
of individuals- who have a pet horse, for example. On the question
of a capital herd versus a non-capital herd, he stated if anyone
on the committee could define a capital herd, the department would
be happy to implement the definition. It is difficult to define.
California, which is now down to 50 per cent of its inventory
tax, excludes all livestock with the exception of bulls. He said
the department's figures include livestock in its entirety. The
figures are projected at a six per cent increase. The department
recognizes it is presenting maximum loss figures. Regarding the
comment that, at the end of the year, the assessed valuations
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of counties are always higher than had been certified as far as
budgets are concerned, that is generally true in growing areas
because of the unsecured personal property roll. It is impossible
to exactly estimate the unsecured personal propery roll. As more
personal property moves into the county, the unsecured roll increases.
The 1979 legislature is going to have a major concern before it

in having to decide how to reallocate revenues, not only if this
particular bill passes but also because the census comes in 1980
and, as of January 1, 1981, the Department of Taxation will be
reallocating the population base taxes on that census. There will
be severe.shifts. There has! beentalk of increased valuativns off
setting the loss. Increased valuations help off set increased costs
which local government incur. What the department is talking about
when it gives projections of losses, is that this valuation base
would no longer exist for an entity to tax. Those losses were
calculated based on existing tax rates because the majority of

them are probably maximum at this point. There will be sever rev-
enue shifts with the repeal of the business inventory tax and
someone 1is going to have to reallocate revenues within the state to
assist entities which are going to lose. He presented a chart
which projected the tax losses which would be incurred if AJR 21
were passed. (See Exhibit 4). The legislators will have to be
concerned’ with in the next ‘session, if AJR 21 passes, how to handle
the entities which are affected more than other entities. Clark
County perhaps will be able to off set the loss because of increased
sales and rapid growth. What does Lander or Eureka counties do?
They basically have a stabilized economy. Ed Greer, of the Clark
County School District, requested Mr. Lien to mention that the

Clark County School District would be losing by the fifth year
approximately $1.4 million per year in property tax revenue. This
will be off set by the State Distributive School Fund, but not

all of it will be.

Senator Bryan asked Mr. Lien to explain the school district
loss.

Mr. Lien explained the valuation, which is the base for the
tax dollar it proposes, would be reduced in the amount of $1.4
million per year to the district. This encompasses the full $1.50
operating plus the approximately 40 cents<for bond service. Approx-
imately one-third of that would be recovered through the State
Distributive School Fund because the 70 cents which is calculated
and the off set is brought back from the State Distributive School
Fund. The actual loss to Clark County would be two-thirds of
$1.4 million. o

Senator Dodge pointed out the loss would be smaller than
Mr. Lien's figure because school districts are guaranteed debt
service.

Mr. Lien said, in general, what he was pointing out is the-
impact and the legislature is going to have to decide how to off
set that impact. It will have to act upon that in the 1979 session
if AJR 21 is passed and approved by the people.
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Senator Sheerin asked Mr. Lien if he knew how much the loss
would be off set by inflation or real growth.

Mr. Lien said there are two problems with that assumption.
While inflation and real growth increases valuation, the
sales tax revenues and other revenues, at the same time, the ;-
cost of the local entities are increasing. At the present time,

AB 547 asks for a study of local government revenues. Property

valuations and even people-oriented taxes are growing at a lesser
rate than are local government expenditures. One of the things

AB 547 addressing is that there be an analysis not only of revenue

losses and allocation but of fiscal management. It is possible that
part of the loss is due to mismanagement. Basically, the statistics
show that expenditures are rising more rapidly than revenue sources.

Senator Sheerin asked Mr. Lien if he was saying that the
money won't be recovered.

Mr. Lien said it won't be recovered at the local level.
There is going to have to be additional authorization for other
types of local fees or else an increase of some of the existing
fees if they are not at maximum now. The same is true at the
state level. The state may have to impose another source of
revenue.

Senator Dodge asked Mr. Lien if he was saying that the
counties generally are using the figure of loss, even on the trans-
itional basis, of $2 million.

Mr. Lien said he was citing one year. The loss by the fifth
year would equal for the counties approximately $2 million per year.
The first year, the 17 counties lose about $340,000 under the
graduated procedure. By the fifth year they lose $2 million when
there is 100 per cent exemption.

Senator Dodge asked Mr. Lien what he meant when he said there
might have to be a judgement made on the inclusion of livestock
as an exemption.

Mr. Lien explained that Mr. Newton questioned the inclusion
of livestock as exemption by the Department of Taxation. What is
a capital herd? Bulls probably are, but what is the capital herd
limit as far as cows are concerned?

Senator Dodge stated it has generally been construed to be
the base production herds with which the farmer or rancher goes
into the winter. It may vary from year to year. Under“"that general
concept, most of the cattlie in Nevada are presently taxes because
they are base herd cattle.

Mr. Lien said he was not sure that would be the case once
the exemption goes into effect. There will have to be a definition
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drawn either by the legislators or the department as to what con-
stitutes a base herd. :

Senator Glaser asked if, when considering inflation and
real growth, did Mr. Lien include a factor for increased business
activity and increased sales revenue in the winter months if the
merchants didn't draw down their inventories? There was some evid-
ence that in states which remove merchants inventory tax, they
experience a high rate of business activity continually through
those months.

Mr. Lien said the department did not necessarily agree with
the concept that because inventory is drawn down, sales automatically
decline. From sales tax information, it has been found there is
a decline at a particular time of year. There's usually a decline
during January and February following a very heavy retail season
during December. Also, it's true there is a heavy holiday tourist
trade and there's a lesser tourist trade during January and February.
The department doesn't necessarily agree the draw down of inventory
reduces the number of sales. The fact that the business carries
more inventory doesn't necessarily mean it is going to increase
sales.

Senator Dodge requested a table showing the impact if all
personal property were exempt.

Mr. Lien said he agreed that the personal property tax is
the most inequitable for administration. The department does not
have accurate or true assessment of all personal property in this
state. Most states are moving the direction to remove it from direct
taxation and, at the same time, those legislatures are having to
look at how to replace the revenue.

Senator Sheerin asked Mr. Lien to comment on the proposal of
the state keeping 15 cents rather than 25 cents.

Mr. Lien said the 25 cents is the general fund revenue.
There's an additional 11 cents which is Title 19. So the state
really takes 36 cents out of the local tax rate. It's a question
of whether it is desired to erode the general fund. Nearly $8 mill-
ion a year is being derived from that particular source.

Senator Sheerin stated that the general fund directly has
disbursements to the cities and counties other than the State
Distributive School Fund. That area could be cut down. But the
end result is still money lost to the cities and counties.

Mr. Lien stated, unless another source of revenue is found,
someone has to absorb the loss. The question probably will be how
will the state share that loss so the two entities are hurt the
least.
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Senator Bryan stated that is a strong argument for SJR 5.

Senator Dodge said the bill would redﬁcé'potential revenue
in the future. Because of the growth patterns in Clark County
and some other counties, the tax base is going to continue to grow.

Mr. Lien said the state needs to determine how to even out
the potential loss because some entities will lose more than others.

Senator Bryan asked Mr. Lien if he agreed with the projected
$3.8 million figure in the last column. Mr. Lien said that was
probably close.

Senator Bryan asked if it was fair statistically to add
$3.8 million to the $1.1 million loss projected through 1983-84
when the tax is completely phased out. Mr. Lien said the impact
would be at least that.

SB 414 Places real property in categories and requires
reappraisal of selected category within 1 year.

Speaking in favor of the bill were:

Mr. Bob Thomas, a small property owner in Carson City,
testified he is involved in three classiviations of income-pro-
ducing properties--an apartment house, two industrial buildings
and aircraft hangers. SB 414 would substanitally reduce one of
the biggest problems Mr. Thomas has in trying to maintain tenants
and property equity. The biggest problem now with assessments
is that they come every five years in a certain district of a
community. It must be remembered that all the properties are
competitive. When Mr. Thomas gets a tax increase every five years,
he passes it on to the tenants. ‘'As a result, some tenants move.
They go to another apartment in a different part of town which hasn't
been assessed for two or three years. It is a hinderance because
these competitive properties are not assessed during the same ; .’
period of time. Worst of all, if an owner feels he has been improp-
erly assessed, there is noway to use another property to compare
the two tax assessments. The tax assessors say it can't be compared
because it hasn't been assesséd in the same period.

Senator Dodge stated the problem with a five-year rotation
on property assessment is that it has an enourmous impact when
it hits. Assessors don't have the staff to assess all the prop-
erty every year.

Mr. James Viana, a local property owner, stated he agreed
with the previous speaker's remarks. He said he's interested in
equal competition between like businesses.s Taxing these properties
at one time would make them equal.
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, Mr. Newton testified this bill presents an opportunity
for assessors to counter a great deal of criticism. The bill
will result in level work® load because only ' the’items’in .cate-
gories 1-4 are specifically designated for specific assessment
periods. Category five would be based on a geographical basis.
This bill won't cause a substantial change in the work load.

Those speaking against the bill were:

Mr. John W. Moschetti, Elko County Assessor, stated the
situation in Elko County is considerably different than it is in
Carson City where there is only one town involved. In Elko County,
six separate entities are involved. The assessment procedure must
be understood. A comprehensive plan must be developed, primarily
based on a sales data approach, to assess the property. The sales
information must be derived for the narticular area. In deriving
this information, it is done for all types of property. To im-
pose this type of a bill on the assessors is a step towards what
would be idea--annual assessment. Ther personnel isn’'t there to
have annual assessments. This bill would not work unless it is
the intent to hire additional personnel and begin an annual assess-
ing procedure.

Senator. bDodge asked if assessment work is computerized.

Mr. Moschetti stated legislation was passed last session
directing the assessors to become partially computerized by 1979.

Senator Dodge asked what potential will a computer give
assessors.

Mr. Moschetti 'said there are two problems with computers.
The first problem is to get the entire tax roll on the computer.
The second problem is to start to appraise property by the computer.
Only one or two counties are working on this presently.

Senator Sheerin asked Mr. Moschetti if it is possible to
assess all the apartments in Elko County in one year without having
to hire extra personnel.

Mr. Moschetti said it is possible in that one category.

Senator Sheerin asked if it is possible to assess all hotels
and motels within one year and still have time to do something
else.

Mr. Moschetti said extra help would be needed in that cate-
gory and that there would be extra expense because of the large
size of Elko County.

Senator Sheerin asked why it would require more staff.
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Mr. Moschetti said it would require more staff because
complete sales work must be done in each area, which isn't ordin-
arily done.

Senator Sheerin asked if the idea of this bill would be
more feasible once assessment is computerized.

Mr. Moschetti said it would be.

Senator Dodge asked if there are other states which use
this approach.

Mr. Lien said he did not know. Most states would probably
have the same problems with the legislation that Mr. Lien has.
That's the checkerboarding aspect as far as equalization is con-
cerned. In other states there are various ratios of assessment,
but when it comes to valuations, there are a system of patterns
which do not allow checkerboarding. The Department of Taxation's
greates problem is with equalization. He related a problem in
Washoe County where properties were appraised before other prop-
erties in the same neighborhood were appraised, creating a checker-
board situation. The State Board of Equalization required a
roll back, based on the Deputy Attorney General indicating it vio-
lated the Constitution on uniform assessment practices. He said
the Churchill County law suit, which was heard in the U.S. Supreme
Court, indicated that the pattern of assessment used is an equit-
able and appropriate manner to appraise property in the State of
Nevada. Computerization will allow more equitable assessments and,
perhaps, annual assessments in the future. Washoe County is
presently the only county which truly appraises by the computer.
At the moment, the department is looking at only residential prop-
erties being appraised by computer. Carson City and the Depart-
ment of Taxation are working with the Marshall Swift Corporation
to develop computerization factors for commercial property. It
will be a long time before assessment can be completed entirely
by computer.

SB 399 Makes various changes in law relating to taxes
o "~ .oh agriculfural and-open=space’ real property.

Senator Glaser explained he introduced SB 399 because
Mr. Moschetti had related many problems with the dual assessment.
€B 399 treates the dual assessments and also hits several other
areas, including defining an agricultural business as one from
$2500 to $7500. It also clarifies what is meant by acricultural
property and the geographical area discerning it in the Consti-
tutional amendment.

Mr. Moschetti stated the Green Belt law is the most diffi-
cult law to administer that he has ever encountered. It also
involves considerable administrative impact without a tax revenue
being derived from it. In a study made by Mr. Moschetti in Elko
County over a l0-year period, six-tenths of one per cent of agri-
cultrual land was converted to a higher use. The present law
inflicts all the administrative work on the assessor's office and
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the treasurer's office for not only the six-tenths of one per

cent of land converted, but also for the other 99 per cent. There-
fore, the bill has been developed to involve only the high use
areas and the areas that are converted to another use. There has
been no attempt to circumvent the deferred taxation due on property
that is converted.

Senator Bryan asked Mr. Moschetti to relate to the committee
his problems with the Green Belt Law.

Mr., Moschetti said agricultural land for assessment purposes
is presently based on its productivity. Some people felt this was
not equal taxation. Consequently, under the Green Belt law, two
values must be set up for all agricultural properties. The agri-
cultural value and a market value have to be established, put on
the roll and a six per cent interest must be added year by year over
an 84-month period. This is the administrative problem. It is
the intent to protect the agricultural industry, but it is present-
ing an administrative burden in assessing the little bit of land
being converted. It is realized that there should be this penalty
and deferred tax, but the assessors want to do the work for the
properties involved or at the time of the conversion.

Senator Bryan stated that, under SB 3929, it would not have
to be done every year.

Mr. Moschetti said that was correct and it would not have
to be done on an area that is strictly agricultural.

Senator Glaser gave an example. The Spring Creek addition
in Memorial Valley, munder this bill, woild be designated-as. a
higher use area and two sets of values would be carried on some
of those properties surrounding it.

Senator Bryan explained the difficulty he is having with
conceptualizing this bill is there is no difference between higher
use value and agricultural value. 1Isn't this an academic thing?

Mr. Moschetti said a ranch sells and, undoubtedly it sells
for a higher figure than it is assessed. There are many intang-
ibles involved. There are income tax advantages, BLM and Forest
rights. In order to arrive at this market value, a tremendous
amount of work and study has to be done.

Senator Dodge stated it was his understanding of the law
that dual assessment was not required as long as the land was going
to continue in agricultural use. That's on page two, line eight
of the bill. One of the problems which arides is with the pro-
ductivity assessment. The original concern was a constitutional
one about whether the state would be in a better position to
withstand a constitutional challenge if the assessors made dual
assessments.
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Mr. Lien said that was basically correct. The Attorney

" General interpreted the constitutiondl afiendment to mean that

if there was to be agricultural treatment applied to a property,
it had to have a higher value than it would receive under agri-
cultural use assessment. The determination was made that in order
to make sure all agricultural properties, bonafide ranchers and
farmers came under preferential treatment, there had to be two
values. Field staff was able to determine that there are two
values. There's a productivity value and there's a market value.
Since there are two values, it was determined that every agri-
cultrual property in the state had to apply in order to receive the
lower of the two values=-the productivity value--to be consistent
with the constitutional amendment. Immediately, there was an
administrative problem. The majority of the states which utilize
the dual assessment have done the same thing.

Senator Bryan asked Mr. Lien to go through the bill. Mr.
Lien presented a mock-up of the bill with amendments. The mock-
up is attached.

Mr. Lien stated section one identifies higher use and higher
use areas. It gives a definition which the assessor can use to
determine whether he will-establish' two-values.

Senator Sheerin asked if there was double valuation under
open space.

Mr. Lien said there was and it is treated in the bill.
Open space would be treated the same way as agricultural land.
Amendments on section four clarifies what is meant by full cash
value and conforms to other definitions used in the bill. Line
14 is clarification that the county assessor makes the determination
as to whether or not it is going to be a dual-valued property or
a single-valued property. Section four also explains when higher
value is established.

Senator Bryan asked, with respect to the determination to
be located in a higher-use area, if the assessor would have to
establish those dual values only with respect to those persons
who sought the higher value.

Mr. Lien said that was correct.

Senator Sheerin asked if there was going to be a problem
with the assessor having a lot of power to get into a potential
larger increment with this kind of legislation.

Mr. Lien said the assessor would have to apply appropriate
appraisal principles when establishing the full cash value and
in discounting it back to whatever number of years is necessary.
Being abitrary isn't a large part of it. Judgement is. If the
property owner disagrees with the assessment, he has appeal rights.
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~ Senator Dodge asked if appeal rights are tied in with
this bill.

Mr. Lien said that section of the bill was not affected.
So it is still there.

Senator Dodge asked if there should be some reference to
that section made in order to safeguard the property owner's pro-
test rights.

Mr. Lien said his council thought it was not necessary.
It was automatic.

Mr. Homer Rodriquez, Carson City Assessor, said the law
mentions that the property owner must be notified of any change in
valuation and, if he was not satisfied with that valuation, he can
take it to the Board of Equalization.

Senator Bryan asked if the assessor must go back for a
period of seven years upon the occurrence of events stated in
section four.

Mr. Lien replied it may not necessarily happen that way.
The assessor may prospectively determine this area is likely to
become a high use area. He prospectivly can establish that value.

Senator Bryan asked what would happen with an isolated sale
in which in 1980 the rancher sells the piece of property and the
convergence factor is brought into play. Are two separate values
established for 1977, 1978, and 19797

Mr. Lien said that was correct. It would go back to the
inception.

Senator Bryan said the full cash value on that property
would differ from 1977 and 1978. The ordinary progression would
be that it would get higher as it comes closer to the day of sale.
He said the appeal would have to be applicable to each one of those
prior years.

Mr. Lien stated the assessor would have to be concerned
with what the reappraisal cycle was in the area, also. It .is:correct
that if valuations were different in those two years, bota valuations
would be subject to review. He could appeal to the State Board
of Equalization. 1In Section 361.A160, concerning the determination
of use, agricultural use assessment and potential use, potential
use is stricken from the statute. Chapter 361 provides for the
normal appeal procedure to the County and State Boards of Equali-
zation. The department's attorney indicates that since the assessor
is establishing it in this particular year, even though he is
trending back to another assessment period, it is still an appeal-
able assessment because it was established during the current
appeal year. Section five is conforming language. Section six, .
line eight indicates that agricultural real propetty means having
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a greater value for another use than for agricultural use. There

is alclarification én lines: 9=13 that if- it is'wishéd. to receive
agricultural use assessment, there has to be a value higher than the
productivity value. "Full cash" is delted because it is confusing.
What is really being talked about is full cash value, as any property
would be valued under 361.227 versus the agricultural use which would
be determined under 361.325.

Senator Dodge stated that this, in effect, says is that
even if it stays in agricultural use and it has a higher cash
value than the productivity assessment, the owner must protect him-
self by applying.

Mr. Lien said that was correct. Unless it does have a full
cash value higher than the agricultural one, agricultural use
assessment cannot be received. That has been determined by the
Attorney General's Office.

Senator Dodge stated conversely, in order to be protected,
even though the land is continuing in agricultural use, application
must be made under the act.

Mr. Lien said that is correct and is what basically has
occurred. throughout the state.

Senator Bryan asked if an additional period of time should
be added to this bill for which people can elect to participate
in this option.

Mr. Lien said that has already been done. There was a
long period of time allowed to file under the legislation. The
State Board of Equalization stated the first application was to
be filed by October 1975. The State Board of Equalization con-
tinued to accept those applications into March 1976 with numerous
contacts to make sure everyone who should apply did apply. Even
this last year, individuals have come forward the the state board
has put them into the agricultural use assessment with the under-
standing that the bill was not understood. It is on-going. Any-
time an owner is not under the bill, he can option to go under it.
He also can come out from under the bill at any time he wishes.
The next major change in which there is disagreement is that
the $7500: figure (page two, line 30) is too high,:even though
it might be supported under Internal Revenue Service definitions.
The biggest proglem is that there are small bonafide agricultural
properties which do not gross $7500.. The reason for the increase
from $2500, however, is because it is the desire to exclude the
hobby farmer who has his basic income from other sources. With
talking to all of the assessors, the $5000 is a compromise.

Mr. Rodriquez said all the assessors agreed on the $5000
figure. There's one problem in several counties in which there
are smaller parcels and their percentage is quite a bit. Lincoln
County and Clark County and some of the other counties would like
to have those parcels that are already on the records to remain
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and use the $5000 figure for the new ones coming up.

Mr. Lien said the department agrees with that. Most assess-
ors agreed that the department should grandfather those who are
now sitting between $2500 and $5000 because they were legitimately
accepted at that level. Those would be phased out and prospectively
apply the $5000, rather than trying to do it retroactively.

Senator Dodge asked if the original definition had been
upgraded with regard to the Tax Commission.

Mr. Lien said it's no longer a valid regulation. It was
felt that it needed upgrading. That's why the $7500 figure was
suggested.

Senator Dodge asked if there was any thought to go back
to a more flexible definition or one that included a minimum acre-
age or minimum income.

Mr. Lien said both are involved at the moment. There is an
acreage requirement. There must be five acres or more and have a
minimum gross income of $2500 under the present statute. If the
owner feels he truly has an agricultural property which is less
than five acres, he can apply to the Department of Taxation and
that determination will be made. It can be less than five acres.

Senator Dodge asked if the five-acre requirement is sep-
arate from the $2500 requirement.

Mr. Lien said the five-acre requirement is in 361.110 which
shows the application. It says if it contains more than five acres,
the county assessor works it. If it is less than five acres, the
department assesses it.

Senator Dodge asked why the definition of five acres is
in a different place.

Mr. Moschetti said it is merely where the applications
are submitted. It was felt that the department had a little more
expertise in specialized properties than the assessor.

Mr. Lien stated that is why it was used in the application
statute as a cut-off to whom the application was filed.

Senator Sheerin said one of the reasons this law was devel-
oped was to induce people to leave their land in agriculture. Why
is the hobby farmer not given that same inducement?

Mr. Lien said what would end up happening is series of
people in the encroachment areas of the city who basically are not
bonafide farmers or ranchers would be eligible. As an interest
they want to raise a couple of cows. They are not in the business
of pursuing agriculture. When the original bill was drafted, the
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concept used by the Senate Committee at that point in time was that
what the constitutional amendment and the legislature was concerned
with was protection for the bonafide farmer-rancher who derives

his income from agricultural pursuit and not for an individual

who purchases five acres and basically works elsewhere.

Senator Dodge said it wasn't planned to use this as land-use
planning. Somewhere down the line, this might be done. It was
hoped that, as a result of this, there might be inducements to
people particularly if they are sitting on land that has potentially
a very high value. Maybe without this law their property would
have been assessed at a real high level, which might have been
burdensome to pay the taxes if the owner is trying to make a living
off the land. This would at least permit deliberate decisions on
the part of people under these situations as to whether they wanted
to continue in agriculture.

Senator Sheerin said there are two policies then. The reason
for this bill is to get away from administrative headaches of double
valuations. This part of the legislation doesn't have anything to
do with that double valuation. This is getting back to the land-
use question and there is a policy question as to whether or not
this committee would want to include the hobby farmer or not.

Mr. Moschetti gave an example. In Elko County there was a
large ranch, the Gamble Ranch. It was broken into 10, 20 and 40
acre-'parcels. The only thing these parcels are good for is grazing.
However, at the present time, 3200 of these parcels have been deeded.
Another 3200 are under contract. These are all assessed as special
lands primarily because they can't meet the $2500 limitation.
There are very few people living there. They bought the land specu-
latively. ~But the only actual good use of that land is grazing.
If the door was opened and this type of thing was eliminated,
anyone of these people could lease their land for $1 to the local
rancher and qualify for a grazing assessment of about $2 an acre.

Senator Sheerin asked Mr. 'Lou Bérgeman, a:rancher; if his
people were happy with the $5000 limitation.

Mr. Berguron. said that was questionable. A lot of study
went into the $2500 figure two years ago. The Farm Bureau recommended
the $2500 figure based upon the incomes of their members. He said
he was in favor of the bill generally, but before changing a major
portion of the bill, remember the assessments of the Green Belt law
put into effect two years ago are just now going onto the tax rolls.
This bill hasn't had an opportunity to work. It ought to be given
a chance to work before a major qualification or criteria is changed.

Senator Dodge asked what Mr. Bergeman's opinion was regarding
the suggestion for the grandfather period.

Mr. Berguronr said he thought that would work. He didn't
feel there were really problems with the $2500 figure. Some legitmate
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agricultural people, who might not be making their total living
off their land but are trying to maintain an agricultural stance
with their property, will be hurt. This might force them to sell
their land.

Senator Bryan asked Mr. Bergeman if he would feel more
comfortable if the $2500 figure was retained until it was given
time to work.

Mr. Berquron said that was correct. The assessors and the
Department of Taxation indicated they would not oppose it.

Mr. Rodriquez stated that the assessor from Churchill
County has a different problem than any of the other counties with
regard to water rights.

Mr. Paul Schulz, Churchill County Assessor, said his only
objection was the $7500. He related a conflict with the Indians
with regard to water rights. There are certain gentlemen farmers
who own small parcels of less than 20 acres who the Indians do
not consider legitimate farmers. Therefore, if a higher restriction
was placed in this bill, it might give more impetus to their claim.

Mr. Lien explained the crux of the amendment in section eight
was on page three. This indicates if the assessor determines prop--
erty . ' "~ 1is located in a higher use area, he must make two determ-
inations of value but only the agricultural use value is placed
on the assessment roll. The other determination will remain
as a record. There are 41 states which allow perferential treat-
ment for agricultural lands. Twenty states require two values to
be determined at the time of application. Only seven states carry
both values on the roll.

Senator Bryan stated he assumed that section four on page
six makes reference to the other triggering mechanisms.

Mr. Lien said this is correct. Section nine specifies also
that both values need not be on the roll. Section 10 gets rid of
potential use and gets it back to full cash.

Senator Bryan asked if the values being talked about are
agricultural and full cash wvalue.

Mr. Lien stated that was correct. The bill has been con-
formed so that those are the only two things being talked about.
Those are common terminologies used. Section 11, on page four, is
the open-space language. It indicates again that there is an
open—-space use assessment and there is a full cash value assessment.
The amendment on line nine conformed that language with the lang-
uage on page three, dealing with agricultural values.
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Senator Bryan asked Mr. Lien to explain the valuation based
on potential use in section 12.

Mr. Lien said section 12 indicates to the assessor that
he only has to place the one valuation on the roll unless he has
determined it is in the higher use area. This is for open space.
Section 13 deletes potential use and talks about full cash value.

Senator Bryan asked if full cash value supercedes potential
use.

Mr. Lien answered that the Attorney General has interpreted
potential use to be full cash value. Since it is a foreign term,
it has been conformed to be full cash value. Section 13 does the
same thing as section 12. Section 14 determines what occurs with
converted property. Previously, the deferred tax had to be added
to the tax roll. What it says now is the next property tax state-
ment will include the deferred taxes.

Senator Sheerin asked what were the two repealers.

Mr. Lien answered the definition of potential use for both
agricultural and open space.

Senator Dodge asked Mr. Lien if the Attorney General feels
he won't be exposed to constitutional challenges with this bill.

Mr. Lien said the Attorney General is very pleased with
the new language. He feels it is in conformance with the consti-
tutional amendment and has clarified what he felt would have been
potential problems for him.

Senator Glaser moved to Do Pass as amended, reducing the
figure of $7500 to $2500. Senator Dodge seconded the motion and
it passed unanimously with Senators Lamb and Hilbrecht absent.

AJR 12 Proposes to amend Nevada Constitution by authorizing
Legislature to impose tax upon motorboats in lieu
of property tax.

Testifying in support of the bill were:

Assemblyman Paul May stated this resolution would simply
provide watercraft may be subject to taxation in the same general
manner as motor vehicles. Of all the personal property in the "~
State of Nevada, watercraft are the hardest to tax. They are
extremely mobile. Two years ago the Taxation Committees in each
house provided that through cooperation with Fish and Game anyone
wishing to license a motorboat or watercraft must first show proof
of having paid those property taxes to the Fish and Game Department.
That brought a great deal of new revenue into! the.various counties
because Fish and Game refused to license those craft until proof
was shown that property taxes had been paid. However, it also caused
confusion on the general public level because most of the public
was unaware of the procedure. There was no opposition to the bill
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at all.

Senator Sheerin asked if this measure was intended to become
a revenue generating measure.

Assemblyman May said it was not. Its intent was for the
convenience of the general public.

Senator Sheerin stated that the language of the bill indi-
cates a formula. If the formula is used, will the same amount of
tax dollars be produced.

Assemblyman May said he did: not recall that any thought was
given to it. It was simply general in nature saying that the
legislature may tax. It would not be Assemblyman May's intent to
try to make money off ijit.

Senator Bryan asked if the legislature would formulate the
assessment next year if this was passed.

Assemblyman May said that was correct. He reiterated that
it was not the intent to make it a revenue producer, but simply for
convenience.

Mr. Fred Wright, of the Department of Fish and Game, stated
that Assemblyman May covered the bill well. He wanted to re-emphasize
that this is a proposal for a constitutional amendment of section
one, article 10. It would provide permissive legislative exemption
of watercraft in addition to motor vehicles in the property tax
provisions of section one and also provides for a uniform and equal
rate of assessment and taxation of watercraft not to exceed the
constitutional limit of five cents on the dollar. It would simpli-
fy the public's processes in titling and registering boats. It
would assist the Department of Fish and Game because, in the 1975
session, the imposition of insuring that the boats were not delin-
quent in taxes was imposed upon the department and the boat owner.

Senator Bryan asked what is the procedure now.

Mr. Wright said the procedure now is that with any boat
in for titling or re—~titling, there must be proof that the property
tax has been paid.

Senator Bryan asked what the boat owner has to do.

Mr. Wright said the boat owner, if he buys the boat from
a dealer, pays the sales tax at that time. The dealer will instruct
him to go to the assessor and pay his taxes, come back with the

proof, -then the dealer completes the transaction and submits the
information to Fish and Game.

Senator Bryan asked what is done at that point.
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Mr. Wright said he is issed a tltle by the Fish and Game
and an annual certificate of number.

Senator Bryan asked what happens when this owner sells the
boat to a private party.

Mr. Wright explained, if it is a casual sale and it comes
to the Department of Fish and Game in the mail, the department has
to intercede on behalf of the county if the boat was delinquent in
taxes and direct the people to the county assessor to pay the taxes.
The department would not proceed with the issuance of the title
until the taxes were paid.

Senator Bryan asked what if there was no notice that the
taxes were not paid. Does the department make an affirmative inquiry
to the counties.

Mr. Wright said that the department can make an inquiry
by phone call or would direct the boat owner to the county.

Senator Bryan asked what occurs if there was a tax lien
attached to the boat. ‘

Mr, Wright stated it was his department's interpretation
from the statute that the lien follows with a new owner.

Senator Dodge asked what reforms and improvements: would
come about with this amendment.

Mr. Wright stated that the system would be put on the same
methods that motor vehicles are now taxed in that the: départment'.
would seid out: an-annual .renewal, which would include the property
tax and the registration fee.

Senator Bryan asked if this would by-pass the assessor's
office.

Mr. Wright answered in the affirmative. The privelege tax
statutes would then cause compensation back to the appropriate
counties.

Senator Dodge asked if the big problem was the uniformity
of the rates.

Mr. Wright stated this was problem first for the boat owner

and second for:the department to intercede on behalf of the counties.
It makes a two or three-leg operation for the boat owner.

Senator Dodge asked if a computerized system is used.

Mr. Wright said all titles and registrations are listed
by computers.

Senator Dodge asked how many boats are licensed yearly in
Nevada.
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Mr. Wright said last calendar year theré was '23,500. There
has been a 112 per cent growth rate in the last 10 years. '

Senator Sheerin explained the big problem is a physical
one in which the boat owner has to go to the Department of Fish and
Game for registration and has to go to the assessor's office to
pay the taxes.

Mr. Rodriquez said this bill will simplify the process.

Senator Sheerin stated he was in favor of trying to ease
this procedure. He asked if the intent of this legislation is to
create added revenues for the Fish and Game.

Mr. Wright stated that was not the intent.

Senator Sheerin asked why there was a measurement problem.
If a dealer says a boat is 14 feet, why does the boat owner have
to haul his boat somewhere to have someone measure it to see that
it is actually 14 feet.

Mr. Wright said the manufacturers don't always state the
measurements or the model numbers may be incorrect. Another prob-
lem is with hull numbers. Only recently have manufacturers standard-
ized hull numbers through the uniform motorboat codes. When there
is a re-sale on a boat that has never been titled, the department
doesn't feel it can accept the record. The boat has to be measured
and inspected, and the hull number must be located. If it has no
hull number, which many boats don't have, a number must be assigned.
So many boats were manufactured prior to the uniform code, that
they must be inspected.

Senator Sheerin said he'd like to aim for boats being reg-
istered exactly like cars.

Senator Dodge said the key to that was the blue book. It
is available in the case of automobiles. The blue book gives all
the specifications, including a suggested retai price. If this
type of information is ever developed, there wouldn't have to be
inspections.

Mr. Wright said there are blue books on boats.
Mr. Bill Parsons, of the Department of Fish and Game, said
one of the keys to the inspections is the serial number and hull

identification number used to identify a particular boat. These
books are available.

Senator Dodge asked if that problem will be alleviated with
uniform hull numbers.

Mr. Parsons said not totally. There has to be a way to get
that back on the title or the certificate of ownership so that

¥
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there is a clean certificate of ownership for that individual.

Senator Bryan stated the first time a car is registered,
it is inspected for serial number. After that the registration is
paid through the mail.

Mr. Wright said one of his problems under the current
statute is that there are people selling boats who are not, under
the Department of Fish and Game's regulations, certified boat dealers.
They don't even handle the forms. Consequently, a local agent must
assist in boat titling and registering.

Senator Sheerin said if Mr. Wright could think of anything
that would make it easier for the owners and the department, to
let the committee know so it could be processed this session.

Mr. Wright said the department feels there are some general
changes in that area in the boat act that would come with the priv-
elege tax, if it was passed by the legislature. Now there are
some conditions, such as a boat doesn't have to be titled in the
State of Nevada if the ownership was prior to 1972.

SB 113 Extensively revises Senior Citizens' Property Tax
Assistance Act.

Senator Glaser moved to indefinitely postpone the bill
because it was merged with SB 367. Senator Dodge seconded the
motion and it passed unanimously. Senators Lamb and Hilbrecht
were absent.

Senator Bryan stated that Senator William Hernstadt had
requested a committee introduction for a bill which taxes aviation
jet fuel. The committee was opposed to introducing the bill
because of the lateness of the session.

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned.

Respectfully submitted,

Colleen Crum,:'Secretary

APPROVED:

/Zocw H Wc C

Senator Richard Bryan, Chairman.
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STATE oF NEVADA
Department of Taxation
Carson CrTy, NEvApA 89710

In-State Toll Free 800-992-0500

MIKE O'CALLAGHAN, Governor . ) L . ~ JOHN J. SBEEHAN, Executive Director

AB 463

Proposed Anendments

Page 1, line 21 - Delete lines 21 and 22 and insert:

ing the tax at that time but fmust] shall provide the information regquired in
NR5 375.050 and pay the tax due [thereon) within 3 months after [such]

Page 2, line 28 - Delete lines 28 and 29 and insert:

4. A county recorder may use a rubber stamp in place of the affidavit
providing the above information appears on the face of the deed.

5. The county recorder shall forward one copy of the affidavit or one
copy of the first page of deed showing that information to the county
assessor and one copy to the department. Microfilmed records may be sub-
stituted for the actual affidavit or deed.

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
355~
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POST OFFICE BOX 722, CARSON CITY, NEVADA 89701 - 882-1943

#-s-11

I'H P72 K7LLTY, RIPHFSTNTING THR NTADA RPTAIL AS3OCIATION, APPTLRING
A
IN SUPPORT OF AJR 21, JUST A3 I WARLITR SUPPGRTED AJR 10,

AT THT SPNAT® HOARING ON AJR 10, OPPOSITION TO THE MEAJL R® PRW3ITINTHD
ALARMING, DIR® STATISTICS, WI(H AT FIRST GLANCE WOULD INDICATY® THAT NWADA!S

TAX STRUCTUR®, WOULD VIRTUALLY COLLAPSY IF THW INVWNTORY TAX WAS REPEALZD,

THS™ STATISTICS, COMPILYWD BY TH™ NWVADA TAN COMMISSION AND WLABCRATED

)

ON AT OONSIDYRABL® L"NGTH BY CHAIRMAN (F TH¥ STATT BOARD OF RQUALIZATION,
RAFLECTD NOTHING BUT DOOM. THWR® WASN'T AN IOTA OF OPTIMISM....NOTHING
WHICH WOULD HWLP CR7AT% AN ATMOSPH7RT Iif N"VADA WHICH WOULD FOSTRR BUSINESS
CONBIDENCE. . .WHICH WOULD RNCOURAGR® BUSINFSS OR ECONOMIC EXPANSION...OR WHICH
WULD CREATE MOR® JOBS FOR RTWSIDENT3 OGF THIS 3TATE.
IF TH7” CHAIRVAN (F TH™ 3TATW BOARD OF BQUALIZATION WAS SPWAKING FOR TH®
WNTIR? BOARD, I F®RIH™ WAS DOING IT A DISSTRVICE. THT VTRY NAMT OF TH® BOARD DRROTES
WUALITY AND THYRE CTRTAINLY IS NO "QUALITY IN KW¥PING IN NWVADA'S CONSTITUTION

;J A TAX WHICH "WYRYONS-~TVEN THOS® OPPOSTD TO THTS® PROPSTD AMTNDMANTS «— WILL AGREE

ISUNFATR AND IMP(B SIBL® TO ADMIITSTTR. s

35¢
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POST OFT1CT BOX 722, CARSON CITY, NEVADA 89701 »+  882-1943

UNTIL KOW, WS HAVE NOT HAD A CHANCT T0 ADTQUATTLY RWSPOND TO THW FIGURES
WHICH CLAIM NWVADA WOULD LO3% NWARLY $5 MILLION IN REVTNUE IF THY INVENTORY

TAR IS RFPRALED, AND IN THIS DAY OF NWVADA'S BILLION DOLLsR BUDGRT, $5 MILLION
s NOT AN EXIHORBITAVT 5
S == RS T

W% DO NOT BRLIRVE THAT NTVADA WILL LOSH ANYWHTRT NTR $5 MILLION NOR THAT
ONC® THIS TaX I3 RWPRALFD THA NYVADA'S WCONOMIC WORLD WILL COME TO AN ®ND,
CONVERSH®LY, WR FT7L THAT RWPRBAL OF THR IWWNTORY TAX WILL HAVRE THE SAMS WFFRCT
ON NTVADA'S BUSiI'l‘E‘SS FOONOMY AS HAS THW FRYRPORT LAW.

OUR COMPARISON OF TH™ FRTYPORT LAW ON ONS HAND, AND ITS 180-DRGRTE OPPOSITR
ON THF. OTH'R SID®%--TH% INVINTORY TAX-~-ALS0 HAS BROUGHT FORTH FIGUR®WS FROM TH®
NTVADA TAX COMMIS3ION WHICH AGAIN R7FIECTS PISSIMISM.

IT WOULD TAKE, THY TAX OCOMHMISSION SAYS, 52,2 WARTHAUSTS IN NTWADA TO MAKE® UP

ASHRSSTD VA UATION (F INVENTORY RWVTNUYW LOSS. YRT NOWHYRE DID THIS TAX COMMISSION
o~
R7PORT POINT OUT THAT ONT WARWHOUS OPTRAT ION NOW BUILDING IN NVADA WILL EOVIDS

1600 FULL TIMZ JOBS AND AN ADDIT IONAL 800 STASONAL JOBS WHSN IT OPENS IN BARLY

1979. THIS DISTRIBUTION CTNTWR, FORETR LGISLATIVY TESTIMONY ASSWRTS, WILL ALSO

HAVE A MULTIPLITR AFFRCT ON THW ZCONOMY BY STIMULATI.G TRANSPORTAT ION » CONSTRUCTION
357
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VADA RETAIL ASSOGIATION

POST OFFICE BOX 722, CARSON CiTY, NEVADA 89’701 - 882-1943

nRa

AND ITS SUPPORT BUSIN7TSSHS PLUS TH® CRTATION OF ADDITIONAL JOBS.

THESE FACTS, HOWTWVER, WTRE NOT MWTIONED IN THAT ON%T-3IDED RTPR T PRTPARED
BY TH® TAX COMMISSION. IT WOULD B% WNLIHTWNING IF THIS AG'NCY APPLI®D THE
k‘SAH‘E AMOUNT OF TIMF, AND WFFORT IN WMPHASIZING THY POSITIV? ASPRCTS OF REPWAL AS
IT HAS IN POINTING UP TH® NRGATIVE,

WZ HAVTW, A4S AN ALTTRNATIVE, OOME UP WITH A PLAN TO SHOWYOU HOW THIS RWVWNUN,

=

SHOULD IT B7% LOST, CAN BY™ RUTRIEVTD--AND WITH NO ADDITIONAL TAX ASSUSSMENT (OF
ANY KIND OR AT ANY IFVWL. A SPEAKTR TO FOLLOW ME WILL PR®SENT T0 YOU THIS
PROPOSAL.
IN SUMMARY, I AGAIN CALL TH®3SE FACTS TO YOUR AVTRNTION:
«w-= ALL STAT®S5 SURROUNDIIiG NWVADA AND 34 NATIONWIDE HAVE ZITHRR REPRALER
OR PHASFD OUT THIS TAX. NWADA MUST BY COMPRTITIVE.
-~= PASSAT® OF WITH'R OF THR3F TWO AMINDMINTS BTFORT THIS COMMITTEE WILL
NOT B TH7 FILAL ANSWIR. SHOULD WE BT SUCCRSSFUL IN PASSING THIS LBGISLATION
3 W% STILL HaV® TO CONVINCT TAW RLECTORATH IN NOVMB7TR OF 1978. AND TH% LEGISLATUR®

WILLBE IN ST33ION TWO MONTHS THTRIAFTR TO HPLP SOLVE ANY FINANCIAL FROBL™ SHOULD

o7

ON% ARISE.
2



Ba e RETAIL ASSociATON

POST OFFICE BOX 722, CARSON CITY NEVADA 89701 -  882-1943

I RICINTLY HAD OCCASION TO MERT WITH IIRNCTOR OF THT CALIFORNIA RETAIL
ASSOCIATION. CALIFORNIA FRTSTNTLY HAS FOUR BILLS ON RITHWR COMPLETY REPEAL OR
PHASE-OUT. THY M(BT POPULAR IS SB 443 WHICH WOULD PHAS® OUT REMAINING 50% TAX
ON BUSINTSS INVWNTORIFS. THIS IS TO B% ACOCOMPLISHED BY INCR7ASING THR RXEMPT ION
10% EVFRY YZAR OVTR THE NEXT PIVR YTARS BRGINNING IN 1978.

'CALIIORNIA IS ENVIOUS OF NTVADA'S FREEPCRT LAW AND IS CIRCULATING WIDELY
A FORB3S MAGAINZE ARTICL® ENTITLED ®CALIFORNIA'S PARADISK LOST® WHICH POINTS
m%&‘m IN PART Tu\g‘%m I3 A PR®SSING IRRITANT, ADDING: “CALIYFORNIA
ISN'T THE ONLY WESTWRN STATE THAT IEVIES A TAX ON INVENTTORIES, BUT IT IS ONB
OF THY V'RY F¥W THAT HASN'T SCHEDULED IT FOR EXTINCTION. THAT EAX ALONE, MORT®
THAN ANY OTHFR PACTOR, ACCOUNTS FOR A VIRTUAL RING OF DISTRIBTUION WAREHOUSES
SURROUNDING THE STATR—IN ARIZONA, UTAH, CRWGON, NTVADA.®
AND THE ARTICLX % THAT THE J.C. PINN®Y WARWHOUSE OPERATION NOW
P
BUILDING NORTH (F RENO COUID HAVE BFEN IN CALIFORNIA INSTRAD (F NEVADA AD PRV IDED
ABOUT 2,000 N%W JOBS, FOR CALIFORNIANS, NOT NEVADANS.
IT WOULD SEEM THAT TH® IEGISLATURT, THIS SESSION, HAS TWO BASIC QUESTIONS

f
TO MEEMER ANSW7R COI.CERNING TH® INVWTORY TAX: - %‘b 7



Ra NEVADA RETAILASSOCIATION

POS1 OFFICE BOX 722, CARSON CITY, NEVADA 89701 -  882- 1943

€1) IS THIS TAX A FAIR AND WQUITABLE ONE?
(2) CAN OR CANNOT IT BE PROPRRLY ADMINISTFRTD?
IF BOTH QUBSTIONS AR® ANSWTRYD IN THT NIGATIVE...AND SURWLY THWY MUST
BZ...IT WOULD APPTAR THAT IFGISLATIVY ACTION IS MANDATORY TO BRING ABOUT
NEFDED CORRPCTION. IT SEMS INCONCEIVABLE THAT TAXING AUTHORITIES AT ANY LEVWL
3 OF GOV'RNMENT WOULD LND CONTINUED SUPPURT...AND 1OBBY FOR...A TAX THAT ADMITTRDLY
’ 1S UNJUST, UNFAIR AND IMPGBSIEL® TO AMINISTYR. erenineiiessnsheaimeD

o I s R i s .5 el = gt SO,
G I e e o WO L AR T T S0 e S W S W W 5, e D S
. e
S il L AT

MUST TH® BU3INR3S COMMUNITY WAIT A MINIMUM (F FOUR TO FIVE MORE YRARS BWFORE
ACTION ISFAK™N ON THIS UNFAIR TAX? TNAT'S WHAT IT TAKES TO M[f)ﬂﬁ CONSTITUION ‘h
B
|
4 D I THINK ASSWMELYMAN CRADDOCK OF CLARK COUNTY WA RESSFD I PRRETTY WELL WHEN
H% TWSTIFIED BTR RW THW ASSPMBLY TAXATION COMMITTRR, OF WHICH HE IS A M¥MB®R, ON

360
FFBRUARY 8 ON AJR 10. IN PaRT HT SAID: ‘ B9
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"SINCT BUBINYSS TALTS ARW, WITHOUT B{CPTION, PAS3TD ON TO THE CuUNSUMPR,

THT GRNWHAL PUSLIC PAYS THT TaX AS WTLL S THY ADMINISTRA'IVE COSTS. AT MOST, THE
INVINTORY TAX SMOUNTS TO 1.76 PWR CNT OE THE WHOLESAL® VALUT OF AN IT™. WHILE
ITS RTPRAL MaY NOT RWSULT IN & NOTICTABLT RFDUCTION IN T COST TO THT CONSUMYR,
ONT WOULD B % DISAPPOINTSD IF IT DAD NOT SHOW TH™ INFLATIUN RAT® SLIGHTLY.

BAS SURFLY, AND, TO THT WXTUNT THAT TH™ FRWR "NTRRPRIS® SYSTRM WORKS, THE
CONSUMTNG PUBLIC WILL RTALIZE A REDUCTION.SINCR THAT SAMT CONSUMING PUBLIC MUST
PAY TH% ADMINISTHATIVT COSTS OF ALL TAXRS, THT ETDUCTION SHOULD RWFLECT THAT COST
AS WRLL."

IN SUMILARY I POINT GUT THTST FACTORS:

BLIMINATION OF THIS TaX, WE FEXL BONFIDPNT WILZ DO THIS:

(1) PROMOTS INCRTASID BUSIIF SS ACTIVITIY...AND MORT JOBS.

(2) ADD FAVORABLY TO NTWADA'S BUSINUSS CLIMATS IMAGH. )

(3) RTMOVT A HIGHLY INWUUITABLE TaX FROM NW.DA'S CON:TITITUION.

(4) PROVIDT ILCRTASTD STATT AND 4)&\1.\:«!.“:) TAX HTVTNUT THROUGH

(a) IMPROVYD SALVS TAX COLLWCTIONS
et

3¢/

{(b) IMPROVZD PROPWRTY TAX COLLWCTIONS
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POST OFFICL BOX 722, CARSON CITY, NCVADA 89701 +  882-1943

Gc) GRUATER INCR7AST™S IN A3573STD VALUATION.

(5) INCRWASED JOBS WILL LOWER WRLFAR® AND UNMPLOYMTNT I.SURANCE COSTS.

Q6) HOPEFULLY, LOWSR CO3TS TO COLSUMMRS.

I WOULD LIKW AT THIS TIME TO CALL ON ERNTST NEWITON OF THR NWADA TAXPAYWRS

ASGOCIATION FOR TLABORATIUN ON A PLAN WHICH COULD MAKE UP LOSS OF REVENUE,

-
&

THARK YOU AGALN FOR YOUR TIME «AD CONSIDTRA ION,.

2R



EXHIBIT 2>

5¢3 Cattle

¥

Vel

k éOUNTIES ASSESSED ASSESSED ASSESSED ASSESSED ASSESSED A§§§§§EDM"M—WW““'COMPOSITE APPROXIMATE
VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE “"VALUE AVERAGE TAXES PAID
BULLS COWS HEIFERS STEERS WEANED PUREBREED TAX
(1-2 yrs) " (1 yr & Older CALVES COWS
CARSON CITY * ‘2,028 21,170 4,032 660 280 5,476 4.1033% 83
CHURCHILL * 82,472 713,581 127,456 78,936 76,240 9,916 4.2036
CLARK ** 29,014 100,532 34,343 18,559 23,628 5,580 4.2418
DOUGLAS ** 83,782 628,694 132,675 42,478 111,496 109,895 3.1944
ELKO * 985,608 7,267,004 1,210,552 1,598,124 1,148,840 229,104 3.,3355
ESMERALDA * 41,090 212,630 17,920 2,900 13,640 3.9951
EUREKA ** 129,585 1,267,638 175,802 82,276 140,228 3.4377
HUMBOLDT * 300,651 2,466,597 200,368 165,198 110,480 9,620 3.8179
LANDER * 190,744 1,246,433 153,264 136,590 156,832 ’4.0063
LINCOLN ** 90,465 907,822 87,840 24,321 51,392 15,810 3.7268 -
LYON * 88,387 862,130 136,304 106,590 95,560 12,728 4.1223
MINERAE *ik 17,930 154,980 4,392 1.474 5,148 5.0000
NYE * 144,326 1,098,869 80,024 49,764 90.880 3,700 3.7282
PERSHING *¥* 65,200 788,238 79,910 21,708 71,696 3.4796
STOREY * 676 3,504 112 198 1,040 4.5331
WASHQOE ** 156,721 1,335,460 189,952 66,655 260,045 55,265 4.4282
WHITE PINE ** 106,602 1,225,162 280,539 71,958 120,956 3.9320
TOTALS 2,515,281 20,300,444 2,915,485 2,468,389 2,473,381 457,094 4.1682
*  Values as shown on 1976-77 tax rolls 3

*¥* Values as shown on 1975-76 tax rolls

.
-
"‘ .
'S

dy &




Dairy Cattle

*  Values as shown on 19776—77:1:# rolls
. Va&s as shown on 1975-76 tax rolls

‘III'D;‘I’ ,ﬁ;

ASSESSED ASSESSED ASSESSED ASSESSED ASSESSED ASSESSED COMPOSITE
VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE AVERAGE s ‘vg"AXES AID
COUNTIES BULLS COWS HEIFERS STEERS WEANED DRY TAX §
(1-2 yrs) (1 yr & older) CALVES COWS
CARSON CITY *
CHURCHILL * 10,956 550,464 130,410 7,956 29,698 4.2036
CLARK ** 5,511 701.841 101,304 3,363 29,637 4.2418
DOUGLAS ** 2,171 131,005 44,172 2,237 10,878 37,310 3.1944
ELKO * 166 26,790 630 51 310 3.3355
ESMERALDA * 140
EUREKA ** 3,857 108
HUMBOLDT * 2,115
LANDER * 1,833
LINCOLN ** 78,071 15,768 4,902 2,146
LYON * 1,494 81,216 30,744 4,947 12,121 4.1223
MINERAL ** 133 37 5.0000
NYE % 6,627 126 31
PERSHING ** 3,070 216 222
STOREY *
WASHOE ** 2,830 56,262 16,853 1,705 3,803 4.4282
WHITE PINE ** 501 33,383 7,020 2,368 3.9320
TOTALS 23,629f<;1' 1,676,807 347,351 25,161 01,250 Foate 3iedz0



Sheep

’ ASSESSED ASSESSED ASSESSED ASSESSED COMPOSITE APPROXINACE
p VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE AVERAGE © wkes P
= COUNTIES RAMS EWES WEANED PUREBRED TAX RATE :i
LAMBS EWES : 2
CARSON CITY * 23 3,663 27 ' 4.1033%
CHURCHILL * 1,679 25,124 1,044 851 4.2036
CLARK ** ‘ 95 477 96 4.2418
DOUGLAS ** 2,375 41,967 752 2,831 3.1944
ELKO * 15,157 378,400 27,711 1,242 3.3355
ESMERALDA *
EUREKA ** 532 27,504 320 3.4377
HUMBOLDT * 1,771 44,671 45 3.8179
LANDER * 2,601 49,610 6,966 4.0063
LINCOLN ** 418 33,426 96 3.7268
LYON * 2,507 88,165 4,149 4.1223
MINERAL ** 114 16,254 264 5.0000
NYE * 3,174 49,247 2,079 23 3.7282
PERSHING ** 912 43,998 384 3.4796
STOREY * 4,521 | 4.5331
WASHOE ** 252 18,285 126 4.4282
WHITE PINE ** 5,738 227,367 9,496 3.9320
TOTALS 37,348 1,052,679 53,555 4,947

*  vValues as shown on 1976-77 tax rolls
** Values as shown on 1975-76 tax rolls

o>
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Horses

A
"

ASSESSED ASSESSED ASSESSED ASSESSED ASSESSED ASSESSED COMPOSITE APPROXIMATE
VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE AVERAGE ] TA3¢§§A IRy
v MARES FANCY PLEASURE SADDLE STALLIONS STOCK & WORK YOUNG STOCK TAX RATE e ANy
COUNTIES HORSES HORSES HORSES (1 yr to 3 yrs) s ; DAY
CARSON CITY * 240 880 90 4.1033%
CHURCHILL * 10,620 4,375 64,080 6,550 10,650 4.2036
CLARK ** 28,380 13,150 56,657 31,760 47,940 4.2418
DOUGLAS ** 2,700 525 14,320 744 1,440 3.1944
ELKO * 18,405 3,675 220,640 7,205 16,320 33355
ESMERALDA * 170 130 3,840 120 3.9951
EUREKA ** 6,390 1,400 30,960 1,116 3,600 4,350 | 3.4377
HUMBOLDT * 8,145 56,000 4,485 2,190 3.8179
LANDER * 3,150 ‘ 23,760 1,048 3,030 4.0063
LINCOLN *#* 4,995 1,750 23,360 3,670 1,230 3.7268
LYON * 2,385 1,050 29,440 2,489 2,130 4.1223
MINERAL ** 450 9,440 496 210 5.0000
NYE * 3,465 350 42,000 2,096 3,480 3.7282
PERSHING ** 270 20,400 1,194 720 3.4796
STOREY * 45 800 30 4.5331
WASHOE ** 5,085 4,200 22,880 3,536 35,160 3,060 4.4282
WHITE PINE ** 24,240 372 7,380 3.9320

TOTALS 94,485 30,645 582,560 91,788 82,620 96,5990

* Values as shown on 1976-77 tax rolls
** Values as shown on 1975-76 tax rolls




e Swine

ASSESSED ASSESSED ASSESSED ASSESSED ASSESSED COMPOSITE
L VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE AVERAGE B
HOGS FEEDER PIGS WEANER PIGS BOARS SOWS TAX RATE R
COUNTIES (200 1bs & over) (21 1lbs to 199 1lbs) (up to 20 1bs) -
o
CARSON CITY *. 50 36 40 4.1033% o
CHURCHILL * 375 2,580 1,688 425 2,375 4.2036
CLARK ** 1,978 930 448 4.2418
DOUGLAS ** 253 1,840 77 3.1944
ELKO * 650 456 128 | 3.3355
ESMERALDA * 70 3.9951
EUREKA ** 300 140 3.4377
HUMBOLDT * 1,500
1,200 3.8179
LANDER **
LINCOLN ** 207 170 133 3.7268
LYON * 1,525 1,008 24 4.1223
MINERAL ** 46 90 5.0000
NYE * 825 252 368 3.7282
PERSHING ** 460 579 129 3.4796
STOREY * 100 4.5331
WASHOE ** 1.565 4,470 1,440 | 4.4282
WHITE PINE ** 920 400 S Tt Dy - £ 3.9320
 TOTALS 5 10,454 ; is,lll.’m : 5;385; _ ’f_g 425 = i, 27375 |
*  Values as shown on 1976-77 tax rolls 7 i

. ** Values as shoyn on 1975-76 tax rolls




Poultry

ASSESSED ASSESSED ASSESSED ASSESSED COMPOSITE APPROXIMATE
VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE AVERAGE ) TAQﬂ‘lS PAID
COUNTIES CHICKENS DUCKS GEESE TURKEYS TAX RATE ) ) A &R
o

CARSON CITY * 15 4.1033% -
CHURCHILL * 16 67 17 97 4.2036
CLARK ** 41 44 72 6 4.2418
DOUGLAS **
ELKO * 1,136 49 67 57 3.3355
ESMERALDA *
EUREKA **
HUMBOLDT *
LANDER *
LINCOLN ** 295 8 3 6 3.7268
LYON *(6-14 mo's) 1,830

(over 600) 2,430, 4.1223
MINERAL ** 19 7 12 5.0000
NYE * . 427 16 21 32 3.7282
PERSHING **

W

STOREY * 2 8 4.5331
WASHOE ** 24 4.4282
WHITE PINE **
TOTALS 4,381 223 192 198

* Values éé shown on 1976-77 tax rolls
** Values as shown on 1975-76 tax rolls
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Misc. Livestock

2,858

1,993

44,924

*  Values as shown on 1976-77 tax rolls
** Values as shown on 1975-76 tax rolls

e

- ASSESSED ASSESSED ASSESSED ASSESSED ASSESSED ASSESSED COMPOSITE APPROXIMATE
oy VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE AVERAGE TAXES , PAID

BURROS JACKS GOATS MULES OTHER STANDS TAX RATE 5

COUNTIES OF BEES fi
¢
CARSON CITY * 210 4.1033%
CHURCHILL * 264 225 912 720 9,336 4,2036
CLARK ** 144 924 1,250 1,008 4.2418 ot
DOUGLAS ** 162 225 42 2,085 3.1944
(Llamas-400) .
ELKO * 408 108 560 (Chinchillas) 465 243 3.3355
65)
ESMERALDA * 50 80 3.9951
EUREKA ** 24 80 3.4377
HUMBOLDT * 18 75 120 14,220 3.8179
LANDER * 72 120 19 4.0063
(Rabbits-13)

LINCOLN ** 36 75 132 (Bison-175) 188 33 3.7268
LYON * 216, 11,601 4.1223
MINERAL ** 90 (Ponies) 90 5.0000
NYE * 132 150 132 603 3.7282
PERSHING ** 90 75 4,750 3.4796
STOREY * 12 4.5331
WASHOE ** 166 150 54 1,014 4,4282
WHITE PINE ** 712 3.9320
TOTALS 1,860 975 1,360



Totals

* Values as shown on 1976-77 tax rolls
** Values as shown on 1975-76 tax rolls

Ko TOTAL ASSESSED VALUE COMPOSITE APPROXIMATE
’ COUNTIES LIVESTOCK & BEES AVERAGE TAXES PAID,
TAX RATE .; %E r&‘
CARSON CITY * 38,920 4.1033% $ i,597.oo
CHURCHILL * 1,962,155 4.2036 82,481.15
CLARK ** 1,238,712 4.2418 52,543.69
DOUGLAS ** 1,409,131 3.1944 45,013.28
ELKO * 13,160,261 3.3355 438,960.51
ESMERALDA * 292,780 3.9951 11,696.85
EUREKA ** 1,876,210 3.4377 64,498.47
HUMBOLDT * 3,389,369 3.8179 129,402.72
LANDER * 1,976,072 4.0063 79,167.37
LINCOLN ** 1,348,768 3.7268 50,265.89
LYON * 1,580,740 4.1223 65,162.85
MINWEAL ** 211,676 5.0000 10,583,80
NYE * 1,583,219 3.7282 59,025.57
PERSHING ** 1,104,221 3.4796 38,422.47
STOREY * 11,048 4.5331 500.82
WASHOE ** 2,247,018 4.4282 99,502.45
WHITE PINE ** 2,125,115 3.9320 83,559.52
TOTALS 35,555,415 4.1682 $1,482,020.81



PERCENT COMPOSITE TAX LOSS TEN CENTS

e TOTAL BUSINESS
R VALUATION INVENTORY EXEMPT TAX RATE IN ON TAX RATE 2

COUNTIES VALUATION VALUATION $ and ¢ IN $ and ¢ o
CARSON CITY $ 103,081,217 $ 2,501,592 2.42 4.1033 $ 102,244.82 $ 100,579.63 )
CHURCHILL 53,240,157 1,092,300 2.05 4.2036 45,915.92 52,147.86

CLARK 1,981,955,411 44,064,300 2.22 4.2418 1,869,119.47 1,874,891.11

DOUGLAS 158,000,000 1,774,620 1.12 3.1944 56,688.46 156,225.38

ELKO 150,733,580 2,426,571 1.60 3.3355 80,938.27 148,307.01

ESMERALDA 12,834,697 12,380 .10 3.9951 494.59 12,822.32

EUREKA 30,276,908 36,940 .12 3.4377 1,269.89 30,239.97

HUMBOLDT 61,631,045 984,695 ,16 3.8179 37,594.67 60,6i6.35

LANDER 30,300,000 114,351 .38 4.0063 4,581.24 30,185.65

LINCOLN 21,670,592 119.190 .55 3.7268 4,441.97 21,551.40

LYON 69,118,261 1,464,640 2.11 4.1223 60,376.85 67,653.62

MINERAL 23,844,256 300,090 1.26 5.0000 15,004.50 23,544.15

NYE 62,413,581 278,506 .48 3.7282 10,383.26 62,135.08

PERSHIN& 36,500,000 212,970 .58 3.4796 7,410.50 36,287.03

STOREY 9,843,711 79,870 .08 4.5331 3,536.80 9,763.84

WASHOE 1,097,388,240 30,205,511 2.75 4.4282 1,337,560.43 1,067,182.73

WHITE PINE 45,850,230 900,070 .20 3.9320 35,390.75 44,950.16

TOTALS 3,948,681,880 86,568,596 2.1923 3,672,952.39 3,799,113.29




EXHIBIT ¢

‘ -’iwmj—hj aL))Qlf)
Loss nds ATRZ]

wna
TAX LOSSES PROJECTED
| LOSS

YE£R INCREMENT COUNTIES __SCHeeLS CITTES STATE
1979-80 20% $ 340,598 $ 507,423 $ 199,685 $ 64,501
1980-81 40 $ 722,487 $1,000,847 $ 421,491 $ 133,618
1981-82 607 $1,148,755 $1,734,447 $ 670,171 $ 217,249
1982-83 80% $1,623,574 $2,452,055 $ 947,174 $ 307,039
1983-84 100% $2,151, 234 $3,247,910 $ 755,007 $ 406,834
TOTALS $5,086,648 9,032,682 $2,093 528 $1,129,231

Statistics are available by entity should any of the Conmittee Mambers wish that informaticn.

Livestock valualions are included as business inventory. The valuation projections were increased
al an average of )% per year

@ \\h‘(h/im # /7 /MZ Sy c rese> w/‘// A: %/:/ é /»ijé 45
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CEXHIBIT 4.
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S. B. 399

——"—'—‘——-'*—“———;—T—-_-.::
R - SENATE BILL NO. 399—SENATOR GLASER
MaRcH 25,1977 - § .

‘ © Referred to Committee on Taxation

'SUMMARY-Makes various changes in law relaling to taxes on agricultural
and open-space rcal property. (BDR 32-1030) - .
FISCAL NOTE: Local Government Impact: Yes.
L State or Industrial Insurance Impact: Yes.
&>

EXPLANATION--Matter in itallcs is new; matter in brackets [ ] is material to Le omitted.

e et < e 4 e e e B 4 mm <5 2w e

O © AN ACT relating to taxes on agricultural and open-space real property; clarifying
: the type of land eligible for agricultural use assessment and the basis for that

S 3 assessment; making various changes in the procedure for determining and
o recording full cash value; and providing other matters properly relating thereto,

The People of the State of Nevada; represented in Senate and Assemblj,
do enact as follows: ,

SecTtioN 1. Chapter 361A of NRS is hereby amended by éddiug A
thercto the provisions set forth as sections 2 to 4, inclusive, of this act.
SEC. 2. “Higher use” means any use other than agricultural use or

open-space use. : ~ _ S .
SEC. 3. “Higher use area” means any appropriate geographical area 5 3 >

of a county composed predominantly of property which is put to a higher

~use. E ; . ) ' -
SEc. 4. 1. When any agricultural real property whose full cash value : -/ o
. has not been separately determined for each year in which agricultural use/\\ ¢ ol ae
10 assessment was in effect for the property is:

e e 11 (a) Determined by the county assessor o be located in g higher use ‘

12 _are
18 _ (b) Conyeried in whole or in part to a higher use,

-

OO ~ID N COND

!

i

the county assessor

e 14 shall determine its full cash value at the timeplocation in_g higher use %é
- - - 15 areais determmed or at the time of conversion, respectively, and discount
R I 16  that valuation as appropriate to determine the valuation against which to

17 compute the deferred tax. .
2. Th rescribe by regulation an appropriate pro- J
v 19 cedure for determinin ‘alue assessment under this section. .
L g3 S 361A.010 is hereby amended to read as follows:
e . 21 361A.010 As used in this chapter, the terms defined in NRS 361A.-

\ 22 02_0 to [361A.080,F NRS 3614.070, inclusive, and sections 2 and 3 of i
e e 23 this act, have the meanings ascribed to them in [such] those sections . :
; i 24 except where the context otherwise requires. e R

e e e e e e e e iameon
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S!-:c 6. NRS 361A.020i is hereby amended to read as follows:
361A.020 1. “Agricultural real property” means:
(2) Land:

(1) Devoted exclusively for at least 3 consecutive years 1mmed1ately

preceding the assessment date to:

(I) Agricultural use; or

(1) Activities which prepare the land for aoncultural usc

(2) Having a greater value for another use than for agncultural use.

‘For the purposes of this subparagraph, agricultural land devoted to agri-

cultural use has a greater value for another use if its full cash value
determined pursuant to NRS 361.227 and 361.260 exceeds its

value for agrzcultural use determined on the basis prowded m NR
361.325.

(b) The improvements on such land which suppon accepted agrxcul—
tural practices except any structures or any portion of a structure used
primarily as a human dwelling.

The term does not apply to any land with respect to which the owner has

- granted and has outstanding any lease or option to buy the surface rights.

for other than agricultural use, except leascs for the exploration of geo-

thermal resources as defined in NRS 361.027, mineral resources or other

subsurface resources, or options to purchaec such resources, if such
exploration does not interfere with the agricultural use of the land.

2. As used in this scction, “accepted agricultural practices” means a
mode of operation that is common to farms or ranches of a similar nature,
necessary for the operation of such farms or ranches to obtain a profit in
money and customarily utilized in conjunction with agricultural use.

SEC. 7. NRS 361A.030 is hereby amended to read as follows:

361A.030 1. “Agricultural use” means the current employment o
real property as a bustness YeAture » which business produced a
y agricultural pursuits

during the immediately pfecXling cale

(a) Raising, harvesting and selling crop
other products of the soil;

(b) Feeding, breedmg, management and sale of livestock, poultry, fur-
bearing animals or honeybees, or the produce thereof; or

(c) Dairying and the sale of dairy products.

y:
fruit, flowers, timber and

The term includes every process and step necessary and incident to the
: Kreparatxon and storage of the products raised on such property for

uman or animal consumption or for marketing except actual market
locations. .
2. As used in this section, “current employment” of real property in
agricultural use includes:
(a) Land lying fallow for 1 year as a normal and regular requxrement
of good agricultural husbandry; and
(b) Land planted in orchards or other perennials prior to maturity.
SeEc. 8. NRS 361A.130 is hereby amended to read as follows:
361A.130 1. If the property is found to be agricultural real prop-
erty, the county assessor shall determine its [full cash} value for agri-
cutural use and assess it at 35 percent of that value. At the same time

the assessor shall make a separate determmatlon of [the] its full cash

———— s e e .

o ————— e — e e
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“value [of the property’s potential use] pursuant to NRS 361.227 and ,
361.260 [.] if he determines that the property is locqled in a higher use — e
area. If the assessor determines that the property is not located in a
higher use area, he shall make the agricultural use assessment onl-y, and
shall not make the full cash value assessment, except das prowded in sec-
tion 4 of this act. o .

2. The full cash value assessment shall be maintained in the assessor's S

.record:, and ? be made available to M?per;onw, :

The property owner shall be notified of the full cash’ value assessment o
each year =+ ; together with- the agricultural use assessment,

| OB NI

S0

in the manner prescribed by the department. Tt
12 - [2.] 3. The entitlement of agricultural real property to agricultural -
13 use assessment shall be determined as of the first Monday in September e
14 in each year. If the property becomes disqualified for such -assessment
15 prior to the first Monday in September in the same year, it shall be
T 16 assessed as all other real property is assessed.
S 17 -SEC. 9. NRS 361A.150 is hereby amended to read as follows:
— - S 18 361A.150 1. The county assessor shall enter on the assessment roll T e
: S 19 [both] the valuation based on agricultural use Fand the valuation based
20 on potential use] until the property becomes disqualified for agricultural
21 use assessment by: - S

B , 22 (a) Notification by the applicant to the assessor to remove agricultura - »
e 23 use assessment; , - e
o - 24 (b) Sale or transfer to an ownership making it exempt from ad valorem

25 property taxation;
(%) Removal of the agricultural use assessment by the assessor upon
o 27 discovery that the property is no longer in agricultural use;or - ST
- e i 28 (d) Failure to file an application as provided in NRS 361A.110. © e
29 2. Except as provided in paragraph (b) of subsection 1, the sale or -
30 transfer to a new owner or transfer by reason of death of a former owner * :
31 does not operate to disqualify agricultural real property from agricul-
, LT 82 tural use assessment so long as the property continues to be used )
T 33 exclusively for agricultural use, if the new owner applies for agricultural - = - - m
: 34 use assessment in the manner provided in NRS 361A.110.
35 3. Whenever agricultural real property becomes disqualified under
86 subsection 1, the county assessor shall send a written notice of [suchj}
37 disqualification by certified mail with return receipt requested to each ) , -
38 ' owner of record. I = e s
39 Sec. 10. NRS 361A.160 is hereby amended to read as follows:
40 361A.160 1. The determination of use, the agricultural use assess-_
. 41 ment and the [potential use] full cash value assessment in each year are
49 final unless afppealed in the manner provided in chapter 361 of NRS for
=k 43 complaints of overvaluation, excessive valuation or undervaluation. - < e e -
i 44 2. Any person desiring to have his property assessed for agricultural
S 45 use who fails to file a timely application may petition the county board
46 of equalization which, upon good cause shown, may accept an applica-
, . 47 tion, and, if appropriate, allow that application. The assessor shall then
et e e 48 assess the property consistently with the decision of the county board of — e e
» " 49 equalization on the next assessment roll. T ) - -
L3¢] SEc. 11. NRS 361A.220 is hereby amended to read as follows:




361A.220 1. If the property is found by the board of county com-
missioners to be operf-space real property/ the county assessor shall deter-
mine its [full cash] yalue for open-space pise and assess it at 35 percent of
thz:g valufetl;:t :tlln? s3 ﬁ: txmﬁ:, the asscssof shall make a separate determi-

" nation of | the § uts full cash value [of the property's potential use -
suant to NRS 361. L properys e 3 pur
Il be maintaincd in the assessor's
records and be mdqde available to intenested persons upon request. The
o _property owner shall be notified tons, in the man-

i
}
+
!
D00 =1 O O DO e

)

10 ner prescribed by the department. . . .

ST 11 3. The entitlement of open-space real property to open-space use
12 assessment shall be determined as of the first Monday in September in . . ’

o 13 each year. If the property becomes disqualificd for [such} open-space - e e e
14 assessment prior to the first Monday in September in the same year, it - ,

: 15  shall be assessed as all other real property is assessed. )

ST 16 SEc. 12. NRS 361A.230 is hereby amended to read as follows:

17 361A.230 1. The county assessor shall enter on the assessment roll

- . 18 [both] the valuation based on open-space use fand the valuation based : I e

19 on potential use} until the property becomes disqualified for open-space

20 use assessment by:

T e 21 (a) Notification by the applicant to the assessor to remove open-space
: 99 use assessment; o , . _
e 93 (b) Sale or transfer to an ownership making it cxempt from al valorem e e,
94 - property taxation; : :
25 - (c) Removal of the open-space use assessment by thée assessor, with the

e 26 concurrence of the board, upon discovery that the property is no longer
. 97 in the approved open-space use; or -

S S 28 . (d) Failure to file a new application as provided in NRS 361A.190. S

' : 99 - 2. Except as provided in paragraph (b) of subsection 1, the sale or

, . 8@ transfer to a new owner or transfer by reason of death of a former owner

T "~ 81 does not operate to disqualify open-space real property from open-space

92 use assessment so long as the property continues to be used cxclusively

e e o <+ e 33 for an approved open-space use, if the new owner applies for open-space T

‘ ' 84 use assessment in the manner provided in NRS 361A.190.

.. 85 3. Whenever open-space real property becomes disqualified under

o T " 36 subsection 1, the county assessor shall send a written notice of [such}

: ; 87 disqualification by certified mail with return receipt requested to each

e . g8 owner of record. g ' . v
39 Sec. 13. NRS 361A.240 is hereby amended to read as follows:

: Lo - 40 361A.240 1. The determination of use, the open-space use assess-
T e 41 ment and the [potential useF full cash value assessment in each year are
oo .42 final unless appealed.. N
S 43 2. The applicant for open-space assessment is entitled to: I
' 44 (a) Appeal the dctermination made by the board of county commis-
45 sioners to the district court in the county where the property is located,
46 or if located in more than one county, in the county in which the major

47 portion of the property is located, as provided in NRS 278.027.
e "48 (b) Equalization of both the open-space use assessment and the ' S —
49 [potential use} full cash value assessment in the manner provided in :

-
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chapter 361 of NRS for complaints of overvaluation, excessive valuation
or undervaluation. .

SEC. 14. NRS 361A.280 is hereby amended to read as follows:

361A.280 1. [Whenever] When agricultural or open-space real
property which [has received] is receiving agricultural or open-space use
assessment is converted [thercafter to a potential] to a higher use, there
shall be added to the tax extended against the property on the next prop-
erty tax [roll,] statement, an amount equal to the sum of the following:

(2) The deferred tax, which [shall be] is the difference between the
taxes paid or payable on the basis of the agricultural or open-space use
assessment and the taxes which would have becn paid or payable on the
basis of the [potential use] fu!l cash value determination for each year in

- which agricultural or open-space use assessment was in effect for the prop-

erty, up to 84 months immediately preceding the date of conversion from
agricultural or open-space use. The 84-month period includes the most
recent year of agricultural or open-space use assessment but does not
include any period prior to July 1, 1976. . -

(b) Interest upon the amounts of deferred tax from each year included
in subsection 1 at the rate of 6 percent per annum.

(c) A penalty equal to 20 percent of the accumulated deferred tax for

each year in which the owner failed to give the notice required by NRS

361A.270. ,
2. The deferred tax and interest Fadded to the assessment roll each

year} is a perpetual lien until paid as provided in NRS 361.450; but if
the property is not converted to a [potential] higher use within 84
months after the date of attachment, the lien for that earliest year then
expires. -

3. Any penalty added Fto the tax roll] pursuant to subsection 1 is a
perpetual lien until paid as provided in NRS 361.450.

4. Each year a statement of liens attached pursuant to subsections 2
and 3 shall be recorded with the county recorder by the tax receiver in a
form prescribed by the department upon completion of the tax statement.
[in the manner provided in NRS 361A.260.3 .

5. If agricultural or open-space real property receiving agricultural
or open-space use assessment is sold or transferred to an ownership

making it exempt from ad valorem property taxation between July 1 and
the first Monday in September, inclusive, in any year, a lien for a pro-

portional share of the deferred taxes or interest that would otherwise have

been [placed on the tax roll prepared]} due in the following year, attaches

on the day preceding [such] the sale or transfer. The lien shall be

enforced against the property when it is converted to a [potential} higher

use, even though the owner at the time of conversion enjoys an exemp-

tion from taxation. _ ' : :
Sec. 15. NRS 361A.030 and 3614.260 are hereby repealed.
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