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'Defanang Agr1cultura1 Use

| .Two conceptua3 apprdachés :;. .
- | 1. product1v1ty of 1and e%fﬁéf.asfa..
_a.  given v&]ue of productioﬂ or as_ .
b. a per cent af petent1a1 prmduct1v1ty
beaﬁg reailzed . o |
2. reliance of owner on 1nc0me produced by the Tand.
The (1} (a) conaept 15 used by Nevada and many other states.
Itﬁw%ﬁ-@b@ﬁd9ﬁ9§ byNQreth_qn 1§Z§_ Probiems wath the approach
90*“?;?9~ﬁ»r¢@HC?ﬂs“5€r-.Eff?iiﬁﬁsﬁa_m1ﬁ1mum.va1u¢-0f;
pradubtivity on agricultural bfﬁ@ggtﬁ_fromithé_iﬁﬁd ﬁn-quaiﬁfy
for appraisal on a farm use basis,?
The difficulties arise pacause }) productivity potential of
land varies widely, 2} actqa1_prodqgtiyity:cannot be readily
checked by assessorg,_S)_amountﬂestab?ished_must be changed
frequently as prices change and 4) the value setfmust be very
Tow to avoid hardship to certain e]der}y_and_éis@b?ed_?andqwﬂers
and to owners_ofﬁunprqéugtivg_]and,_a_resuit_it_doeg_nﬁt %at_a:“
uS@fU‘E m]ﬂ?mum LS . X | o
If the. obgectqve of agrwcuiturai use, va1uat3@n 15 to max1m1ée
agr1cu1tura1 productxen the poteniza1 agr1cu1tura] product1V§ty of
all Iands helng ﬁiaced 1n th1s category must be compared tu actual

productivity. The i) (b) approach m1ght provwde that aIi 1and _

“NRS 360,200, Pmperty Tax Regu1atmn No. 5, Definition of "
Agracu?turai Land o TR



v n0t be1ng used up tﬂ 90% of ats potentiai wau?d be5taxed Gn theéii
;1ba315 of market va]ue and net ofi-an agv1cu1tura1 use va]uat1on
ffbasxs, S . i .
Problems that m{éﬁf'arige'ﬁhﬁér thi's approach could be
mitiga{édﬁhy'é:bircuﬁf‘bkéékek'ca1tu1&téd'as'f01}ows:
1. Develop a net income poténtial for all
égr1cu1tura1 ]and “_ b
:fé{ 'Deve1op a m1n1mum farm famwiy anceme
”3}' Caicu1ate net 1ncome pobent1a§ of 3and uf a farﬁfl
4;.'Re3ate net 1ncome potentxa? of farm to m1n1mum
T Fgen famx?y income SR
5. If (3) is less than (2) ascertain other income
6. Add other income to (3) -
PR total is less than (2) provide for property
" tax relief up to the amount required o bring
(6) up “to (2).

o The basxcs of an equ1tab1e approach to a property tax
overload on the farms is being actively considered in Vermont.
The Michigan Farm Circuit Breaker is an effort to combine the
; re31ef of a property tax nverioad w1th the negot1at1on of &
 }C0ntract to keep farmiand ‘as farmiand It 1s rea13y a procedure

fﬁfor ]1m1t1ng the ava1iab:11ty Gf agr1cu1turai use va?uatxan

“*f(szectxve July 1, 1974)

The' (2) approach Tooks at the antzvaty Df the owner. 1o,

'_' f3eterm3ne Tf land. 15 entvtled to agr1cu]tura? use va]uat1on., It

'535 whether the 1and owner is f011aw1ng agrﬁcu1ture as a way of



311fe that determines 1f a va1ue 1855 than market va]ue 15 t@ be -
set on the ]and _ The prﬂcedure 15 azmed at uﬁing the tax systeml_

-tc samewhat encmurage ‘the’ cont1nuat10n af the famlly owned farm

The mostvpractacaT way of do1ng th15"1s to” estab¥1sh'an %ncome
ievélvbésedioﬁ“per-cént-of %6£a1“§ﬁébmé “For exampie11 i 507 or
more of gross 1ncome of the’ owner ‘arose from agrucu?turai | |
opafat10hs in Nevada;-éGPicu1tU?&1 use vaTUatisn'WOu1d'bG ij 
avai1abié-* Thls would rule out the benef1ts of agr1cu1tura]'f'
va?uatqon ta many owners (corperate-and 1nd2v1dua¥) wwth Iarge
Tncomes from sources other thaﬁ Nevada agracu]ture : | E
@ne effecﬁ of th1s apprcach wuu!d be to make it somewhat

easier for those 1nterested in farmang in Nevada te acqu1re “the

Tand needed. Another ‘effect wéuld be to somewhat;dgcrease

autabfhéiété“Wénd”0Wnérship‘”'Fiﬁé?iyg"?t'WOﬁiﬁziﬁc%éa§E"t&k"“
revenues available to Tocal ‘governments without increasing the
taxes péid-by Tocal “Farmér-ouners. | o

Any of ‘the procedures outlined for defining agricultural use
1amd*ae¢end~f9f'effectﬁygsaamfﬁ%sfratiﬁnvgnﬁﬁﬁé%aVa{laﬁfxity‘ﬁf'
federal inicome tax returns and marketing receipts. Without this
information the assessorfs abfTityite*d%%%é%éﬁtiaté*Wand'ugé'fé*
sharﬁiy ?ed&ceé' Therefore any !egzs?ation 1ﬂ ihTS area 5hou1df'

r&qu1re the ?andowner to present zncome tax returns and/or

*In crder to avoad a sharg chang@ at Just the 5@ per cent po1nt'_
the saving caqu be graduated over the 40 to 50 per cent area.
“The Taw would pr0v1de for 20 per cent of difference at 40 Per'v*
“cent, *ﬁ@ ‘per cent at 45 p&r cent 60 per cent at 47 per cent
‘and 168 ‘per. cent at 50 per cent _ _ g




arket1ng receapts,_dependang on procedur@ adapted tpvpfﬁyeiif;'- 

”;rm uS@ va1uat10nﬁﬂ~_ ,;¢;j

Because ef the sens1t1v1ty of 1ncﬁme tax data 0] same _owners
t fof Tand a spec1a] state Tevel revaew committee should be.

'Wffgyaqiab]e gpqp_thg_pgymenﬁ,of,thafcgﬁts_of the review.. The cost

':°V@fgbﬁ1iin@_wgaiq;ﬁgkhaséﬁqﬂh actual outlays based on hours involved

'- ff56i'avefagéfsé?ary31§v$}§:p1u3 mﬁtérigls and allocated gost .of.

.'H?i Té1atave}y h1gh tota] tax payments of the agr1cu1ture 1ndustry
};iNe1ther is the favor1ﬁ1sm advocated to. encourage the purchase
'7fpfgmavaqa;land;bxgweglthy cghpqratrﬂns_and_1nd1v1Quais-
';ﬁénefitinégfrpm;a,fg@gta1,éncoma,ta;g1awathat-makes it economically

fﬁéésib}e:tp'hﬁd,higﬁ prices that can't be matched by ordinary
 fQ§K5.}_The_juﬁtifigatiqn that_gxig;a,:af%en_an_agricultura1
‘Eifcuit bfeakgr'(see above) has been.provided, for favored
aﬁfeaimqnt,:rgsps:pﬁ:thg,degjrability,gf;ppgserying_the family
:f&rm”@sfaggﬁiﬂg etenamﬁcuunitainuareaﬁ ¢lose to . cities and in. -
“the far reaches of Eastern Nevada. This goal, to the extent
'-agfi?%?TUf§ u$E¢Ma3ﬁ§ﬁiﬁngcan provide it, is most effectively -
Jffmét by defiﬁin§ agritu]tﬁre use ﬁn.ﬁerms;of_importangezof income

;fof the ranch to: the owner rancher

'-L:jflmpact of Restr1ct1veness ef Imp]ement1ng Legzsiatqsn

The purpose QP“QGa]S of AJR 23 have not§ and perhaps cannot

'-_fbe com§1ét'1y defhned In the disc,sél:fflmgf mJ:'“ {'”"“

"ifaccepted that ‘the prlnc1pal goai_was 03  gﬁ§§§fiéfbﬁh§};§ﬁéha£éd



1;fam1]y ranches and fa* f . | c1t}zens

: 1nv01ved 1n the fermuiatnon of AJR 23 eTWC%tad'thﬁﬁf01éaw1ng
-atms, cr put somewhat dafferent]y,_that the prnposed e
const1tut10na? amendment wou?d permit adeption Gf 3e91$1at¥0n

that wou)d reach one or more OT bhe foiinwing purposes.

(]) property tax reETLf for the ?ural pa@r

(2) preserve the quantity’ of: Jand in farming and oaenw
~ sSpace use adjacent.to uyrban areas

(Ej;prpserve oWners- opewat@d famaiy ranch@s aﬂd farms

(4) protect owners of: Eand that s not being put to

i “highest and: hest use ; Sl limkEhe N

(5) ‘create green belts . '

(6) expand.and preserve. ?aﬁd dedicated for

. recreational use . :

(7} maintain Bui1e“:n "aﬁuat3un procedures;

(&) increase. ab1lqty'tcéﬁay aspectﬂ oi'the

Cu Upropertys taxs :

(9} reduce. trend of 1ncreased Nevada Iand

ownership by ‘the very rlcb and-the large .
corporatxens

The degree to wh1ch each Gf the abeve goa%s~~some of wh1ch are
at 1easf pawtiaT!y 1ﬂcon51stent—~is reached depends on hhe enab]wng
Tegas]at10n adopted when AJR 23 becomes a pDWtion of the Nevada'
C0ﬂ3t1tutxon For examp?e, what reﬁtr1ct10ns w1i? be p?aced on a
1aﬁdowner s abwiity to engoy benef1ts p0551b1e under AJR 23

h If the pr1nc1pa1 gsai is (3) the benef&ts wau?d be 5harp1y
%1m1ted to those hav1ng 11tt1@ wea?th ané 1ow 1ncomes However,
1f thas 13 dane the progress made to reach goais (4) and (6) o

woqu be sharply 13m1ted howevera gea! (8) wou?d be d1rect1y

advanced aﬁd th]S wou?d alsojb_ true, but te a iesser degrea, Gf

goa!s (3), {?) and (9):: Enab11ng ]egls1atqoﬁ axmed pramar1iy

at (3) wou?é be re?atxveiy neutrai Tﬂ 1ts zmpact on gua?s (2) ( );



'.Jffieg7s]at1_

-.;,.;39e;-._;

On the other hand :1f (7} 35 *he pr1ﬂc1pa1 goai and the

ﬁTadopted carr1es out thzs purpose, the magor

'7fﬂﬁaccomplashment of AJR 23 wou1d be to make ex3st1ng cenﬁ1t10ns:

"ﬂless subsect tﬁ chaﬂge To the extent that estting condwtaons

’1f are vague1y consadered unde51rab1e and p?ay an 1mportant part 1n_

~ the adoption of AJR 23 the will of the voters wou?d not be

fﬁ}carr1ed put hy & no actinn poi1cy,1_

There are three types gf programs belng used by the over

i?ffthqrty statps usang some type of: agr1cu1tura] and/or open space

' =;jtax deferra? or use va}ue assessment procedures

One 13 the preferent1a¥ assessment Thus 15 the Bu?!et1n

'557$ystem being used in Nevada prﬁor to adoptxon of AJR 23 and is

;be1seved by many to be & procedure that is 1n V1o]at10n of the

 jNevada Consﬁétutaon A second s defarred taxes whzch 15

;prav1ded for in AJR 23 The th1rd pracedure is restr1ct1ve

?agreements wh1ch more than 11ke}y wou?d aTso be possab1e under
HZAJR 23 1f 1ts gu1de]1nes are met | |

. The abandanment of the Bu11et3n methﬁd of stra1ght N |
]jpreferentaal assessment wou?d not e11m3nate farm 3and vaiuat1ons

ibe10w h%ghest and best use but the underva?uat1on wauid be

: ;3reduced The adoptzsn of deferved taxes can b@ dene 3n a manner

'1’ ;that makes the procedure teugh of easy f The same possqb113tles _

”” §ex1st, of courseg with restrlct1ve agreements

If the deferra] or restr1ct1ve agreement route as made very 

'-ﬁstract very few cwners of 1and 1n urban or recreat1on fr?nge

"”;.afegs_wpuid_srgn up.' in Nevada thh 1ts genera] use of the
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. maxamum rate,_th1s w0u1d 1ncrease property tax coTTectwans

7However,:no pregreSS wcu?d be made toward (5) “create grﬁeﬁ
be?ts or (2) pregerve the quantity of ?and 1n farmsng i Bnder
these cond?twons deferra1 would only be another way for the .
,9wn?rs_9fn§9ricgitura]_and_0?&ﬁ,space,Wands,ggtgwde,ﬁf_frqnﬁé;
areas ﬁé;bénﬁffiwfrom,curréﬁt,gﬁe,valuew1 frjﬂgg_ﬁr&a_1anddwﬂ§?s_
wouId péy.higheritaxes This wgqu.reduéa téxeg of others in
the area,_assuming censtant expend1turesa whzch may result 1n
seme reduct;on of scatterat1on, but that 13 about a]1 - |
If the deferra1 as made as easy as pessabie under AJR 23 5:;
prov1s1ons,_and Bul?et1n va1uat1on procedurﬁs are abandoned,_more
af the fringe area 1aﬂdowners wou1d come 1ﬁ and tﬁls w&u?d
éecreasguadd];quq} revenues ggrrent}y_aﬂd woy}d_gjsthegucg
revenues received.when.fﬁe 1and had ripened into a higher use.
Again the change from the existing situation would not be major.
However, if the power to "estabiish a separate class for
taxation purposes” and the existing circuit breaker legislation
concepts are fully utilized along with county master plans and
compgrehensive zoning much more c¢an be done to move toward a large
number, maybe all, of'the7nine §0a7s‘iisted.
A warning relative to mxpanded use of the circiit breaker
that 15 baseé on Oregon exper1ence may be apprapraate Tahle-l
_;pr0v3des & summary Qf the resu?ts under the 1?71 Greﬂﬁn ?eg1s?at10ﬂ
iThe drain af about $}4 mw??wan on state revenueﬁ Was consaderab1y
:fﬁess than expected and m&re labera? 3eguslat%an waa adopted -As

.thES'ES be}ng wr1t$em-the_resu1ts of th%s.ngw ﬁjrcu1x_breaker'tyﬁe
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ﬁiJ§r0perty tax rent re]aef Tegas1at1on are beqoming known ;fﬁQVEbgtff_
"ito the state is over: tan ‘times, that of the former 1eg1s}at10n aﬂd
¥£0ﬂsndepab1y greater than forecast, In 1972 some 83 000 Dregon "%
'7:{nc0me tax returhs included circuit bréeaker prmperty tax re1zef
 if1n 1973 (returﬂs filed in April 1974} civcuit breaker property tax
Tf re11ef was claimed’ by 516 QDO taxpayers. One further werd

'f cpncerﬂ1ng Table 1. The concentration in $Q'~*$305500 b%aﬁgéti;

o was furthef'eoﬁéénéfatéd-iﬁ“tﬁé*ﬁdWér éﬁa‘af'thecs%aekét'ég“fhé"’

??ﬁfaverage 1ncome per return Was ﬁﬁ?y §2,019, The average property

'”-fgifiax 11ab131ty of those w1th1n this 1ncome bracket was $276 and the

'-.fWaverage properiy tax sav1ngs Was $14 Aise those u51ng the

'carcu1t breaker accounted for 41 5 per cent of tota1 wage and
.sa}ary income and on]y 12.2'per cent of total 1nterest and :

‘dividend income.



“Tax Relief,

Tot E
Hausehe}d

TABLE T
OREGON'S CIRPUIT

Income Brac«et
and Qeurce of I

Prépeﬁty_

BREAKER

Praparty .
ﬂcame, Greqan,

Property Tax

‘Relief as Per Céﬂt:'

T§72 

Social

| fSoc1a1 Secur1ty

Las ?er:uent of

5lﬁcome Bracket

00 61,325,536

CTncome* i
% ga,ssd,}755
| 3¢3 641,105
:r";863138gé7g

90,467,936
'%27,344;541}

Relihf TotaI q

5 3,127 395' |
5,776,110
F 698 928
559 931
1382 8}2

15.964 231**

f ﬁouseand Income

) E}a. 
; §”

e

o

2

Se cu y gy R

31,017,227

 '5g;7gi’458 ;. :
18,813,640

5;359,??@

7119;735,5§2

”Heus no%d_lncome

ViE~




;5Referra1 Per]od iﬁ%efééi Tax Basa and Panaitaes
. The provas10ns ef AJR 23 requ1rs a retrcactxve éssessmeﬁt_l-
'5_€Efor a pertod of not ]ess than 7 years when agr&cu?ture and open -
  };space real property 1is converted to a_hagheﬁ_usg.“;
Retrpactive assessmEﬁt r&aﬁlyfrﬁquifes tha§ §iﬁfégricu1tura?
' f;§ﬁd cpen-space property bénefiiing.ffbm Q?eTQaﬁﬁe3éf£EY the
f:?adoption of AJR 23 be a1sé'g€VEn a true appraisal ér market value
. f;under normal- cond1t10ns Althﬁugh this rather substantzai
:ffﬁdd1t1onai appraisal effort ~could be avo1ded by attempt1ng
“:1jretroact1ve appra15a1 when agrvcuitura? and open space use 15
”” ff;aband0ned the diff1cu1ty of 301ng th}s would be substant1a1
“;fThe pest procedure wou?d perhaps be to mu!tzp?g the d?fference
_ between full and use - vaiue of the year of conver51on or sa?e to
'i;fhagher use by the number of years for wh1ch taxes were deferred.?
iTh}s is actua11y what recent Tegzsiation~adopted by-states_ |
fm0d1fy1ng ex1st1ng preferent1a1 assessment Taw prov1des 1
. Because the year of sa}e oy conveérsion to hwgnest va?ue
zﬁdse procedure wali not be ava}1ab1e in. Nevada, tha use of aﬂ
W{*anterest assessment on amounts of taxes deferred year by year
Vfas appropr1ate. : _ 5 _ -
. | The assessment of an . 1nterest rate on deferred taxes is not

'WfCGmmon but tends ta be found ins new 1egis7at1en modafy1ng a

' ?rev1ous tax deferra? TI”Qf'For exampie, Oregon app]ies a.six.

State Programg for the D1fferent]a1 Assessment of Farm and
~.Open-Space Land, {(Washington, D.C. US GPO. 19?4), -
{Agricuitura1 Etoﬂomnc Report No. 956),-h,ﬂ2;_




payabﬂe when

 :]and 13 transfer“ed_to a h1gher use Intere&,@piu& deferred

taxes beceme an ob11gatqon of a purchaser of prspertleg gn the

:&dit19na?;ff;ﬁ5f

_same bas1s -as they applted to the former 0wner Aiso 1n Dregon¢ 

the }ength of tax deferra? was ]eﬂgthened t@ 10 years
In order to make tax deferral on Iands that are 31ke?y te =
-~be transferred to an h]ghar use a Just precedure and not a

']gave away the.average 1nterest rate char@ed on 3Gng term

._mortgages secured7by agracuitura1 cr op@n space Eand snau]d be g3

|  charged on the taxes deferred A}sog Lempound 1ntere$t shou¥d:ﬁ
;be-used- Of course, i Nevada the 1engtn Gf the tax deferra?
cannat be Iess than seven years but can be 1ongenw-.The }argest_
number of states CUTFEﬁt]y dise a three year def@rrai per10d

Penait1es an add1t10n to Tnteraat or zn place: of Aintevest.
are a1so used 1n some states For exampie, Hawa11 require§-~'
the payment cf a]T back taxes and a 10 per cent per year penaity

--when a ten year ded1cat1sn of Tand for a part1cu]ar uae 13

vao]ated 0reg0ﬂ TEV?BS a pena!ty of 20 pew cent on tax deferra]

'fgranted after 1and ig: changed Lo a h1gher use but the asgessor

_15 not 1nformed of the change The énterest due 13 nat 1nc1uaed

. 'iﬂ thefb se%tc wh1ch the 20 per cent Péﬂ,ity 15 a?ﬁ]ied T




urrentiy has

an: add1t10na1~peﬂ&]ty of 20 per'bent,_if change 0f Iand use

that wauid”have resuitlnq In loss of d@ferra? 33 not reported

3'fffjweu¥d appear to be appfopr1ate

't”jéfiﬁcceptabie QpEﬂ Space

Land 15 11m?ted and npeﬂ space uge must be productlve of

“’ximum c1tfzen*satﬁsf&ctzon.- Th1$ requ1res that open space

3pfa1sa3 be ava1iab19 on?y when prov1ded ;or 1n provxs%ons of

~fif.po¥t10n of the plan and whach has bEEﬁ apprnvad by the voters

The pian and re]ated zon%ng prov1s1ons must 1nc1ude areas:'

'f ;that are def1n1te1y 1dent1f1&d as’ areas that can: be and that
 '}must be: de51gﬂated as open space 1ands OnIy when ‘the
'5T requ1rements for land " use of “the master p1an are met ‘and the

-Effarea is: w1th1n the boundaraes of “land - zoned far posswbie Tl

 f?equ1red 0§8ﬂ space use: may Iand valuat:on f@r property taxat1on

'*ffpurposes be based on current use rather than market pr1ce

The provasaon for open space use in county master plans and

' jﬁ°re¥ated zon1ng should take THtD conswdarataon current 1and use'

”f 1fthat enhances the opportunat%es for res1dents and v151tors to;?f-

“”6y the use of open spaces for recreation and Tandscape

":; rec1at10n For 1and to be defined as- Op&ﬂ space both current

. Based on interviews carried out in Nevada.

y to make assesSments_6urrent 1 the prov1s10n 

_Gunty master pian that xnciudes county w1de 1aﬂd zonrng as a'



'Zdegree of opennesi;hj3, “_”_

assessment fﬁr prgperty tax purposes must he at market vaTue

arr1ved at, at“%he 1oca1 ieveT - The use sf master p1an and

izon1ng procedures 13 the apprapr1ate way to do thas, o B

approva1 cf an organazed 1and use program a: necessaf 7requ1rement

gbefore open—space Va!uatxoﬂ 1eveis are granted A?se, af course,

ef an_arganuzed }and_use procedure to grant”property .

Oregon_ WS éhd:Adm¥ﬁ'”:rat1ve Ru?es relat1ng to Property
Assessmeni and Taxat1on, 1973 Pat, 308 ?40 : :




 ﬂ“!the power of tak;ng away the pr1v11ege

'"f?gconswdefed

"ff55examp¥e, uadjr state payment condatzons the state mlghﬁ wash to'

'Happrove'aﬁl dec151ons to grant open space vaiuat10n and to have_
1

The adopixon of AJR 23 shou]d not be used to pu?i 1n under'

'fﬁwethe openulpa efpr0perty appra15a1 t@nt a]1 3ands t:at arei_;T#i_”

"Tfffcurrentiy'be1ng'used 1n a faShIOﬂ that couid conce1vab1y be o

VEQpenwfpace use If praperty tax.vaiuat1on bEﬂEfltS

 *¢fjare now be_ng'engoyed thr0ugh unoff1c1a] epen space cons1ﬁerat1ons,_

7&[fthese shoqufbe removed and granted aga1n only when the master;

~‘fp?an and reiated zonxng ord1ﬂances have been adopted When thas

 : procedure 15 fo??owed the henef1ts of AJR 23 wou1d be ava11ab1e
':to_open~space-1and0wners. o e memeeeiie ae |

X As 15 current1y the sxtuataonﬁ structuras wou?d cont1nue

'ffto be va?ued under AJR ?3 at vaTue determ1ned under Aevada_

The c’:' Tt breakerﬁprovzswon for agr1cu3tura assumes-state




Non Adept10n of AJR ”3

The fa1]ure of AJR 23 to be adopted would mﬂre tnan T?keﬁy
trwgger court act1on to cause the declarwng of the present Buiiet1n
land va1uat1on procedures of 362 325 uncoﬁstitutiona? Thzs wou!d
throw,angQU3$urgl.and_ppﬁnfspace,vaﬂuqﬁnans,appraisa}astandards
bac$_io;th§§@.proyjqu,forpuﬂder Nevada;3§§}22},_.it alsp . might.
cause-coﬁSideratjon of hbaﬂdonment of the pveréjj,gtatggw1Qg
un1f0rm max1muw property tax. rate

Use of Other Appra1sa3 Appreach

Nevada 361 227 is basuca11y a. summary of apprazsa] pr@cedures
generai?y used 1ﬂ aﬂ effort to. arr1ve at a. faar valuataon when
market value as,nﬁt;aV§i3abTﬁ», It provwdes for an estﬁmaizon of:
income under current use and the capﬁta}qzatﬁan_Df-thws,inﬁome
at going interest rates, . It aiso pr0v1de3 for A cost Iess:,h__
deprectiation. approach and a cost:of construction under current
cast.conditﬁcns+

Because land does not depreciaﬁemand.doesnnot have-a cost of.
construction in. The: past or, in: the future its. valuatTGn rests .
1arge1y on.an. est1mated market pr1ce and the potent%a1 net income
from use 1mprovement measures such as arragatwoﬂ, draznage, etc
?herefern mOV1ng to. 361 227 wou]d resu?t in.a vaiuat1ﬂn samewhere
_between one 3ust1fied ent1re1y on (?) net 3ncome fram potentaa1
_'AUM after the deductaen of cost of iand based en cest of capwta!
”prov151on and the app11cat10ﬂ cf a cap1ta?1zat1on rate that
because of the return on AUM 1ncluded 1ﬂ aossessor raghus but not

aiiocated to fee land he?é, was, unrealxst}c and resu}ted from an f



ff effortht0 re?ate ancome te d'gaies data,f?i

 ﬁta whzch was affecte_,4y3offer&r s pOS]t?Gﬂ under the

?ffederai ihcome tax and therefofe tended to 1ncrease 1aﬁd hon%ngs

”“-  ¥i0f uteids cnrporat1on5 and the vich. ' '
zzfagrlcu]tura} and open space 3and valuation because 1t would move"

'”f=¥and vaiuatzam cToser to market vaiua whieh is bas1ca11y the value
.fffset on bu3]dqngs thraugh the use~af-pnocedures_outljﬁgd_qg *f'ﬁ'”
f f§61m227- HQWever; ncn;adabtiéh-wouidip%evéhi thé3déé'éf”%hé??*f*
:7i;property tax 1n comb1nat10n wath a master plan p}us zon1ng to
jiimprove the effect1veness wzth whach 1and regources are used” and*f
”?§t0'ﬁmprﬁvaithe-gugtice bf“the'prOperty'tax as“appﬁqed 1o T
”~agr1cu]ture and open space Jand.

'f;Abandonment of Uniform Dverai? Maxinum Rate

_ ‘The Nevada property tax pTOV1des for uhiform valuation at
.'5;35 per cent of fuil and true value and an overall maximum rate
'fq$'5¢:ﬁér*$7?09-: The:maX%mumW%éfe”is*CUrrent1yfbéjhg senerally
' 3aDp3ied*£o thé*aégéssedfva?véfﬁdhfbf*mevadafs*taxabié braﬁé@ty;*“'
| The costs of government re1at1ve to va]ue of taxable
f property vary w1de?y from one area to another and'%he unwform'
 ;overa}1 11m1tat1on does not take thzs anta account, 'The uniform
T:frate 35 a temptatwen ta 10w revenue need areas to spend
 ff:exfrava9ant3y and p1aces a h1gh revenue need area 3nto a seriousﬁﬂs
e -.__._'_._.._”E:':;revenue b,IHd N ) ; Lo P ) B

Adgustment to th1s var1at1ﬁn 1n property va]ues and revenué?-

" :needs 1n a bread genera1 way has been possib1e because the

and vaiue based on o



: fagr1cu!tura1  "1a]1y thase w1th ]mw revenue

”iper d011ar of taxéﬁ?e praperty at market value On thei
:Vhand tne urban areas are hagh revenue users fer da}iar O;JJA;JHii_:”
property assessed at market vaiue The adaustment ha% be@n made”
by. deve]oping the Bu?let1n method of Va?uation of ranch %ands |
The effect has been to estab1:sh a V&Tuat10ﬂ Qs ranch 1aﬁds that
is often abﬁut 15 per ceﬁt ef market va}ue rather thaﬂ 35 per cent.
Oﬂ th@ other hand property 1n urbaﬂ areas nas typicaiiy, except
~in the case of preperty cTass1f1ed as spec1a1 iands, been:__
-agsessed at very c}ose to 35 p@r cent of market value __“_ S

| There 1s much to be sa1d for vgiuzng a11 property at market
va?ue,“for 1n th1s way a.“rea¥“ va]uat1am 15 be}ng used and
var1ous precadures for construc£1ng a Va1ue are avo1ded  Tﬁ¢
prcb?em of th& re?at10nsh?p between praperty va}uat1en and 10ca1
:goverhment needs couid be met by the 1eg1s}ature settxng up
_county max&mum and m3n1mum oyera}}.prgggrﬁy_tax_rgﬁes rather than
a state- wzde un1f0rm rate _ “_. _ : y |

Tha use ef vary1ng max1mﬁm.rates wouid avoxd art1f1cxai

_assessment va1uataon pressures and a11 the d}ffacuities assoc1ated
w1tb attempt1ng to meet un1form1ty 1n va1uat10n requiraments of

the Const1tut1on A?so zt would make everyone aware Gf the

_actua? s1tuatzon reTative io ?eca! government revanu& needs aﬁd

[the va1ue of property Eecated_in the”d1fferent sect1cns af the

:”stat@ Another 1mpact, under eyigt{ﬁgfiawﬁ wou?d be te 1ﬂcrease

-the equa11ty of cmntr1but10ﬁs made to state government5 as a

-per cant of the market Va!u@ af taﬁabie property Th%s wcaid aise



| The prov151ons of AJR “3 do not defane agrzcultura? Use or
"i5  acceptab1e open space Tands Progress toward a rather precuse |
'-y_fﬁef1nat1on or exp]anatxon shnqu be made ’ This shouid 1nﬁiude o
"9T;T¥equ1red county p1ans and ‘velated zcn%ng ' Iﬁﬁéddﬁtédﬁ; thé |
ff ;concept ef dﬁf1nang agrxcu1tura1 use 1n terms ef cwner act1v1ty
” f:énd 1nc0me sources and not Just 1n terms of use of land should
'!V:fibe consaderad U P PO S IS PO S L
| The expectat10ns of accomp?1shment under &JR 23 vary wudely
1f;and some of these are 1ncons1stent With each other.- ‘A discussion
| f of the specxf1cs of rea11zabie goa1s is approprfate and can be
.Theipfu3 in gaﬁnang an’ undersianding of the usefu1ness of AJR 23.
The concept of the c1rcu1t breaker can be expanded ‘to Include
'fégracu1ture and also renters and homeown@rs of all agesg .nc]uding
“ihose near to what are ca]?ed the middie income brackets One
.'_:must be carefu? of expans1on for the Dregan exper1ence def1n1te1y
5 demonstrates th1s can absorb szgn1f1cant revenues and 1t certa1n3y
-_fy101ates John Snannon s 0r1g3na¥ purpose to be. served by the'“'ﬁﬁ
:ftechnlque | _ R . ; :  ..  . R
R Beferra! of taxes to be equitabfe requsres the payment of??i=
.'fffﬁnterest at the market r&te when the deferra1 15 Ehded Th}ﬁzﬁV
| 7 fzp0s1t1on 1s be1ng gradua??y accepted by the states,f Hmwever, T?a
'v  none of the states requ1re payment of 1nterest year by year on“ ”'

 ?the amount of the tax deferra1, wh1ch wou?d be appropr1ate 1f'



movement teward market va!ue from use va1ue of 1ands Qut51de af

the urban fr1nge areas was;bexng &e?z

Dpen space use tax prav131on~~$0met1mes ca1led g01f course

1891siat1on~~needs to take into account that a11 r@s1dants have:”'”

contrabuted to the open space use cf 1and : Thts 33 hest done by':
provasion for some pub]wc use on Ver reasonab?e terms | Aisos
open space use taxat1on areas must be loca11y determ1ﬂed unde?
general: state ieg1siat1on 1f the state doeg nnt compensate 19ca1

governments for revenues fcregone

The defeat of AJR 23 and mﬁvement to only th@ prov1s10ns off;:

361-227. 1n the adm1n1strat1en of the property tax w11] e]1m1nate' '

“Builet1n va]uatuon and the 1nc1us1on of market va]ue, perhaps on:

an equal basis with .the capitalization of net income.
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