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2003 HOUSE ST ANDING COMMITTEE MINUTES 

BILlJRESOLUTION NO. BB 1198 

House PoUtlcal Subdlvlslons Committee 

□ Conference Committee 

Hearing Date: January 30, 2003 

Ta Number Side A SideB 
1 X 
t X 

.. 
Committee Clerk Si ature 

Minutes: 

TAPE l;; SIDE A; 

Meter# 
0.0-51 

0.0-12.0 

tQ.Q) REP. GLEN FRQSETH: We will open the hearing on BB 1198. I will have the olerk 

talce the roll. We have a quorum. 

QJ) REP. GIL QERBEL: Testimony in support ofHB 1198. (See attachment #1) The State 

Equalization board may not alter the final decision of the Commissioner. 

(5.2) REP, NANCY JOHNSON; The State Tax Equalization Board looks at the value of 

similar land aoross the entire state. If you put this at the local level, how do you propose to make 

the values that the local level puts on their Ag. land equitable with the rest of the state land. 

(5.6) REP, GIL HERBEL; This used to be that way, where they did it at the local level. There 

was some concern on what you just indicated. The Tax Equalization Board has taken over that 

11uthorlty, But the problem is the pendulwn never st.Bys in the middle. We in Walsh County have 

absorbed a 42% increase in evaluatio~ and the property hasn't gone up, based on the Ag fonnula. 
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We believe that we know better what's happening and want to make that decision locally rather 

than having someone here at the State determine that. Could thfo possibly happen. I don't think it 

will happen. because you still need a certain amount of money to render counties in the school 

districts. 

(6,5) REP, CAROL NIEMEIER; Will the State Equalization Board have any input at all? 

(§.6) REP,. GIL HERBEL; They will in tenns of continuing the Ag statistic fonnula, The Ag 

community will do nothing differently than what they've done before. The infonnation that 

cotnes out ofNDSU will be used as a guideline for these people to determine whether or not they 

want to go up or down. 

(7,1) REP, DALE SEVERSON: How long has the Tax Equalization Board been doing this? Is 

there concern for other counties or just yours? 

0,D REP. GIL HERBEL; I think it goes back to the late t 970's. I met with a nine county 

region in early December. And the nine counties, which represents a variety of types ofland. all 

voted in favor of this. 

(1,0} REP, DALE SEVERSON; Have you had the opportunity to talk to State Equalization 

Board? 

(8.2) REP. GIL HERBEL; I did not. 

(1,3) REP. NANCY JOHNSON: Did you prepare any drafting of the bill to the consideration to 

the removal of the area's that say per tax y,,ar 1999? Are some deletions possible? 

'8.6) REP. GIL HERBEL; I did not, I gave the infonnation to the Legislative Cowioil and 

John Walsh. It was in statute 11t the time, Yes, it could be amended. 

(8.9) REP. MIKE GROSZ; What are your thoughts of putting a cap on it? 
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(2,l) REP. Glt HERBEL: I did not because I still believe in local control. If you don't abject, 

there is going to be an amendment offered. 

(2,6} REP, RQIIN WEISZ: Testimony in support of HB 1198. I believe in bringing local 

control back to the counties. (See attachment #2, proposed amendments) 

(12,Q) REt, f)ALE SEVERSON; The biggest tax they have is the school district tax. This 

will not change that scenario? 

(12.3) REP, ROBIN WEISZ; No, this will not affect the evaluation that that school district is 

going to use to enroll. 

(13,§l REP, NANCY JOHNSON; This just applies to agriculture and land? 

(13,§l REP. ROBIN WEISZ; This just applies to Ag land. 

,,-) (13.t) REP. BRUCE ECKRE; What I hear from other people, they don't believe that it's 
--. .. , ___ ,,J I 

equalization that's the tax.es, because they believe the State is not providing proper funding to our 

counties and schools. Won't this reduce property tax on Ag land, but not on the cities? 

(14,1} REP, ROBIN WEISZ; Again, it's up to local control. 

(lS,Q) MAC HALCRQW; PEMBINA COUNTY COMMISSIONER; Testimony in support 

ofHB 1198. (See attachment #3) 

(22.0) REP, RON MRSQN: Did the State Board of Tax Equalization give you a reason why 

they would not take suggestions into consideration about the bureau? 

Q2.1) MAC BALCROW: The law says that they have the ttbility to go to zero. The board has 

made a decision that they will only abate 5%. 

Q2.4) REP. GIL HERBEL: This plus or minus five is not in the statute. 
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(22,◄) MAC HALCROW; I believe that to be a true statement, My home county has the 

highest taxable valuation of Ag land in ND, We've already gotten next years certification and it's 

supposed to go up 9.75%, 

Q3.3} REP, GLEN FRQSETB; Have you heard the proposed amendment, and do you agree 

with it? 

(231.)MAC HALCROW; I guess I knew about that amendment and I suppose we can live with 

it. 

lU,l) REP. MIKE GROSZ; When the State Board of Equalization told you no, did you go 

back in and reduce the number of mills? 

Q◄J) MAC RALCROW; Yes, but the County Commission controls about 20% of the mills 

levy, We have lowered the mill levy of the county every year rve been here, But to say that it was 

lowered over all is not a true statement. because we control only 200/4 of the total, 

Q5.l) WILLIAM GORDER; WALSH COUNTY CQMMISSIQNERt (Testimony in 

support ofHBt 198.) There is a problem there. I do not fully understand the NDSU fonnula. It is 

very complicated. The bottom line is we could have COD,trol over Ag evaluations. rm willing to 

take that responsibility. My constituents ask me why does it kees, "oing up? We really don't have 

any control over it. 

Q8.1) REt...Wil.1LLW KRETSCHMAR: In your county, do the assessed valuations put on 

the land, are they in comparison to market values? 

(28.4) WILLIAM GORDER: They are all over the board, We have a coat rail that is supposed 

to come into play, It's called Arc View, We're going to try to access the land by it's value, the 
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higher land will pay more tax. the lower less expensive land will pay less, We're two years into 

the program and I think it will be ready in a year. We hope it will be more fair. 

QQ,1) ARVID WINKLER; FARMER ANQ TOWNSHIP ASSESSOR IN BARNES 

tQUNTY; (Testimony in opposition of HB 1198.) (See attachment # 4) 

(39.6) REP, GIL HERBEL; Arvid. you had some concern about the Foundation Aide Force. 

Does that commend to address your concern that Rep. Weisz put in? 

(40.1) ARYIQ WINKLER: Yes it would but, basically we•re keeping two sets of books. You're 

better off defeating the Bill and just go by the procedures in the first place. If you bought a 

business for $100,000, you're going to get accessed made for $100,000. If you bought a house for 

$100,000, you're going to get accessed for $100,000. But if you buy some Ag land for S 100,000, 

you're going to get accessed at, luckily 700/4 according to the state numbers. The state averages is 

70.8% in this median thing. 

(42.1) SANDY CLARK; ND FARM BUREAU; (Testimony in opposition ofHB 1198.) (See 

attachment #S and manual #6) 

aAPEl;SIDEB:) 

(3.9) SANDY CLARK: (ONGOING TESTIMONY) 

(4.4) REP. ALON WIELAND; You said that the 5% variance is not in statute or in 

administrative rule. What is it? 

(4.6) SANDY CLARK: It was established by the State Board of Equalization some time ago, 

How that was established. you11 have to ask the Board or Tax Dept. 

(4.8) REP. ALON WIELAND; You also stated that you would not like to see it in either. You 

would not support that? 
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(4,9) SANDY CLARI(: We wouldn-t want to place the statute, because once you start putting so 

muoh in statute, then you dontt loose the flexibility of being able to do what you are talking about 

right here, rd have to go back and talk about that in our committee, because we have not 

discussed it in that manner. I do caution, it may be a compromise at best. But we would oaution 

that there might be variation, less variation. 

(5.7) REP, GIL HERBEL; You mentioned that there is a Bill in the Senate that deals with the 

capitalization rates. You are awate of the Bill in the House on capitalization rates already failed? 

(5.8) SANDY CLARK: Yes, we did oppose that Bill. 

(j.1) REP. GIL HERBEL; Is it of your opinion then that you don~ h,.ve any confidence in 

what the County Commissioners at the local level would do with this aut..,ority? 

(6,3) SANDY CLARI(: Not in any way, we have a great deal of confidence in the County 

Commissioners and in local government. Our opposition is based on unifonnity across the state 

and the appeal process. 

{7.Q) MARC: DICKERSON; STAT£ SUPERVISOR ASSESSOR FOR ND STATE JAX 

COMMISSION; Testimony in opposition ofHB 1198. (see attachment #7) 

ll2,fl) REP. GLEN FROSETQ; Any more testimony in opposition? Hearing none, we will 

close the hearing on HB 1198. 
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2003 BOUSE STANDING COMMl'ITEE MINUTES 

BILL/RESOLUTION NO. BB 1198 

Bouie Polltical Subdlvfllon, Committee 

□ Conference Committee 

Hearlna Date: February 13, 2003 

T Nwnber Side A SideB 
2 X 
3 X 

Committt,e Clerk Si 

Minutes: 

Meter# 
41.4-53.2 

'
,,,,.-·-....... \ TAPE 2: SIDE B; 

(41,◄) CHAIRMAN GLEN FRQSETH: We will open the hearing on HB 1198. Rep. Herbel 

has an amendment to offer. A1so another amendment has been offered by Rep. Weisz. 

(42,◄) UP, ANDREW MABAGQS: I WILL MOVE THE AMENDMENT. 

(42,D REP. WILLIAM KRETSCQMAR; I SECOND IT. 

(42.8.) REP. GIL utRBEL; What this amendment dor-q is clarify and only applies to 

agricultural property. It's on page 3. line 19. 

(43,D CHAIRMAN GLEN FROSETB: Any discussion on the amendment? I will take a 

voice vote on amendment 102: 14-y; 0-n; 0-abtent; the ame11dment carries. We have another 

amendment off«ed by Rep. Robin W eiSZt in regards to protecting the school districts from the 

possibly reduced assessment value. 

__ _) (+1,4) REP. MIKE GROSZt I WILL MOVE AMENDMENT #101. 
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(+f.S) REP. ALQN WIELAND; I SECOND IT. 

(44,7) CHAIRMAN GLEN FRQSETH; Any discussion on amendment #101? Hearing none. 

I will take a volc:e vote on amendment #1011 14-y; 0-n; 0-ablent; THE AMENDMENT 

CARRIES. 

(4!,2) REP. ANDREW MARAGQS; I WOULD MOVE A DO PASS AS AMENDED. 

!4.S.J) REP, DALE SEYBRSQN; I SECOND IT. 

(4!,6} CHAIRMAN GLEN FROSETB; The Senate is also working on another Bill, SB 

#2390 which addresses ag property valuations. 

(46.4) REP, Gilt HERBEL: I would like to address a couple of issues that were brought up 

during testimony. I know that the Farm Bureau had a concern that on one of these pages, John 

Walz had changed the word from "determined" to "estimated", and the reason that was done was 

because there are some crop lands that are not harvested; so the term estimated is more 

appropriate. Also the counties taking over valuations, that they have to catch up. I understand that 

most of the counties already basically ???? , On the milt levy if they drop the valuation, how are 

they going to run their programs, I don't see that as being a real issue either, There was concern 

by the Tax Department on the appeal process. I really believe that the appeal process is still in 

effect, it's called an election. If the County Commissioner chooses to drop valuations on Ag land 

and increase the taxable value, residential or commercial property, those people also vote. If 

you're not satisfied and want to appeal this process. you have to come to the state. Pembina 

County attempted to do that 2 years ago. their valuations went up like 11 or 12 percent. They 

voted to take the entire 12 percent away. The Tax Equalization Board said no and they were 
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going to do it anyhow. They threatened to put the Auditor in jail. AU in all, the appeal process 

still works best at the local level. (53.2) 

TAPE 3; SIDE A; 

(O,ID REP. GIL HERBEL; (Continued testimony.) 

(OJ) REP, ALON :WIELAND; The way I understand the Bill, the Cowity Commissioners can 

still accept the methodology for how their land is being sectioned out, they oan still utilize that 

source if they want to. 

(OA) REP, MIKE GROSZ: The budgets of these different political subdivisions met and told 

all residents that they need to collect. And on this side we have all of the assessments, property of 

agriculture, residential and commercial, Now when you take the total budget that they need and 

divide it by the total wessed value. So agriculture gets shifted to residential or commercial. rve 

never been one to vote for a tax shift, but we need to provide some mechanism to help us out on 

this side of the equation and have property taxes on this side of the equation. 

(1.1) REP. GIL HERBEL: I would like to emphasize the fact that if you take a look at what's 

happening in our area, the increases are municipal compared to what's happening on the 

Agricultural land, 

(lJ) CHAIRMAN GLEN FRQSZTH~. I Any further discussion? I'll have the clerk take the 

Roll Call Vote: 9-y; 5-n; 0-abtent; Carrier: Rep. Herbel. (3.5) 
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BOUSE AMENDMENTS TO HOUSE BILL NO. 1198 Pol Sub 2-14-03 

Page 1, llne 11 after 11seotlons" Insert "15, 1-27-05," and after "57-02-27 ,211 Insert a comma 

Page 1, line 2, after the first "to11 Insert "determlnaUon of net assessed and equalized valuatk>n 
of agrloultural property for purposes of the school district equaUzatlon factor and" 

Page 1, after line 4, Insert: 

"SECTION 1. AMENDMENT. Section 15,1-27-05 of the North Dakota Century 
Code Is amended and reenacted as follc,ws: 

15.1•27•05. (Effective through June 30, 2004) school district equallzatlon 
factor. To determine the amount of payments due a school district, the superintendent 
of public Instruction shall add the tuition apportionment payments, per student 
payments, special education aid, transportation aid, and teacher compensation 
payments for which a school district Is eligible and from that total subtract the following: 

1. The product of thirty-two mllls times the latest available net as,sessed ahd 
equalized valuation o es of 

prope~ 
per acre 

ata state 

=t~:e~j g~~t~'ffle0
~ f~ acWofTh:~

0~::g!,:: of 
agriQulturaJ land. 

2. The amount by which the unoblfgated general fund balanoo of the district 
on the preceding June thirtieth Is In excess of seventy~flve percent of Its 
actual expenditures plus twenty thousand dollars. 

(Effective after June 30, 2004) school district equalization factor. To 
determine the amount of payment:; due a school district. the superintendent of public 
Instruction shall add the tuition apportionment payments, per student payments, special 
education aid, transportation aid, anc teacher compensation payments for which a 
school district Is ellglble and from that total subtract the following: 

1. The product of thirty-two mills dmes the f Atest available net assessed and 
equalized valuation of property In the district. However. for Riurposes of 
determining net assessed and equalized valuation of agr!cu tural propertv 
In the district und§r this subsection. the average agricultural value per acre 

a~t~=efui~'tf!~l~~'segps:J~ g,f2~2t,g; ~~ira~ta sta
te 

=~=,g~e~~j~W!lttn ,:0~~~1Zl :~:::.~w~~,h~~~nz.::~ 
agdcultural la~ 

2. The amount by which the unobllgated general fund balance of the district 
on the preceding June thirtieth Is In excess of fifty percent of Its actual 
expenditures, plus twenty thousand dollars ... 
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Roll Call Vote#: ~ 

2003 BOUSE STANDING COMMITrEE ROLL 
BILLIRESOLVTION NO. I l'fB CALL VOTES 

House "POLfflCAL SUBDIVISION" 

D Check here for Conference Committee 

Legislative Council Amendment Number 

Action Taken .bo Plr!D A6 /JfnelJb~ 

MotionMadeBy 411 MAAA~ 0 ¥¥-'~ Seconded By MP- ~ 

Ln...,.tatlvea y~ No ReDretelltativel 
Claa1rmu Glen Proteda \I J 

Vlce-CllalrmaD.NaevJoluuon ,I / 
MfkeGroa ~ 1/ 
GBBtrbel \// 
Rolllvenoa ,/ / 

WOiiam E. Kreadunar / j/ 
Aadrew :-· ' -- ✓/ 

. 

Dale Sevenoa ,I~ 
1 Alo11Wlel•ad ,I / 
Bracelekre 

. 
.1 J 

Marv Ekltrom ✓✓-

Carol~ Niemeier J ,/ 
StlltvM.Saachh! ✓/ 
Vollldel'leaeb 1/ 

Con-4ilittec 

-

Yet No 

Total (Yes) q ____ _.;.. _____ No 

Absent _Q_··-o.:-~--;--;---================ 
Floor Assignment .J?~ • ilMbtl,; ,_ -
If the vote is on an amendment, briefly indicate inten,_t_: __________ _ 
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AIPORT OF STANDING COMMITTEE (410) 
f.t,ru1ry 14, 2003 3:21 p.m. 

Module No: Hfl.21-2840 
Carrlttr: Herbel 

lnNl't LC: 30312.0104 TIiie: .0200 

REPORT OP STANDING COMMnTEE 
HB 1198: Polltlcal Subdlvlllona Committee (Rep. l'roa1th, Chairman) recommends 

AMENDMENTS AS FOLLOWS and when ao amended, recommends DO PASS 
(9 YEAS. 6 NA VS, 0 ABSENT AND NOT VOTING), HB 1198 was placed on the Sixth 
order on the calendar. 

Page 1, line 1. after 11seotions• 1nsert •1s.1-21 .. os,- and after 1157-02-27.211 Insert a comma 

Page 1, line 2, after the first "to" Insert 11determlnation of net assessed and equalized valuation 
of agrloultural property for purposes of the school district equalization factor and11 

Page 1, after tine 4, Insert: 

11SECTION 1, AMENDMENT. Section 16.1-27-05 of the North Dakota Century 
Code Is amended and reenacted as follows: 

15.1-27-o&. (Effective through June 30, 2004) School dlatrfct equallzatlon 
factor. To determine the amount of payments due a sohool district, the superintendent 
of publlo Instruction shall add the tuition apportionment payments, per student 
payments, special education aid. transportation aid, and teacher compensation 
payments for which a school district Is eHglbJe and from that total subtract the following: 

1. The product of thirty-two mills times the latest available net assessed and 
equalized valuation of property In the district. However. for py,:poses of 
determining net assessed and eguaHzed valuatron of agricultural orooerw 
In the dlstdot under this subsection. the average agrtcuttural value per acre 
JSUroated by the agricultural economk;s department.ofNorth Dakota state 
volversttY under subsections of section sz-02-21.2 for craprancJ, 
nonoroo1and. and inundated agrtouttural land tor the countv must be 
agpUed to Jhe acreage within the dlstdot in each of those categories of 
aadouttural land. 

2. The amount by which the unobligated general fund balance of the district 
on the preceding June thirtieth Is In excess of seventy-five percent of Its 
actual expenditures plus twenty thousand dollars. 

(Effective after June 30, 2004) School dlatrlct equallzatlon fat.1or. To 
determine the amount of payments due a school district, the superintendent of public 
Instruction shall add the tuition apportionment payments, per student payments, speclal 
education afd, transportation aid, and teacher compensation payments for which a 
school district Is ellglble and from that total subtract the following: 

(2) OESK, (3) COMM 

1. The product of thirty-two mills times the latest available net assessed and 
equalized valuation of property In the dlstrlot.Howeyer. for purposes_j)_f 
determining net assessed and eauallzed valuation of agricultural property 
lathe district under this subsection. the average agrloutturaf value per aore 
estimated by the agricultural economics depactment of North Dakota state 
university undet subsections of seotton sz-02-21.2 for cropland. 
nonoroprand, and tnundated agricutturaL land tor the county must be. 
aooned to the acreage within the district Jn each of those categories Q.f 
agrlcutturat land. 

2. The amount by which the unobllgated general fund balance of the district 
on the preceding June thirtieth Is In excess of fifty percent of Its actual 
expenditures, ptus twenty thousand dollars. N 
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TESTIMONY 
HB 1198 

Reore•entatlve GIi Herbel 

Presently the final authority In determining ag valuations rests with the 

State Tax Equallzatlon Board. What HB ~ does Is returns this authority 

back to the county commissioners to make that final determination. 

We as a legislature and citizens of the State of North Dakota continue to 

espouse the importance of local control. Here Is an opportunity to do just 

that. 

My question on this issue Is, who would know better about what is 

happening with ag valuation than those at a local level? Since only one 

mill of these property taxes goes to the state, why would we need the 

State Tax Equalization Board located In Bismarck to make this 

determination at a local level? 

This bill does not change the formula for determining ag valuations. We 

would still use the formula as a guideline for the commissioners to go by. 

However, the final authority foi- any increases or decreases will rest on the 

commissioners at the local level. 

I urge you to support HB 1198. Thank you. 
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PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO HOUSE BILL NO. 1198 

Page 1, line 1, after •sections• Insert •1 s.1-27 ·05." and after "57-02-27 .211 Insert a comma 

Page 1, llne 2, after the flrat "to" Insert •determination of net assessed and equalized valuatlon 
of agricultural property for purposes of the school district equalization factor and• 

Page 1, after llne 4, Insert: 

•sECTION 1. AMENDMENT. Section 15, 1·27·05 of the North Dakota Century 
Code Is amended and reenacted as follows: 

15.1•27-05. (Efftctlve through June 30, 2004) School district equallzatlon 
factor. To determine the amount of payments due a school district, the superintendent 
of public Instruction shall add the tuition apportionment payments, per student 
payments, spec;lal education aid, transportation aid, and teacher compensation 
payments for which a school district Is ellglble and from that total subtract the following: 

1. The product of thlrty•two mllls times the latest available net assessed and 
equalized valuation of prope In the district. .omw~L.lQtLtm.DllUU 

2. The amount by which the unobligated general fund balance of the district 
on the preceding June thirtieth Is In excess of seventy-five percent of Its 
actual expenditures plus twenty thousand dollars. 

(Effective after June 30, 2004) School district equallzatlon factor. To 
determine the amount of pa•fments due a school district, the superintendent of pubHc 
Instruction shall add the tuition apportionment payments. per student payments, special 
education aid, transportadon aid, and teacher compensation payments for which a 
school district Is eUglble ancl from that total subtract the followlng: 

1. The product of thirty-two mllls times the latest available net assessed and 
equallzed valuation of prope • In the district. wnu,1a.'v f 

nTiuu.----. n llz I f r I a-..-1'\ ... ..a.rtu 

In the dlstdct under this subseotjon, the average agrlou turat value per acre 
estimated ~the agrtcuttur~I economk)s department of ~Clrth °!kota ~ university uijijer subseotfQo 5J>t~eoJJml 57-02:27 .2 for gropla~-
~Jiod and Inundated agricultural land for the county must be 
am>i{ed tolhJ~ acreage within the district In each of those categories of 
agricultural Im. 

2. The amount by which the unobllgated general fund balance of the district 
on the preceding June thirtieth Is In excess of fifty percent of Its actual 
expenditures, plus twenty thousand dollars," 
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My name is Arvkl _!inkier. I am a fannm and township asscasor in Barnes 
County. I have been the Cuba Township deSSOr since 1977. I have a bachelor's degree 
in civil engineering ftotti NDSU. 

I am v«y much opposed to HB 1198. It strikes me that the bill will do little good, 
but bas the potential to do consklerable harm. 

The state board of equalintion currently permit's the counties to comply with the 
NDSU valuations by means of a tolerance. Thus the county valuatiom can be higher or 
lower than the NDSU determination as long as the variation remains within the accepted 
tolerance. 

The proposed lhnitation for the state board of equaliiation on page S strikes me as 
being unreasonable. It is this very board which keeps some semblance of order in this 
whole process. In 1994 my township worked through the state board of equali7.ation to 
Wldo some manipulations done by the local county commissioners. Another township in 
the county took the same route about 1996 to force implementation of some new 
procedures. 

We need to maintain some relevance in the valuation procedures for commercial, 
residential, and agricultutal property in order that each class of property bear its proper 
proportion of the eventual tax burden. 

There are several dates in the agricultural land assessment process that are fix~ by 
statute. 

l) By December first NDSU is to report valuations by classification to the tax 
commissioner. 

2) By January first the tax commissioner is to certify valuations to the counties. 

3) By February first the local t1SSessor is to start the valuation process. 

4) The local township equalilbtion meeting is to be held on the second Monday in 
April. 

S) The county equalization meeting is to be held in June. 

6) The state equalization meeting is to be held in August. 
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In addition, the counties need to report their acres by the various classifications of 
cropland, noncropland, and inundated to NDSU by the end of October for use in 
calculatina the averaae value of agricultural land in the county. The proper reportina of 
these acres is essential in determining agricultural property valuations in the coumy. 

MsJcfna this legislation effective after the 2003 taxable year would solve these 
schedulina problmm. The problems caused by some emergency legislation in the 1999 
session regarding inundated acres need not be repeated. 

If you insist on pa.,ing this legislation, I would suggest you edit the various old 
implementation Janauage for those taxable years prior to 2000 on page 2. HB 1 OSS used 
agribank rather than federal land bank. 

Reporting of production by the individual producers in each county to the ND 
Statistics Service is done on a voluntary basis when requests are made. Voting is also 
voluntary. The llk>te thtJ cooperatio~ the better the results. 

I will be happy to answer any questions the committee may have on this iswe. 
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··· North Dakota Farm Bureau www.ndth.org 

House Political Subdivisions Committee 
January 301 2003 

Testimony by North Dakota Farm Bureau 
prt1enttd by Sandy Clarie, public pollcy team 

Good morning, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. For the record, my 

name is Sandy Clark and I represent North Dakota Farm Bureau. We appreciate the 

opportunity to appear before you this morning. 

Property taxes have always been a high priority for North Dakota Farm Bureau. 

Without question the ag productivity formula is complicated. But just because it is 

complicated and many people do not understand it does not mean it is flawed or that it is 

not working. 

North Dakota Fann Bureau opposes HB1198. When you change the language from 

"determined,. to "estimated,, and give county commissioners the authority to arbitrarily 

establish land values, this bill suddenly makes the ag productivity formula simply an 

advisory tool. Under this bill, there would be no true consistent mechanism to establish 

land values. County commissioners would simply establish the average county land value 

as they saw fit. This is a dangerous road to travel. 

This system would probably only work for one year. In subsequent years, counties 

could be so far off from any "true" value that you would no longer have any uniformity 

across the state. If a county continued to lower the land valuation, some day they would 

have to take a huge increast- and then they would be in real trouble. Before the ag 

productivity formula was put in place, some counties were in that position. What is the 

purpose in traveling down that road again? 

At the same time, there would be even greater variation in land valuations on 

property between counties on land on either side of a county line. We have variation now, 

( but that would increase. And, of course, school districts cross county lines. 

One{uturt. Onetm. 
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The two methods of establishing land valuations are the ag productivity formula or 

the old market value/sales ratio. 

If this bill was implemented and it failed. you have a real risk of going back to sales 

ratio. None of us wants to go down that road again. 

Another concern we have with this bill is the appeal process. If the State Board of 

Equalization cannot change the land valuations set by the county, then there is no state 

appeal process for ag landowners. Their only recourse would be the county board of tax 

equalization. Residential property owners would still have a state appeal process. Now, 

rm· not a lawyer. but I have to question if this would become a legal issue. 

As legislators you have an obligation to establish laws that serve the needs of all the 

residents in the state, I urge you to use extreme caution when you start to consider 

changes in the law that will serve the needs of one area of the state to the detriment of the 

remainder. 

There are ways to lower property truces when land valuations are high, county 

commissioners can simply reduce the mill levy and they will generate the same number 

of dollars. 

Another method would be to change the +/-5% variation that is available to counties. 

At this point I would like to distribute a manual that we put toge~her that includes every 

calculation in the ag productivity formula. Beside each calculation is a description of the 

calculation. 

This is obviously complicated reading. But we only provide it to you as a resource 

tool as you study the fonnula. I draw your attention to page 12. This explains the process 

of how the State Board of Tax Equalization functionst as well as county tax directors and 

local tax assessors. 

The State Board of Tax Equalization distributes the land valuations to the counties, 

and the ~ounty tax assessor and local assessors place determine land valuations on each 

parcel of land within the county using soil type. When they have completed their work. 

th,. &1verage county land valuation can vary+/ .. 5% from what the State Board of Tax 

Equalization determined, 
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The State Board of Tax Equalization established this variance many years ago. It is 

not in stature or administrative rule, An attorney generals opinion has established that the 

+/-5% is a reasonable level. 

However, maybe you could go to the Board of Equalizatlon and request a change to 

+/-10% variance. There would be no need to change the statute. We would not support 

adding the variance level to the statute. 

The+/- 10% would probably be tht, upper limit that you would want to go. Anything 

over that would probably be ruled no longer reasonable 

This method is certainly not our first choice because you will still have a huge 

variation between counties. If one county raised 10% and the neighboring coui\ly reduced 

10%, you would have a 20% variation in land valuations. But in our opinion that option is 

better than the bill you have before you today. 

North Dakota Farm Bureau concurs that land valuations and property taxes are too 

high. We support a bill that will be heard in the Senate. It is S82390. Now I don't mean 

to testify on another bill here, but I do want to point out that there is another option 

(.-~ available that will do what iliis bill is intended to do without jeopardizing the formula 
( I 

'·~- itself. 
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S82390 places a floor on the capitalization rate of 9.5%. You will find the 

capitalization rate explained on page 10 in your manuals. The capitalization rate is simply 

the interest rate over the last 12 years with the high and lows dropped and the remaining 

ten averaged. The capitalization rate is the last divisor in the formula. As interest rates go 

down, the capitalization rate goes down and land valuations go up. 

A floor on the capitalization rate will keep land values fr.om going higher t.., an they 

were in 2000. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chainnan, NDFB urges a "do not pass" recommendation to 

HB 1198. Thank you and I would entertain any questions. 

3 

. .. ti:.. 
I h..,,~, ___,"' 

'• I 
I 1 

i 

I. Tht MfcroOl"IP.f,fc fMQtt on thlt fll111 art 1ccur1te r~tt~1of recordt de~Cw~~~/~~:=l~f; :r:t:l f:r~~•:~~t:: J.· 
.,.,.. fH•cHn tht N1Ut1r courae of butfneu. The photoar..,,., c procee• Met • • , ........ th tttu of th• 
(ANSI) for archival mfcrofflM, NOYICSt If the ftlMd t•o• ~ 1a leta ltttble thin tht1 Notfct, it le - to t que , 

doeu.nt bth'IO fthned. ~~~ -~ !1 lo3 1),.,, &, ,\.L~ \Q\P: -

I 

.J 



" 

~ 
I 

,~ 
~ 

\\' 

I 

' ~ 
~ 
I --

,j 

,, .. , 

.... 
I I 

-
I 

-i 

"' 

I I 

-

I"') 
\' ''\ ., 

l 

~ 
I -

.: nri! 
,,, ' 
' ' . ,,,_, ,','• 

ol I • • • 

u 

the 111fcro0raphfc flNIOfl on thf• fUtn are accurate reprocb:tfons of reeord9 (Mlfver~ to Modern tnforffllttfon syateme for 111fcrofttmtno and •· 
were ff tMld fn the reouh1r courae of bosfneas. The t)hotogrephfc proceH meet• 1tendtrdtt of the Amerfcan Natf onal Standards tnatftute 
(ANSI) for archfV'-IL rnfcro1flffl, NOYrCEs U the fflrned fllll!lllt eb;ove fa IHa teofblt tha~ thi~ Notfctt It fa dlJe to the qualhy of the ,'j)' 
doel.Mlltnt befng fftmed. ~ \" 

'U,J. N\,A'wi~Jt~~~ \clP:1()3 
Operator's Sfc,nature ~ Date 



r 
f"I ... 
l
s~i-- . ----o 

d ..... ~, 

,~l~ 
-· . .a i Ji'!: --~o ==~~-1;.• · o"~t 

ltJ 
6 ;o ... ,, 
:=o,.. •o~ • !; • 

• 5•~ 
~~ .. 
na-• m: II: "'S - ... • -· -.l ft --2 ... , ,. .. . ,. -c• 
~:r ... -·· !!f .g .. _.,_ 
~ti 
loo. 
<-u ... . , ... 
-&I ••O __ --s 

: -. 
·I• -.. -a•-­--t rr,., 
.is. 
... it .. :ri 0 !oil 
::r _t-- , 
.... :::J 
z.:r_ 
0.:, ... ~ ... -.c> i,i 
"~ ... 
;;!i 
-z,f •• t~ .. 
.. !I 
0 -g.f~ 
• t-· t,i - -.. --'<i!. 
~:::a 

ft 

~~1 •• 

.a.... 

L_i L__l L_ -· 

( 
\ 

Table of Contents 
ffistory ---·-· -····-----------·-- 2 
Glossary of Terms ··-···-·-··-·········--··-·-··------- 3 
Components of Ag Productivity Fommla ··-- ___ ,_ 4 

Statistical Input Dat.a---········------·--4 
Cropland Module.. ___________ 4 

Crops Included-·-····-·---- ·-·-----4 Comrty Input Data ____________ 4 

Production of Each Crop-·--·----------- S 
Irrigated Land--·--···-·· ------- 5 
Value of Production ............ ·-······--···-··-·--··- S 
Landlord Share of Sugar Beet/Potato Revenues ___ 5 
Landlord Share of Other Crop Revenues-----···· 5 
County Total Cropland Acreage--···----···-- 5 

CRP Payinents ·······-······-···-·-··-····-·------ S 
Government Payme::its ···----------5 
Landlord Share o:Cropland Revenues·------·--· 5 
Cost of Production Index ---·--·-·-- 6 
Adjusted Landlord Share of:Revenue w/costs ---·- 6 
Ammal Adjusted Landlord Share Cropland Revenue .... 6 
Landlord Share of Gross Return per Acre Cropland __ 6 

Non-Cropland Module···---·-------- 7 
.fnr'.lt Oat.a.·--·-·------ _________ 7 

Cull Cow Weight per AUM --···----·---7 
Calf Production per AUM ----·-·---- 7 
Value of Production per AUM.·----·-··---··- 7 
Returns for PastureJand and Rangeland .. ---·---- 8 
Total County Non-Cropland Returns ........ ·--··--.. 8 
Annual Adj Landlord Share Non-Cropland Revenues .. 8 
Cost ofProductionlndex~-------- 8 
Landlord Share ofNon-Cropland Revecues w/costs _ 8 

Total Non-Cropland Acres ---·---·-··-- 8 
Landlord~s C--ross Return per Acre ofNon-Cropland ..... 8 
Stark County Example ...... __ ._______ 9 

Landlord Share of Gross Return per Acre of Cropland_ ..... 10 
Landlord Share of Gross Return per Acre ofNon-Cropland 10 

Capitalized Cropland Land Value ···-··-···-----· 10 
Capitalized Non-Cropland Land Value-----·- IO 

Capitalization Rate .................... ·-·-··-·-·----------·---· 10 
Inundated Lands Return per Acre .. -------- 11 
County Cropland Capitalized Average Gross Return __ 11 
County Non-Cropland Capitalized Average Gross Return_ 11 
County Inundated.Acres Average Annual Gross Return_ 11 
Average All Land Value for County ........ ___________ 11 

- '"r"'"' .- ---··· w 

• _____ J J : ~] 
-::--. __ , 

Table of Contents 
WhatHappensNext? -----------12 Tax.Commissioner _________ 12 

County DirectorofTax Eqoali7.ation ___ ,_ U 
SoilSmveys ___________ 12 
LocaIAccessor ____________ 12 
Assessed Value __________ 12 
Taxable Value ___________ 12 

~opertyTaxLiability ________ u 
PropenyTaxSystem __________ 13 

CenturyCode-PropertyTax _______ 14-15 

Appendix A-Livestock Data --------16 
CentmyCode-Fanmtead Exemption _____ 17 

'1flant<You 
• Dwight Aakre,. Farm Management~ NDSU Extension Sen~ 
for his assistance and cooperation in the production of this information. 

• ND Tax Department for reviewing this presentation. 

Sources of information and statistical data: 
• Formula and its related statistics ftom Dwight Aakre, NDSU 

• ND Ag Statistics Service • ND ugislative Council 
• State Tax Commissioner • North Dakota Centmy Code 

Not to be reprinted without express writta pen,,ission 
of North Dakota, Ftl1711 Bllt'ellll 

History - Productivity Formula Establlshed in 1981 
Until 1981~ ag property taxes were based on sales ratio and matket value. The 
1981 Legislative Assembly restructured property tax assessments in the state 

and changed the basis for valuation of agricultmal property to a fommla to 
determine its productive value. True and full value of agricultmal property for 
property tax pUIJ)OSCo is now based on productivity~ as established through 
computation of the capiraliud average annual gross return of the land as made 
by the NDSU Fx.tension Agricultural Economics Depattment as required by 
North Dakota Century Code Section 57--02-T! .2. 
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Glossary of Terms 
Act Valorem 'Ju: A tax based on the value of the property subject to tax. Property tax 
is anad 'Jalomn tax. 

Apiaaltlln.l Productivity FormuJa: A formula used to establish the valuation and 
1,sessznfflt of agric:ultural lands in the state ofNorth DakotL 

Agricaltural Property: Platted or unplatted lands used for raising agricuJtmal crops or 
grazing farm arum~ except lands platted and amessed as agricultural property prior to 
March 30,. 19Sl. shall continue to be assessed. as agricultural property until put to a use 
other 1han raising agricukural crops or grazing fimn ani,nals, The time limitations 
contained in this section may not be construed to prevent property that was assessed as 
odlertban agricultural property ftom being assessed as agricu.Itura.l property if the 
property otherwise qwilifies under this subsection. Property platted on or after Mardi 
30. 19g1,. is not agricultural property when any four of the following conditions exist 

L The land is platted by the ownet. 
b. Public improvern.ents including sewer, water,. or streets are in place. 
c. Topsoil is removed or topography is disturbed to the extent that die property 

cannot be used to raise crops or graze farm animals-
d.. Property is mned other than agricultural 
e. Property bas assumed an urban atmosphere because of adjtieeet residential or 

commercial development on three or more sides. 
f The parcel is less than ten acres [4.0S hectares] and not contiguous to agricultural 

property. 
g. The property sells for more than four times the county average true and full 

agric:uitmal value. 

Asses.,ed Valuation: Means fifty percent of the true and full value of property. 

AUMs: One AUM is the carcying grazing capacity it takes to support a 1,000 pound 
cow and her calf for one month- · 

Capitalization: The average interest rate as reported by Agn'banlc, St. Paul, MN 

Capblized Avenge Annual Gross Retuna: The value of agricuJiural land. 

Cast of Prodactioll Index: This index is a reflection of prices paid by tanners for 
inputs and indexed for inflation. It is determined by NDSU by GOIDpatiug Economic 
Research~ USDA. indexes of prices paid by farmers over a period often y~ 
with the high and low years dropped, and averaging the remaining ll!ight years. 

( 
'-

--...... -- C: 

--- j 
I 

-.! J - ---. --- ---- - .. ___ ___i ·'It- -- ,: -

F.qullzatioll Procell: Equaliarion is amedlod tequimlby lawlD ad)at•• --rs 
so1hatthey arecoosisaent. Local usessma11s.ereff1Yiewedw eqnerrnict "Y1be 
Township Board ofF.qualimion on 1M teeaad Monday in Apil. TheBoad ofCoaaly 
Commissioners meets widun 1bc fintten days of Junetooquefi:ze among UI a IP W#: 
districts within the C3Dlty. The Stalt Boad oftiqulfinrim l:las dlerespomibifilyto 
equm=among counties and usessmelltdisuids inac:ountymcl meets 1be sec:oad 
Tuesday in August. 

Farmstead Emaptioa: Property exempt from property~ induo-cfam. tai­
denc:es, &rm structures and improvements located on agricullural lands. 

lllandated Apiadhlnl Lud! Property cfassifiedas apicu1lmal propedy CCJalaining 
a minimum of ten contiguous acres if the'Valuc of~ hm•HWed tand exceeds a 
percent of die average agricultmal value of nonaopland fcr1hc county,. which is 
immdared to an exteotrnakir.g it nnsunable for-growing crops~ gwaziag ,...., animals 
for two consecutive growing seasons or~ and which producedte\'eDUe mm any 
soun:e in themostrccentprioryearwbidt is lea 1hm thecoumy awnge:evmueper 
acre fornoncropland calcuJatet! by 1he agricultural economics dq,mmeatof1bc Norlh 
Dakoca state university. 

MDI Levy. Local mill rates are established to meet the revenue needs of the taxing 
district. F.ach 1aXin& distt:ict prepaRS a budget tr' dda:nriue1bemcoeyneeded to 
provide services. To determine the mill~ me county auditor divides the 1m.l 
propert) taxes to be collected for each taxing district by the disarict's total 1aUble 
va!ne. 

Penonal Property: Penonal property is exempt in North Dakota. 

Olyapic Average: Used when establishing avenges over a period of ycaa. by 
dropping the high and. low, and avenging the ranmingym. 

Tuable Valatioa: Signifies the valuation ~mg aftcr-cleducting exelDpUOIIS and 
making odlerICductions ftcm·tbc original ISscaed valmtinn, w is 1he vaJna6nn upon 
which the rate oflevy finally is computt:;,d and against which 1he 1Ues finally are 
extcnd&:d. 

True ud Fldl Vahle: The-value dctmnined by considering*aming c,rpmcllactffe 
cap&City. if any~ the market~ if any. andallodler-mattns1111taffecttheac:mal 
value of the p:O(Aty to be asxssed. This shall include. fat purpoees of aui.iag atdle 
true and full value of property used fix agric:ul1IJnl pulpOleS,. film nmals,.soil Clplbil­
ity, soil productivity, and soils mlysis. 'live and filll value forrcsidcnriel -.I cm,n,er­
cial property is market value. u establishcd by the local lSICDDC True IDd fidl valae of 
agricultural propetty is based. Oil~ IS estlblilbecl tbroagh compNIMinn.,,. 
NDSU of the capisaliziedaverage gross tetum of the land. 
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· The Components "'"- The lnp.ut Data 
~ . .f • -

Components of Ag Productivity Formula 
Crop Production of Crops 
Total CroplandAcres 
CRPPaymcots 
Govemment:Payments 
Irrigated Production 
Costof'Production 
Non-CroplandProduction(livestockgrazing} 
To1al.AcresofRangelandandPastureiand 
Inundated Lands 
Capmm.ationRate(averageinterestrate) 

Statistical Input Data 
The data comes from the North Dakota Agricultural Statistics Service 
and the National Agricultural Statistics Service ofUSDA. It is acquired 
from the September surveys for small grains and December surveys for 
row crops that are submitted by farmers and ranchers, who are actively 
engaged in fanning in North Dakota. If a large percentage of small 
grains are not harvested in September, a call back is done in Octobe£ 

The data is scanned both by human and machine method to determine 
any gross inaccuracies. ND ASS staff call producers if something appears 
inaccurate. FAS data is also cross reforenced as a check.Except for the 
capitalization rate!t ten years of data are utilized with the highs and lows 
dropped and the remaining eight years averaged. 

As a ICSUlt of the collection process and timings a two-year time lapse 
occurs between the actual production year and the property tax yeai: 

r-·-. 
'--

.,_.-,-_~----....-...-......... .._ ....... ~.~-- ,.---, ........ , .. --------. ·-·--·- - -· --•----- -- -• 

Cropland Module 

Crops Included In the Module 
Spring Wheat Winter Wheat 
Dumm Sunflower Non Oil 
Badey Com Silsgc 
A1&l&. Hay FJanood 
Othct Hay Soybcms 
Sugar Beets Potatoes 
b:rigatcd Dumm ImgatedSpring Wheat 
b:rigatcd Potatoes Irrigated Com Gtain 
Snmmer&llow 

Rye 
SuoflowerOil 
ComGnm. 
Oats 
Canok 
Dq Edible Beam 
b:rigatcd Badey 
Imgated Com Silage 

County Data to Estimate Gross Cropland Revenue 
Acreages for crops (that might: be grown) and sumrnerfitllnw (see above) 
Yield per acre for crops (yield is based on harvested~ but is dmded 

by total county acres. Therefore, the revenue per az is lower~ 
of preventive planting and immdated lands) 

P!i~ for crops are adjusted for tnuu,'}JOrtation 
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&timating Gross Return from Crop Productl11n 

l) Production of each cro:r. = Acreage x Yield per Acre ------Acreage is based on harvested acres of each crop. 

2) Production Irrigated Land= Acreage x Yield per Acre= Total x .5 Irrigated Land: S0-/4 of tlr- arnmal gross income from irrigated cropJand 
must be considered additional expense of production and may not be 
included in computation of the average agrlcultmal value per acre for 

3) Value of Produdioa. = Production x Price cropland for the county. {see #S below for 15% net effect.) 

I Price is the distria price, adjusted for aansportation cos1S. 

4) Laadlonl sluare for sugar beet & potato cropland revenues --- Sugarbeets & Potatoes: These high-value crops are weighted diffamtly 
Value of Production x 0.2 (200/4 sugarbeet & potato :revenues) (200/4) to reflect higher inputs, tent, crop share, etc. 

5) Landlord. share for other cropland revenues = ------- All other crops based on 30-/4 to tcilect inputs, Iait, crop share, etc. 
Value of Production x 03 (300/o all other crop revenue) hrigated cropland would be the SOo/4 {#2) and then 30% (#5) for a net 

effect of 15%. 

6) Cropland Revenue= Irrigated Revenue+ Sugar Beet/Potato Revenue-(In the instance of irrigated potatoes, 1009/4 ~f ievenue is rccloccd by 
+ Other Cropland Revenue 50% (#2) and then 200/4 of that {#4) for a net e1fect oflO-/o. 

7) County Total Cropland Acreage= all crop acreage+ CRP acres 
+ summerfallow aCICS 

This is based on all~ whether harvested or no~ but unharvested 
acres are included at z.ero and later divided by all total acres. 

------------ CRP Paymema: Data received ftom Farm ServiceAgea::y {FSA) 
8) CRP Payments= CRP payments in county x 50 (500/4) • Acres enrolled in CRP program, by toUDty 

9) Government Payments= All government payments x 0.3 (300/o) 

10) Landlord Share of Cropland Revenues= Cropland Revenne (#6) 
+ CRP Payments (#8) + Government Payments (#9} 

( 

• Payments for CRP. by county 
• One half of the total CRP payments are entered as CRP gross ievenue 

Govemment Payments: Data received from Farm ServiceAga,,:;y 
• All government payments (except CR,,) for commodities me included 

at 300/o of gross ievcnue. 
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11) Data for the last ten years are collected for Landlord Shm:e of Crop­
land Revenues (#101 the high and low years are~ Cost of Production Index is a reflection of prices paid by r.,,,as for 
and the T'CDlaming eight are averaged. inputs and indexed for inftatinn. It is cldennined by NDSU by cnwnpar­

ing Economic Rmldt Service, USDA, indexes of prices paid by 
fanners over a period of ten y~ with high and low~ and 
averaging the n:maining ~years. 

12) Cost of Production Index= Avg 8-yr index-/ Base Year L~• 

.. Bue Year Index 
■ 

I I 
AnnualindexExam.plefor2003: 1 -·. ___ • ___ -, • ______ _ 

112 / 102 (base year) = 1.098 x 100 = 109.8 .,. Base year inda ii a 7.y«1r baste 
from 1995-1989. withl,igl&J Olllllows 
dropJH14 and the rauziningfive 
years averaged. 

13) Adjusted Landlord Share of Cropland. Revenues (mcludes cost of production}= 

UUldlord share of cropland revenues (#11) 
Cost of Production Index (#12) 

14) Ludlord Share of Gnm Return per Acre of Croplud= 
Landlord Share of Annual Retnmper AcreCroplandRevenue(#13) 

Total County Cropl&ad Acres (#7) 

lm llslB J99S ______ 1og 
1994 ______ 106 
1993 ______ 104 
1992 ______ 101 

[991------100 
1990 ______ 99 
1919 _______ 95 

O(ympicAvcnge -~ !02 

Example: 
1!2/ l02(bacyar)s: l.098x 100= 109.1 
(Net effect is reducing value of 
production by 9.8"/o) 

L..:Annual Index of Pricea 
2003 Aa••••ment 

* The a"1IIIIJl iwtla(/"pric# paid by 
faratnfor die last 10~ widt 
high Olldlmryean .-a,,ped. lll"t! 

coB«:red a,,d 1M rmailillg .ligltt an 

~ 

lat --2001 _______ 122 

2000-------111 1999 _______ 113 
1991 _______ 113 
1997 _______ 119 
l996 _______ us 
1m _______ 1oa 
1994 _______ 1()6 
1993 _______ 104 
1992 _______ 101 
1991 _______ 100 
1990 _______ 99 

Olympic Ava-agc ____ 112 

The next step includes computing the capilalized ll'~erage 8J'IDQa1 gttm 
-------------------- return.. See page 10 . 
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Non-Cropland Module Data U.ed In Non-Cropland ProduclvltJ FcwnlUla 
Total rangeland acies in county Rangdand AUMs for 00Ullty 
Total pasturdandaacs in county PasbftlandAUMs fix county 
Cull cowinoome per AUM 
Calf income per AUM 

Estimating Gross Return from Non-Crop PffMluc1ion 
"Estimating the value of native rangeland and publl:C invoho ediov,ti,,g 
the value of calves and cull cows produced per acie of 1hose lands 
These e,timates are based on the livestock. amying capacity, measwed 
in animal unit months (AUMs). OneAUM is the gmzing capacity it 
takes to support a 1,000 pound cow and her calf for one month. 

The AUMs used in the formula wae nriginally esmblished by NRCS for 
each coum;y (see Appendir ~ page 16.) 

Cu.II Cow Weipt per AUM = 0.25 cwt per month of grazing season-- Cull Cow Income calculations 
• One sixth of the cow herd is culled each year 
• Six month grazing season in assm»M 
• Production equals U6 of 1000 pounds or an,n,xiol8ldy 15 cwt per 

year or 0.25 cwt per month 

CalrProduction per AUM = 0.5275 cwt per month of grazing season - catflncome Calculatlons 
• Produclionisadjustcdfol as11nned.-.alvingmtesandhcifashdd~ 

placemtms. Thesc:rateswaeeaablisbcd da»iugtheoriginal fu.nadaand 
have not changed. 

• As.1umed calf production for sale p« row is 316.S pounds or 0.5275 
15) Value of Proouction per AUM = I cwt per month. 

(Calf production per month x calf price)+ 
(weight of cull cows per month x cull cow price) 

2000 example: 
$40.00 {cow price per cwt) x 0.25 per cwt (cull cow wt)= SI0.00 

+ $98.60 {calf price per cwt) X 0.5275 per cwt (calf wt) = $52.011 
Total Value of Production per AUM = $62.011/AUM 

/-

\_ 
·------- --~ 

Value of Production per AUii 
• Price is that reported by ND Agricultural Statistics Service. (S« page 9,1 
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Retuma for Pastureland and Rangeland 

___ J ; ! 
L...-~----l 

16) Rctams for Pastanlud = 
ReturnsperAUMxPasturebmJAUMcapaci.1J-xPasture.landaaes. 

17) Retans for .Raageland = 
Retmnsper AUMxRangelandAUMcapach:,xRangelandacres 

1 - __ J =---i :--a 

18) Total County Non~pland Returns= J Gross Annual Return for non~ used for livestock grazing is 
Return for Pasturcland + Return for Rangc!and based on 25°/4 

19) Landlord Share ofNon.C..Oplaad Revenues= 
Total Non-Cropland Returns (#IS) x .2S Cost of Production 

Cost of Production Index is a tdlection of prices paid by nmchers for 
20) Data for the last ten years for Landlord Share of Non-Cropland inputs and indexed for inflation. Detmnined by NDSU by compu ing 

Revenues. (#19) are collected for total non.aopland ~ the high National Agricultural Statistics indexes of prices paid. 
and low years are dro~ and the remaining eight are averaged. __,....-------------- *Annual Index of Prices 

.. Base Year Index of P.icea 
Costof Production Index I Paid by Farman ._ Baseyear- iNle:;; is a 7-y,e.ar base 

21) Coot of Pmduction Index= Avg 8-yr iode>t" : jir,ll, 1995-19119. wllll l,igls-' "-
Base Year fudex$* -------- dropp«l. andthermrainingft,e 

22) Adjastcd Landlord Share of Non-Cropland Reveaae (with cost indcJc) = 
Landlord share of non-cropland revenues (#20) 

Annual index (#21) 

23) Total Noa-Cropland Acres= Pastureland ACICS + Rangeland Acres 

24} Landlord's Gnu Return per Acre of Non-Cropland= 
Non-Cropland Revenues (#22) 

Non-Cropland Acres (#23) 

yeanawroged_ 

lm }I@ 
----108 1994 _______ }06 

1993 .............. . ..... IN 
1992 ________ 101 
1991 ______ 100 
1990 _________ 99 
1919 ______ 95 

OlympieAvenge ___ t02 

F.xlmple: 
I12/ 102.{llllleyar)- 1.0'JI :x 100 • I09.I 
(N«,Jfa:rb IWILbewdw ofp,ud,,cdo,t 6,,9.~ 

2003AaNament 
• 7Jie lillllfd i,rda ef'prica paid by 
fan,ersfor tltela.st 10:y«n. widt 
1dglt """law yta3 dropped. ~ 
coll«:ml antld#~dglittre 
~ 

1m --2001 ______ 122 
2000 _______ 111 
1999 ______ 113 
1991 _______ 113 
1997 ______ 119 
1996 ________ 11s 
1995 ______ 1oa 
1994 _______ 106 
1993 _______ 104 
1992 _______ 101 
1991 _______ 100 
1990 _______ 99 

Olylllpir.Awaae---112 

The next step includes computing the arpitaft7wl aYetap anJlllal grcm 
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Non-Cropland Example 
In 1999io the Stalk Coanty~of productionforD011-Cmplandisasfollows: 

• Tocalrangeland in Stark County =242,200 aaes 
Canying capaci1¥ of0.55 AUM per acre 
24Z200x0.5S-133,210 AUMsfi:omrangeland 

• TOlalpastmeland in SmkCounfy=21,.720acres 
Canying capacity of 0.60 AUM per acre 
21..720 x0.60 = 17,232 AUMs ftom pasture1and 

• Total value of production= 
133,210+ 17,232= lS0,.442AUMsx$SS.248perAUM=$8,3ll,.620 

• Total acm; of pastureland + rangeland =242,200 + 28,.720 =270,920 acres 

• Total value of production per acre= $8,311620 / 270,920 acres= $30.679 

• Landovmer'"s share of value of production= 25 '1ercentx $30.679 = $7.669 
per acre 

llv9llockPrka UNd in the Land YlllaMIIIILIIM llodll 
DK c..,,, QIIICffl 
1990 ______ 199_4; .. .. ... $49.91 

1991---~--Sl01.60-----S46.:4 1991 ______ S94.21 _____ S4S.26 

1993-----· -S103.96 _____ $4s.12 
1994 _______ $93S7 _____ $4t.05 
1995 ________ $69.,20_, ____ $36.}0 
{996 ______ $S4.10 _____ $30.IQ 
1997 ______ 175.so __ $3,(.90 

1991-------ffl.90 SlS.50 1999 ______ S17.20 _____ $37JM) 

2000 , , , $91.60 , , S40.00 2001 _______ S9S.so _____ $40.l0 

Sample does not include cost of production index 
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Landlord return per acre If computN • folkPM 

L_ __ j 

14) Ludlord Sure of Grou lletam per Acre of Cnplaad = 
LandloniShareof Annual Rctumper.AaeCg,land.Reveuue(#ll} 

Total Coun1J Acres (#7) 

24) Laadlonl's Slaare of Gna Return per ACft ofNoa-Cnpland = 
Non-Cropland Revenues (#22) 

Non..Cropland Acres (#23} 

25) Capita&,.ed Cropland Land Vahle= 
Landlord~s Share tiom Cropland {#14) 

Capitalmtion Rate 

26) Capifalhed Non-Cropland Lad Valae = 
Landlord~s Share from Cropland (#24) 

Capilalization Rate 

C, 
-------~----- ----

-... - ----~ 
~~':-"'Y ..... :-a~,;-~ ·::,-e ·~ 

L_ __ J \ _J . J -l : _ __J :=i ~ ;;a ... 

Capitalization Rate 

The annuaJ fflghtcd llVa8F intaest DIie is used to capilali2Je the 
JandJand !lhare of gross~ Interestaites ~~mm 
Agn'bmk in St. Pau!, 11mJring the iast i2 years with me high year and 
low year~,., so the intaestme used in 1he foonu1a is the avaage 
of the n::mainv..g ten years. 

As interest mes decline, land valuations will increac. As interest ra1es 
increase, 1and valuations will decrease.. Land valuations a teflected ic. 
this formula arc simply utilind to dd<:a mine property taxes.. 

The impact qf capuaJim:ion rate is also tdlectcd by the inclusion of cost 
of production into the forumJa. An NDSU F.conomist bas indicated the 
effect of capitalization rate is lowered by 60% by the inclusion of cost of 
production into the formula 

Interest ratesfmtecest costs are- often one of the Jatgest line itans in a 
farmhanch budget. Tbercfo~ producers benefit mote significantly from 
lower interest rates, (becau.,e of the impact it Im on land and marbincry 
~ as well as operating loans) than on 1he negative impact higher 
interest mes have on the property tax ag productivity fommla and higher 
land valuations. 

Historic Capltalization Raa 
1989 10.54% 1996 10.76% 
1990 .. ... J0.79% 1997 10 . .t?% 
1991 11.12% 1991 10.14" 
1992 11.35% 1999 9.77% 
1993 11 • .(()% 2000 9.45% 
1994 11.40% 2001 9.18" 
1995 11.11% 2002 1.91% 

2003 1.53% 

• Tltela# 12 -years cna«l t,, tl,efonalflwitlr tl,e 1,;gl, 111111/aw-years ~ MJ 11,e 
rate,a«J in thefonn,/a is 1M 4W19t/'dtete1t,......,.,-n. 
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27) lndlllldafed Luds Retanl per Acre:: 
.1 CIQ%} x Landlord's Sham from Non-Cropland @24} 

T01al Inundated Acres 

LJ 

28) County directors of tax equalization provide total taxable acres for 
crop~ non--cropland and inundated acres (including all acres, 
whether they were plantal or harvested) 

29) County Croplalld Capita6-l Avenge Annual Gross Retura = 
Capitalized cropland land value (#25) K county taxable cropland acres 

30) Couty Noa-Croplud Capiulmd AvengeAIUlal GrouRetan = 
Capitalized non-cropland land value (#26) x county taxable non--crop­
land sacs 

31) Coun1J &undated Acres Avenge Anaual Gross Retarn = 
Inundated land value (#27) x county taxable inundated acres 

32) Avg AD Land Value for Couty= Total county values 
Total taxable acres in county 

() 
- --------

-y-- ,......- .-- - ... 0 - • "W' 

______ -.,,...., --'i=-~~ --"~----!>: 

c_ __ _J L ____ J ! J :~-=.1 -=.. ~ 
Inundated Lands Module 

lnundatld Land -&clplmlto .. Famua 
• 10% of the avenge agricultural value of non-cr.opland. fortbt county 

(see #24 for non-cropland form11Ja). Tbc non-cr.opland. value is med 
for both cropland and noo-aopland. 

• Definition:~ property with minimum l)f fal contiguous~ if the 
value of the inundated 1and ex.ceecls 10 pcrcmt of the average- agricul­
tural value of non-cropland for the county, which is ilJnndated to 1he 
extmt making it nnsnitab~ for growing crops or paring DDII animals 
for two consecutive growing seasons or more and which produced 
ievenuc 1iom any source in the most recent prior year which is Jes., 
than the county average lCVCIIUC pet acre fornon-cmpland. 

• Written application must be submitted to township an:aor or county 
director of tax equalization by Man:h 31 of each ye& 

• Coun1y Commissioners must approve application 
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County Average May Vary+/- 5% 
The county director of tax equalaation will report the countywide 
average back to the State Board ofTax Eqnaliminn, which will verify 
that the comity average does not vary more than+/- 5%. 

- -- . ~~-::........,~~---=,~--:---

~-=--i =:J :;--. ~ 

What Happens Next? 

Tax CommlNloner 
The average agricultural value peracn is establisbed fol' _roplmd and noa-­
~ropllnd on a statewide and countywide basis. The Departmmtof ~ 
provides the information to die Tax Commissioner by December 1 of each yea. 

County DINctol' of Tu Eqc•Pullon & Soll lurw,s 
The Tax Commissioner provides the infcnudion to each county director of tax 
equalizatioo. Thecountydirectoroftaxequalmtion mestm..:ouatywide 
avenge received fiom the Tax Commissioner as the basis foe ddr,mining IDli 
providing each. assessor in t'-e county with• estimale ~ftbeavaageagricul­
tural value of agricultural lands within~ asscaor'sdistict. 

The estimate •ust be bued upon 1be avenge agricultural value for the county 
adjusted by the relative values of lands wi1hin Cldl U1Cssmeatdistrict com.­
pared to the coun1y average. In ddaminingthe relative value of lands for each 
assessment district compared to the coum;y average. the coaaty director of tax 
equalmtioo, whenever poss1ole, shall use soil 1YPC and soil dassi&ation data 
ftom detailed and general soil surveys. When such dlla cannot be med. the 
county director oft.ax equalization shall use whatever previous assessment data 
is best suited to the purpose.~ atimates mall be povided to local asses­
sors by February I. 

Local AN1■eor 
The assessor uses the average valuation received from tbe county director of 
tax equalization to dctamine the value of each assessment parcel within that 
district. Within each coumy and asses.,mmt dislrict, dloawrageof values 
assigi.ed to agricultural property mustappnxirnatethcavaaa,s de1amined 
unda'the formula forthe county or assigned to the district by the coam;y 
directoroftaxequalmtion. 

Property Tu Llablllty 
Assessed Value= Land Value x .5 (S0-/o) ---------- • A§eSSed value is SO% oflancl \'&hie • r • Taxable value forag property is 10%; teSideNial is 9"and commercial is 
Tmhle Value=~ Value x .10 (100/o) _______ __. 108/4 of assessed value. 

Property Tax Liability= Taxable Value x Mill Rate 

C'; 
~'-~~----~~-------

• Property 1ues are due January 1. If paid by Februal) lS, tupaye£mdded to 
5% discount Taxes are payable witboutpmaltyumil Mardi I (peaaJtia 
-~ after Man:h IS) 
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1bta1 
PropoledLocal 

Budpt 
I 

plus or minua 

Adjuatmenta to the 
Propoled Budpt 
After Input Prom 
Publicffearinp 

mlnua 

AU Non◄Property 

Tu Revenue 
• State Aid 
• Unoblipted Cub 
• Pea.etc. 

equab 
I 

Property 'Ju 
Revenue Needed 
(Levy 111 Dollan) 

YOUt Property's 
Taxable Value dmea 

divided by 

Mill Rate 

Mill 
Rate 

I 

Jruo and Pull Value 
· (Airicu)tural Value) 

(Market Value) 

ttn!. 

+ equalt 

times 
'• . I 
9t, Residential 

10'1 Commercial 
lOCJf, Agricultural 

I 
equals 

Total Taxable Value 
of AU Property 

in the 'lulna Dbtrict 

All p,operty In North Dakota ia 111bject to property tax unlca it i1 apecifically exempted. Except for a 
one-miU levy lot thcl State Medlcal Center, property taxa are admJniatered, levied, collected and ei-

. · , pended at the local level for the support of achools, countiel, cides, townships and other local units of 
aovemment. 11le State doca not levy a property tax for general govemmont operations. 

The property tax is an "ad valorem" tax, that ia, ft ia bued on the val~ of the property aubject to tax. The 
1 other element of the property tax is the amount of revenue that need& to bo raised • 
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-..J (&:,we,: "StaJ1 and Local Taxu,• A.n Overvl,w and Compa,alive Gulde 2000" dlstrlbwed by North Dakota Tar Dfportm,nt) 
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Appendix A -- Livestock Statistics ... ....... TCIIII Range ........ ...... Pr t a TClllt ..... P I I 

~ -- -- -- AUil 6111 Pllnr -- -- -- .. 4111 
Adina 224.7!0 ___ 13,200-__ 237.NO o-a o.eo -- .,. -1•.-- 315,221 O.IO 0.85 a.msa __ c.a ___ 24.300 __ 11.100. 0.75 o.ao .....,. -- UI0-302,• 0..!15 o.eo 
Banaan '7.tm 70.000-117.tm 0.15 0.70 ..... 58'1.130 21.3GO--·- 0.95 o.eo 
.... ___ 215.000 3.420-218.420 0.55 uo ..... _522,00 7,.IOO_ DUGO G.ID OJl5 
Ballnwr !O.IOO t.SCO-- 80.440 0.85 0.70 ...... 50.700 24,100- 74.IOO G.15 G.10 
...._, __ 3CJIJ.OOO. 49.800- 352.800 ·-0.4$ ___ 0.!C) a.,- 114 •. 100 11.000 __ 211.100 G.55 o..eo 
.... ____ 131,eoo __ 1 ... 100 __ 148,300 0.80 0.85 Pantllna _, 22.9DC)_ 23.411> 0.15 CllO 
BmWgll __ 353,eoo 58.700-- 410,300 OJJO 0.96 PflR:e- 11a.eoo I.I00-128.200• G.15 G.70 
ea. 11,200 ---18.000-- 29,200 0.75 0.80 RanaJ 12.100 28,CIOO-«t.100 G.15 0.70 
Cav ,, 33.700 17.IQO __ 51,500 0.85 0~10 RallOffl 40,500 4.aec>-4UIO G..75 0.80 
Qrdlay 12.100 ___ 31_900 __ 121,000 - 0.75 ___ o.ao Ran .. 41,200 .. 5.250-41.- CUl5 CUI) 

Dlvfde ---172,300 5.800- 177,900 o.eo 0.85 Rldlllnd 55,000 ...,_,11.a,o o.7S o.ao 
Dunn 714.800 19.900 ___ T"./14,500 -0.55 0.80 Mda 51,700 22.200--73.900 0.15 CUI) 

Eddf zuoo __ 44,200 __ 87 • .fOO 0.85 0~10 s.garlt 41.500 ___ 37,eoc,_ 71.100 0..15 o.eo 
1:111, ... ,. --308.300 8,800-- 314,900 o.eo 0.85 SNndan _ 214,000 __ 5.700_ 2tl.7UO o.eo OJl5 
Foafllr' 42.800 7,250 __ 50.050 Q.85 __ 0.70 Sfaux_ 475.000 ------ 05 0.80 
GaldlraYalley-21UOO 17,800 --- 300,700. 0.45 0.50 Slape 291,000 21.300- -292.300 OM G.ID 
Gland Fortes·-- 39.eoo 19,400-- 59,000 0.75 0:.80 Slalk 242,200 28.720-270.920 0.55 o.eo 
Gmnt 504.800 45.300 __ 550.900 _Q.55 0.80 Slalle 11.300 17.720- 29,Q20 0.15 0.70 
Grip 28,300 __ -18.DL- 46,800 0.85 0.70 Slulln91 __ 275,000 G..300-318..300 0..15 o..ao 
Ut111111s,er --- 102.!i00 Q __ 102.500 0.55 0.80 Towr.r 7.300 14,200 __ 21.500 0.15 __ G.70 
Kidder' 285.800 92.640-- 358,240 o.eo __ o:.es T,aa ____ 15.900 14.<I00-30.300 0..15 __ o.ao 
~----5.2!0 28.840 --- 33,880-- 0.75 o.ao Willal'I 22,000 l.t00-30.IOO 0.15 G.70 
Lagan 218,800 23,00Q ___ 231,800 O.to -----G.85 Wini .251,400 3,885-255.085 o.eo 0.15 Mdtanry ____ 348,800 ____ a ,300 __ 378,100 .0.85 0.70 WIii 58,-100 13,800--70,000 0.15 G.70 
Mcfnlaalt_ 162.500 4,8SQ __ 187.150 o.eo 0.85 v .... 375.000 11.000- 394,000 o.eo 0.15 
llc:Kanzia_ 585,200 48,800- 8'2.000 0.55 0..80 

s.... ____ e,aoo,302 __ ,,221,375_ 11Hamr 
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BOUSEPOLmCALSUBDMSIONSCOMMITTEE 
January 30, 2003 

Testimony of Matey Dickerson, State Supervisor of Assesaments 

HOUSBBD_LN0. 1198 

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committ~, for the record my name is Marcy Dickerson 

and I am employed by the State Tax Commi8sioner as State Supervisor of Assessments, My 

testimony concerns House Bill 1198. 

Houae Bill 1198 places responsibility for estabHshing the average agricultural value per 

acre for cropland, noncropland, and inundated agricultural land with the board of county 

commissioners. It prohibits the state board of equalization from fulfilling its purpose of 

equalizing the valuation and assessment of prc;,petty throughout the state. I11fl state board of 

equalization will continue to equalize assessments or residential and commercial property 

according to law, but there will be no central oversight of assessment of agricultural land. 

Existing agricultural valuation law requires the agricultural economics
0

department of 

North Dakota state university to compute annually ai1 estimate of the average agricultural value 

of agricultural lands on a statewide and countywide basis. The state board of equatizatio~, 

recognizing the intricacies of the valuation process, has allow~d counties S percent tolerance 

from the target agricultural values·and has also aflowed S percent tolerance from market value 

for residential and commercial property. · 

Some sort of central oversight is imperative if taxpayers throughout the state are to be 

treated equall7. Similar agricultural properties with similar production capability, located in 

different counties, should be valued similarly. Without centrai oversight there may be little 

similarity in their treatment by different counties. For a school district located in more thnn one 
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county, valuation without inter-county equalization can cause the school tax: burden on a 

taxpayer in one county to be significantly different from the burden on his counterpart in another 

county. 

Persons who favor this bill are loo1dng for an opportunity to reduce agricultural values in 

their county or counties, They should pursue that goal by proposing changes to the statutory 

valuation method, not by trying to enact legislation to circumvent the existing statute. For 

example, HB 10S5 attempted to increase the capitalization rate by adding a property tax 

component to that rate. That bill was defeated because it was detennined that would be double 

counting, because property taxes are already deducted from income to be capitalized. The effort 

doesn't have to stop there, however. The ltichland County tax director said he believes the 

percentage deducted for property taxes is too small. Maybe that should be looked into. 

A brief comparison of agricultural valuations since 1980 may be helpful. The attached 

spreadsheet shows percentage changes in agricultural valuations from 1980, the last year for 

which market value was the basis for agricultural valuations, through 2003. In 1980, assessed 

value was supposed equal market value (in ract'it did·~ot), and taxable value was SO percent of 

assessed value. The ·true and full values per acre shown for 1981, 2002, and 2003 are the values 
I 

calculated by NDSU and certified by the state tax commissioner, and do not reflect any tolerance 

granted by the state board of equalization. 

The~hows the percentage change in taxable value per act·e for all 

agricultural land, by county, from 1980 to 1981. You will see the percentages range froql a 

reduction of21 p~jcent for Adams County to an increase of 55 percent for Pembina County. 
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That indicates that in 1980 Adams County agricultural land was assessed higher than its 

agricultural value and Pembina County land was assessed lower than its agricultural value. 

Continuing with the same two counties, th~shows the percentage changes 

ftom 1980 (under the old assessment method) to 2002: a 7 percent decrease for Adams County 

and a 76 percent increase for Pembina County. 

Th~ ~'i,hows the percentage changes that have taken place from 1981, when 

the present valuation method began, through 2002. For Adams County, there was an 18 percent 

increase; for Pembina County, thete was a 14 percent increase. 

Th~hows the percentage changes from 1980 to 2003. For Adams County, 

there was a 2 percent decrease, For Pembina County, there was an BS percent increase, caused 
,,..--~ 

1 

,_,,.) mostly by the SS percent increase from 1980, under the old assessment method, to 1981, You 

will see Sioux County decreased 11 percent from 1980 to 2003. A11 other counties e,cperie11ced 

increases from 2 to 9S percent. 

The statewide inctease from 1980 to 1981 was 6 percent; from 1980 to 2002, 26 percent; 

from 1981 to 2002, 18 percent; and from 1980 to 2003, 32 percent. 

The figures in tb@ue colu~how how far county per-acre valuations were in ·1980 

from the agricultural values prescribed in 1981. Without oversight by the state board of 

equalization, it is likely that some counties' future values per acre will again be set far from the 

values computed by NDSTJ. 

This concludes my prepared testimony. I will be happy to try to answer any questions 

you may have, 

I 
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fi1I COUNIY llll mt JIil - 1HP:1111 - all 1980·2002 1111-2002 an ii& 1NO:INP :aa-•s 
"'9nlS 18.07 St42.05 9J)4 7.10 -21% $1ea.20 1.41 -7% 18% sm.48 U2 -2" 4.93% 

.,-! Barnes 3·U9 $314.89 15.80 15.74 1% ...... 11.42 18% 17% $311..72 19.'4 25% 5.49% o• _ .. 
Beman 20li3 $235.68 10.27 11.18 15% S28S.M 13.33 30% 13% $271.27 13.IS 36% ·~ -i-- =r- ... 10..11 $11.2.90 5.06 5.85 12'o S110.57 5.53 9% -2% $11U5 5.82. 15% 5.2S% . -. .., . 
Bdll-. 17$1 $223..91 8.84 11.20 27% $280.45 14Jl2 59% 25% $2950S 14..15 67% 5.21% ... ~-== eowm.. 12:.40 $124.47 8.20 8.22 0% $141.25 7.08 14% 14% $148.73 7M 20% 5.30S 

:!~• Bena 15.34 St87.52 7.87 8.38 9% $210.48 10.52 37% 26% $219.!il 11).98 43% ·~ n{• Ill -9 
Burleigh 16.54 $160.06 8.27 8.00 -3% $177.08 1.15 7% 11% $117.32 9.31 13% ~ - . -Ig Cass 44.92 $43868 22..E 2'1.93 -2% $533.11 26Ji6 19% 22'% -.,59 2:T.88 23% 3.84% 

- 0 Cevalar 25.36 $21!6.86 12.68 13.34 5% $353.05 17.85 29% 32% S38U5 18.33 45% aas,r. ,..a!i 
7• • (tiay 22.71 $2.49.83 11.38 12.48 10% $320.70 16.04 41% 29% $337..00 16.15 48% 5.ofta . -.... DMde 15.33 $172.16 7.87 Ut 12% S20U4 10.49 37% 22% $217..54 1Q.88 42% ~ -:r .. 

!il Dunn 11.15 $127.15 5.58 6.36 14% St31.98 6.80 1~,;, 4% $138.12 8.94 24% 5.1~ 
Eddy 19.07 $215.00 9.54 10.75 13% S23U5 11.83 24% 10% $M1.38 12.0'7 27% 2-005 
Eramal• 19.51 $186.51 9.76 8.33 -15% $200.28 10.01 3% 20% $215._47 1Q.77 10% 7.58% 1,~ FOllllr 27.10 $257.71 13.55 12.89 -G% $314..85 15.73 16"/4 22% $325.07 16.25 20% 3.311' 

•ii Golda,V_, 14.97 $133.87 7.49 U9 -11% $148..12 7.41 -1% 11% $153.C 7.JrT 2% 3.58% 
la!. GnnfFolb 35.05 $432.29 17.53 21.81 23% $483.2S 24.16 38<'/o, 12% $411.4 24.92 •a 3.1594 
i~ ... Grant 10.93 $137.-13 5.47 6.87 26% $1.C0.85 7.Ql 29°/e 2% $141.93 7.4'& 37% Uft.. 
-&I Griggs 23.86 $2.69.97 11.93 13.50 13% $317.58 15.111 33°/4. 18% $321.82 16.08 35% 1.2ft. ••O :=i Hltlnger 16.93 $168.45 8.47 8.32: ·2% $228.70 11.34 340/4; 36% $238.47 11.92 41% 5.1ft .& 

·!• lGdder 13..72 $156.48 8:.88 1112. 14% $175.15 8.76 28% 12% $184.63 9.23 35% 5.41% -.... - LaMoure 2821 $272.73 14.14 13.64 -4% $373.08 1U5 32% 37% $387.49 19.11 41% 6~ ~-- Logan 18.26 $174.46 8.13 an 7% $182.11 9.14 12% 5% $193.15 9.89 19% 8JM% 
__ j 
r:r .. , 

MdilN'tty 13.45 $186.21 8.73 8.31 23% $206.84 10-34 54% 24% $221.34 11J)7 64% 7.,01% ·1& ... .. Mclrbh 16.71 $181.63 8.36 9.3& 12% $188.75 9.44 13% 1% $201.00 10.0S 20% 6.4915 ::ri 0 McKenzie 13.47 $144$1 6.74 7.23 7% $152:.12 7.$1 13% 5% $151.43 1Si2 18% 4.15% :of MdMn 19.62 $185.45 9.81 921 -6% $284..78 13.24 35% 43% 1271M 13.98 43% 5JS2S ~--- .... 16.25 t:G.48 8.13 7,12 -12% $174.34 8.72 7% 22% $183.,M 9.17 13% 5.22'lt • .,..:s 
Morion 1521 $145.05 7.81 7.25 -5% $153.115 7.10 1% 6% S1U.'4 8.12 7% 5.Sfft _-:r_ 

o•:s ...... NIA $156.'48 NIA 7.112 NIA $195.15 9.18 NIA 25% $205.78 10.29 NIA S.45% -.-- (> $241.43 10.57 12.22 16%- $2116.45 14.77 40% 21% $300.46 15.02 42% 1..705 l,i Neiaarl 21.13 .. -.. OIMr 14.04 $154.27 7Jl2. 7_:71 10% $166.58 a.33 19% 8% $174-01 8.70 24% ·~ ~!i Fernbfna 32..CO $501.15 16.20 25Jl8 55% ... a.so 76% 14% ~ 29.112. 85% 4.971A -z, PIIP:le 17.JJT $190.77 8.84 9.54 8% $240.98 12.05 36% 26% $252.21 12.81 .43% --~ •• t:?: .. Ran-.y 25.0! $257.12 12.52 12.116 3% $291.19 14.80 17% 14% $291.11 14.90 19" 2.Q5'5 

~l• RallSOl'n 25.06 $316.41 12.53 15.82 26"/4 i38U2 19.08 52% 20% $400.II 20.03 60% ~UY. o.-~,!l • • 
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AV T&F TV 
COUNTY 1111 Bit llll 
~ 19.80 $208.50 9.90 
Rldllarld 36.13 141s.1a 18.0T 
Rdalllt 20..10 $219.32 10.05 
$agent 22.98 $290.85 11.49 
Sbmfdal, 13.74 $112.44 6.87 
Sbac 12.18 $113.38 8.08 
SilJP9 11.27 $136.00 5M 
Sllrk. 18.97 $1!i&.118 9.49 .. 30.85 $350.50 15.-13 
~ 24.31 $238.19 12.16 
T_,_ 20.o& $265.08 10.05 
Trail 41.84 $485.74 20.92 
Walsh 3TE2. $484.35 18.76 
Want 20.49 $204.!iO 10.25 
Weis 23.84 $24UJ9 11.92 
w... 16.36 $165.19 8.18 

SfA.1E 2:IJR 122:tM 10.S1 
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1V Y.CMnge T&F 
:1111 1NQ.JB1 .. 
10.43 5% SSU.42 
20.81 15% S527JIO 
10.97 9% S25U3 
14.54 27% $412.17 
8.82 25% $1Sll.74 
561 -1% $104.5( 
8.80 21% $193.2B 
7.84 -17% $1 ... 

17.53 14% $419.51 
11.91 -2% $28682 
13.25 32% $318.12 
24.29 16% 81.78 
24.22 29% $530..38 
10.23 0% $211S7.«J 
12.05 1% $30518 
8.28 1% $1&1.47 

11.17 6% .... 
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1V '% Change Y. Change T&F 
.. 1980-2002 1111:2992 .. 
1S.87 58% 50% $333.19 
a.<tO 46% 27% t&Sl.51 
13.21 31% 20% SU4.98 
20JSt 79% 42% SMT• 
I.II 45¾ 16% $2Gl.75 
5.23 -t4% -8% $109.5o 
1.18 45o/. 20% $17&."8 
9.35 -1% 19% S117.14 

20Jl8 36% 20% $'33. 
13.28 9% 12% S2n.G5 
15.91 58% 20% $328.75 
21.09 34% 16% $613.15 
28.52 41% 9% ~ 
13.31 30"/a. 31% $217.45 
15.29 28% 27% S3D8a 
9.07 11% 10% $183.7-t 

13.20 26% 18%. SZ1UI 
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1V %0Wlge T&FYQr 11 
.. 1W::i9R 2111--1SJIS en. 8.311' 
21.- 55% 5Jl8% 
13.15 37% 4.111' 
22.38 95% ua 
10.4' 52% 4.51% 
5.43 -11% 3.85'lt 
UIZ 58% 9.32% 
9.16 -4% 5.4ft. 

21.ea 41% """ 13.90 1~ ·~ 18.34 63% 2.71Yt 
21.88 37% 2..15" 
ZT.S/18 ~ 5.5ft. 
1-t..37 40% 7.47Y. 
15.G 30% 1.28% 

9.19 12% 1.25% 

1UZ 32% 5.0% 
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