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Minutes:

REP. AL CARLSON, CHAIRMAN, Opened the hearing and read the fiscal note,

REP, GIL HERBEL, DIST. 16, GRAETON, Introduced the bill at the request of the Walsh

and Pembina County Commissioners, This bill will cap ag land valuations at the 1999 level for
the next two years, This will give the Legislative Council an opportunity to study the valuation
from assessments of ag land for property tax purposes, There appears to be a number of
inequities in the formula that determine the property assessments, Property taxes have risen
dramatically and have an adverse effect on the already struggling farm economy. The testimony
you will hear, will indicate why we need the changes.

REP, DROVDAL 1 have a little concern about the small town business person. Sitting on main
street in a small town, your chances of failure are even greater then that of farming, When the

taxes go up, that small town business person, ot retired person in a small town, their taxes are
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going to go up because they will have to pay for the additional county services which they will be
providing, how can we justify this to those people?

REP, HERBEL I thought about that, Il you take a look at the way in which property

assessments are done on residential property, that is totally different then on the ag sector. There
is a little bit more control, in terms of what you can do there, in a residential arca, then what you

can do in the area of ag land,

REP, CARLSON There is some division at NDSU, | belteve, that determines the value?

REP. HERBEL Yes, that will be addressed by one of the commissionets.

REP, WINRICH Your bill also calls {or a legislative council study, why do we need to cap the

1999 taxes in order to do this study? And also, is it possible that some of the information you are
looking for in the study, is in the study that the Tax Commissioner indicated is coming from the
printers?

REP, HERBEL [ brought this to the legislative council, and it was their opinion that there
should be a study done so that they can correct the inequities.

REP, CARLSON Going back to the full and true value of that parcel to year 1999, the 2000
taxes are already assessed and payble in 2001, isn’t this going to be a bookkeeping nightmare?
KREDP, HERBEL We have someone here that will address that issue,

REP, DAYE MONSON, DIST, 10, Testified in support of the bill also at the request of his
county commissioners,

RE., DROVDAL If this bill passes, we will restrict it to no more than the true and full value of’

land in 1999, that is not restricting 1t so that the value will go down below the 1999 Jevel?

REP, MONSON It looks to me like it {s a f¥ecze,
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REP. HERBEL Answered, that he had asked that question of the legislative council, and that is

why it states to cap it, rather than freeze it 1 it was froze, it would have to stay there, if it is
capped, it can go down, it just can’t go higher.

SEN. HARVEY TALLACKSON, DIST. 16 Testified in support of the bill. Stated he thought

it was reasonable to put a cap on it and study it during the interim,

MAC HALCROW, FARMER AND COUNTY COMMISSIONER, PEMBINA COUNTY,

Testified in support of the bill. Submitted a handout relating to taxable valuation increases since
1980, and flaws in the computation, Gave reasons as to why there are problems with the
computation of the evaluation, Sce attached handout, He stated Pembina County has the highest
taxation of land in North Dakota, It has gone up forty nine percent since 1980, The taxes levied
on that land, has gone up one hundred fifty two percent. Walsh County also falls in this category.
Some of the land in this area has gone under fifteen floods,

He stated he had conversations with the tax commissioner, who basically admitted, there are

flaws.

REP, CARLSON What is the budget status in your county today, are you running a surplus,
have you lowered your mill levies over the years because of the increased evaluation?

MAC HALCROW We run & small surplus last year and have been decreasing mills,

One of the things you have to understand is, there are certain things in a county which you cannot
monitarily control. For instance, state tax, you can't budget for it, you don't know what is

coming. One year it will be twenty five thousand, the next year it will be two hundred thousand.

In my county, we have about ninety five to one hundred mills. There are only twenty five of

those mills, which the county commissioner has anything to do with.
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REP, CARLSON You have local control over your mill levy, so do all of those taxing districts,

Those controls are not coming from here. As the valuation is going up, you have lowered the
g gomng

mills?

MAC HALCROW We cannot control the mill that goes to UND medical school and not the

thirty two mill deduct. We also can’t control the mills the citizens bave voted in, which is a

significant amount.

REP, CARLSON My point is, those mills are voted in focally, the mill deduct is voted on here,

I have mixed feclings about this, the systeny might be fluwed on how they value your land, but on
the other hand, a bill could freeze this at a given level, but you have the authority to determine

what the mills will be charged at home,

MAC HALCROW We don't have all ol that authority, we only deal with twenty five percent of

the mills,

REPR, SCHMIDT Two sessions ago, | was on a study committee and the agricultural valuation

is bused by NDSU, and the culprit, we found oul, is capitalization. The lower the capitalization

rate goes, the higher the farm land is.

MAC HALCROW The other culprit is, this planted acre business, and those not planted at all,

REP, NICHOLAS Are they not including that land even when you get payments for it?

MAC HALCROW Stated no, they did not,

REP, NICHOLAS Guve examples of valuation of land.
BILL GORDER, FARMER AND WALSH COUNTY COMMISSIOMER, Testified in

support of the bill. See attached written testimony and handouts relating to property taxes.

evaluations and levies.
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REP, DROVDAL A part of county taxes go to services which huve nothing to do with the city.

If you are from a small community like I am, you are freezing the evaluation in the rural arcas.
but you are not doing anything with the city taxes. The city people’s taxes ontinue (o go up,
with the flawed formula we have in North Dakota, they not only pay for the city services, they
also pay for the rural services which they don't get. What you are doing, in effect, is shilting
those rural taxes from the rural person who is suffering, to a city person who is suffering. How
can we say this is fair?

BILL GORDER 1 cannot disagree with that, Very possibly. in time to come, we will have to

have a cap on residential oo,

REP. DROVDAL If we are going o put a cap on the rural we need to put a cap on the city, but

then we haven’t done anything because then the mill fevy will go just as if we have the appraisal
20 up.

BILL GORDER Inmy areg, the vast amount of faxes are coming fronagriculture, On my
farm land, seventy percent of my tax moncy goes 1o schools, On my residence in Grafton, fifty
eight percent goes to the schools, We will have to look at the overall tax structure in North
Dakota.

REP, CARLSON What is the price of furm land in your area, is it selling for more or less per
acre?

BILL GORDER My son just bought u quarter of land, and I told him he was foolish. | said put
your money in C D’s, My oldest son is forty five and he is farming family land. He paid seven
hundred and eighty dollars per acre for good land along Highway 81, excellent sugar beet land, |

would soy land values are down in my area,
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SEN, TOM TRENBEATH, PEMBINA COUNTY, Testified in support of the bill. He stated

from personal experience, he sold a quarter section of my own ground in the spring of 1997,
roughly comparable to what Mr. Gorder was talking about. It used to be twelve hundred dollars
per acre land, and now we are talking seven hundred dollars per acre.

RICH FLANDERS, CAVALIER COUNTY COMMISSIONER, Testified in support of the

bill. He questions the accuracy of the current formula to assess ag land values for taxation
purposes. Ag land taxation values in Cavalier County in 1992 were one hundred ninety four
dollars and fifty one cents per acre. In 2001, the recommended value is three hundred thirty five
dollars and thirty two cents per acre. [n nine years, the valuation has increased by seventy two
percent, | can positively assure you that my farn’s profits have not inercased by seventy two
percent. In fact, my farm income in 1992, was undoubtedly higher than the year 2000, There
should be a strong correlation between ag land profits, producing potential and ag land value for
taxation purposes. The current formula does not assess farm land’s profits or loss potential, In
Cavalier County, our tax base is seventy five to eighty percent ag property. When primary and
secondary education budgets need additional funding, ag land property owners really get hit hard,
This bill is a reasonable request. Personally, 1 feel un increase in North Dakota's state income
tax, would be the most equitable way to do that, Property tax has no cortel.tion to income

whatsoever, 1 don’t necessarily feel we should scrap the present system, but we need to overhaul

it,
ARYID WINKLER, CUBA TOWNSIHIP ASSESSOR,. Submitied written testimony. See

attached copy.
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DOROTHY ROBINSON, PEMBINA COUNTY AUDITOR, Testified in support of the bilt,

She submitted a handout relating to the comparison of sales ratio. This is on ag land from 1995
to 1999, This is an indicator to you of how we fee! the current formula has flaws in it. She
showed how the different counties in the arca with the same kind of ag land, had different
evaluations. She submitied a handout which was a worksheet for tax years beginning with 1999,
Sce attached copy.

REP, CARLSON Asked what a mill would have raised in her county in 1999,

DOROTHY ROBINSON $26,670, today it would be $27,223.28. When you have set mills,

such as one mill for the statc medical center, and residents of Pembina County have set X amount
of mills for ambulance or a library, those feed that increase. ‘That increase is passed on 1o
taxpayers. That is what happens when we are at our max. We get the same amount of dollars,
but our mill levy comes down, It is a false statement to say, if you increase your value you will
get more dollars, If you are over the max, that happens. In that infamous red book from the tax

department, 1 believe thete are only four or five counties which are not over the maximum,

REP, WINRICH Would you explain what the sales ratio is?
DOROTHY ROBINSON The sales ratio is, the ratio of what it sold for compared to what it is

assessed at.

REP, JOYCE KINGSBURY, IMST. 16, Testified in support of the bill. Agreed with what

everyone else said.

BRIAN KRAMER. NORTH DAKOTA FARM BUREAU, Testified in opposition of the bill.

This bill comes from a frustration of property taxes. We are certainly supportive of fowering

property taxes but we can't support a whole modification of property evaluation forms, There
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are two aspects 1o the amount of money that is raised by property taxes. One is the evaluation
formula and the other is the mills applied to those. Budgets of the various political subdivisions.
raise those taxes. It isn’t the property evaluation. The property evaluation merely determines the
number of mills required to meet those expenses. When evaluations increase, the corresponding
lowering of the mills should occur, When local property taxes are increasing, then local budgets
must be scrutinized. [f there is a need for increased mills, take it o the vote of the people, The
formula works to determine the productive value of the property, it doesn’t set the taxes, Capping

the evaluation, will not neeessarily cap the property taxes, that is where we have our concern,

REP, HERBEIL, You are saying then, that the formula, the way it is now. is working well?

BRIAN KRAMER [ feel it works as well as it possibly can. There are a lot of problems with

property taxes and property evaluations in the whole gammit, [ think we have a system that
works as well as any in the country, We talked to many other states regarding property tases, and
we talked about our evaluation formula and they are chvious.

RER, DROVDAL TQ REP, HERBEL Is the language in here “true and full value™ correct?

REP, HERBEL When I talked to John Walstad, and told him what we are looking at, this is the

language he came up with.

With no further testimony, the hearing was closed.
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COMMITTEE ACTION 2-06-01, TAPE #2, side A, Meter #1350

REP. RENNER Made a motion to amend the bill by eliminating Scction | and Section 3, and

have a legislative council study this issue,

REP. DROVDAL Seccond the motion.

REP. HERBEL Did not agree with the amendments because of what it will do to the evaluation

of the property in his area. He felt a cap should be put on.

REP, BRANDENBURG suggested that possibly the inundated fands should be included,

After a lengthy discussion, committee members felt they would like to discuss this with John
Walstad of the Legislative Council in regard to drafting a study regarding this issuc,

Motion to adopt the amendments was withdrawn,
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COMMITTEE ACTION  2-7-01, Tape #1, Side B, Mcter # 4505

REP,. CLARK Made a motion fora DO NOT PASS

REP. GROSZ  Sccond the motion, MOTION CARRIED

10 YES 5 NO 0 ABSENT

REP, CLARK  Was given the floor assignment,




FISCAL NOTE

Requested by Legislative Council
01/2212001

Bill/Resolution No.: HB 1362

Amendment to:

1A. State fiscal effect: Jdentify the state liscal effect and the fiscal effect on agency appropriations
compared to funding levels and appropriations anticipated under current law.

F 1999-2001 Biennium 2001-2003 Biennium 2003-2008 Biennium ]

General Fund| Other Funds General Fund| Other Funds |{General Fund[ Other Funds ]
Reventues [ et ]
Expenditures R -— : *«[ ]
fpproprlations o R N R ]

1B. County, city, and school district fiscal effect: /Jdentify the fiscal effect on the appropriate political

subdivision,
1999-20071 Biennium |7 20012003 Biennium [ 2003-2006 Biennium
School | o School | | [ School
Countles Citles Districts | Counties Citles Districts | Counties Cities ’ Districts
“ U A O U IS SRS

2. Narrative: /ldentily the aspects of the measure which cause liscal isnpact and include any conments

refevant to your analysis,

HIB 1362, i enacted, will limit the value of agricultural property to 1999 levels, which may result in g
reduction of' the taxable value of agricultural Tand, White HB 1362 could decrcase the value ot taxahle
property of counties, cities, and school districts, it does not mandate a decrease in property taxes, Any
change in revenues will be the vesutt of decisions as to the level at which local government serviees will be
funded, and not as a result of the passage of HB 1362, This bill alone causes no fiscal elfect to the counties,
¢ities, or school distriets, ‘There will be an indeterminable decrease in the property tax revenue for the
one-mill state medicat center Jevy.,

3. State fiscal effect detail: For information shown uler state liscal effect in 1A, please:
A. Ravenues: Explain reventie amounts. Provide detad, when appropriate, for each revenue type
and fund atfected and .y amounts inchided in the executive budget.

B. Expenditures: Explain the expenditure amounts.  Provide detail, when appropriate, for each
agency, line item, and fund affected and the number of FTE positions affected.

C. Appropriations: Explain the appropriation amounts.  Pravide detail, when oppropriate, of the offect
on the biennial appropriation for each agency and fund affected and any amounts included in the
exgoutive budget. Indicate the refationship between the amounts shown for expenditures and

appropriations.
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Kathryn L. Strombeck

Agency: Tax Department

Phone Number!

328-3402

Date Prepared: 01/29/2001
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Date: J"Q"”

Roll Call Vote #: /

2001 HOUSE STANDING COMMITTEE ROLL CALL VOTES
BILL/RESOLUTION NO. 48 134

House FINANCE & TAXATION Committee

Subcommitiee on
or
Conference Committee

Legislative Council Amendment Number

Action Taken DQ ND+ p@ﬁ

Motion Made By &42 ‘I ',(M K Seconded By M‘j‘?f

No Yes | No

Representatives

-
3

Representatives

CARLSON, AL, CHAIRMAN v NICHOLAS, EUGENE
DROVDAL, DAVID,V-CHAIR | ¥ RENNER, DENNIS
BRANDENBURG, MICHAEL r RENNERFELDT, EARL

CLARK, BYRON v SCHMIDT, ARLO

GROSZ, MICHAEL vV | WIKENHEISER, RAY v
HERBEL, GIL " | WINRICH, LONNY v
KELSH, SCOT v

KROEBER, JOE v

LLOYD, EDWARD v

Total (Yes) j_o No 5

P~

Absent

Floor Assignment 4 : L

If the vote is on an amendment, briefly indicate intent:




REPORT OF STANDING COMMITTEE (410) Module No: HR-22-2646

February 7, 2001 4:31 p.m. Carrier: Clark
Insert LC:. Title: .

REPORT OF STANDING COMMITTEE

. HB 1362: Finance and Taxation Committee (Rep. Carison, Chairman) recommends DO
NOT PASS (10 YEAS, 5 NAYS, 0 ABSENT AND NOT VOTING). HB 1362 was placed

on the Eleventh order on the calendar.

(2) DESK, (3) COMM Page No. 1 HR-22.2046
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HB 1362
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® Pembina County has the highest valued Ag-Land in North Dakota
& Ag-1.and valuations have increased over 49% since 1980
® Taxes levied on Ag-Land have risen 152% since 1980

w Comparison of other counties Ag-Land valuaticns and the taxes levied
on that land

w Everyone knows about the falling Ag prices, Luge amount of forced
auction sales, disease in the cereal grawns, weather related disasters, etc.
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Computatior for Ag-Land Valuations

DRI L T

w The formula used for computing Ag-Land valuations is flawed.
This formula is basically completed by taking the acres planted
into each crop multiplied by the average yield in the county
multiplied times a regional price, times capitalization (average
lending rates at the Ag banks in North Dakota).

= This regional price arrangement is arrived at by adding the
prices of all North Dakota reporting elevators and then dividing
by the total number of those elevators.

= Potatos and sugar beets are even more complex




 Flaws in Computation

R

= Figures arrived at are gross figures and not net

m Planted acres only are used
- Non-planted acres treated as non-existent
- Non-harvested acres not accounted for (1993, 1994, 2000)

- Computation does not take into account BTU days, plant
days, etc.

w Regional price of ND unfair to many, not only the NE part of
the state. Each farmer in Pembina County knows it costs 25
cents per bushel to ship grains to Fargo. Railway line charges
are different, markets are different, shipments are different, etc.

= Another concern is why does the State care whether the county
raises valuations. Only one mill goes to the State (UND
Medical School) while the rest remains in the County.
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m Can you imagine the human cry if sales and income tax had
risen 152% or 185%. Why are we doing this?

= Our farmers need protection. We have seen enough
baakruptcies and forced liquidations. Please help us to stop

this inequity and restore fairness to North Dakota Agriculture
i Pembina County.
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HOUSE BILL 1362

Unpaid Taxes:  Walsh County
1996 -  93,237.8]

1997 - 181,080.99
1998 - 247,055.83
1999 - 1,291,748.73 = total 4 years

Total taxes levied these 4 years: $34%,900,000
3,4% of taxes not paid

1/29/2001

State Trends: pages 74, 76, 77 of the Red Book from State Tax Department.
There is no question in my mind that we need a cap on agricultural land. The
people in my area are struggling. Your “yes” vote on this bill contains a cap for
two years and a study to work the formula, which determines land values.

Your consideration is much appreciated.

Thanks,

Bill Gorder
Walsh County Commissioner




"General and Special Property Taxes by Taxing Districts
Payabie in 1990 « 2000

Miillons of Dollars
280

260
240
220
200
180
160
140
’ 120

J00 "
80 m""es ...............................................
S
D e v
gy fome&Mise .

0

r)f;nr Payable | 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1496 1997 1998 1999 2000
Schools 165 176 182 194 205 218 230 242 255 262 274
Cltles 100 101 100 99 98 100 01 106 i10 14 121

Counties 82 85 88 9| 95 01 104 108 113 1i S 119

State & Misc.| 16 14 17 18 19 19 20 21 22 23 24

SOURCE: North Dakota Office of State Tax Comnussioner, Property Tax Division, "Property Valuations and Property Taxes Levied in North

Dakota, *
Fercent of Properly Taxes 20% - Townships 2,1% - Miscellaneous DistrictsV
by Taxing District $10,515,763\ $11,241,763
Levied In 1999 - Payable In 2000
GRAND TOTAL - $536,713,609
A R
il g

M Garrison Diversion Conservancy District, rural fire protection districts, SRRRING 2720 Ot 24 b
horpital diatrict, soll conservation districts, rural ambulence districts, VTR RA R »
recreation service districts, Southwesl Water Authority and all speclal oL L Countles
asiessments for rura) districts, ‘ ‘ i $119,047,025

@ Including clty park districs, speclal assessments, and tax increments, .

O Ircluding county park districts, county library, county alrport, water
mianagement districts, vector control, unorganized townships and board

of county parks, - R
W (Cunstitutional one mill lsvy for medical center at the University of T
North Dakota,
SOURCE:  North Dakota Office of State Tax Commissioner, Property '
Tax Division, * 1999 Property Valuations and Property Taxes 0.2% - State of North Dakota'
Levied in North Dakota.” $1,262,968
- 74 u Awgust 2000
Notsh Datokt Offiee of Saae Tas Commissioner




Mill Rate
500

400

300

200

100

|‘ Statewide Average Mill Rates - For Taxes Payable in 1860-2000 l

e - e
! 1 i | 1 | i L 1 J
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Year Average
Peyshie Mill Rate
1990 332,72
1991 1 339.48
1992 388,48
1993 372.54
1994 382 84
1995 J8Y.14
1996 394.73
1997 184.04
1998 189.32
1999 39074
2000 394,10

l Statewide Property Taxable Valuations - For Taxes Payable in 1990-2000 I
Milllons of Dollars

1400

1200

1000

800

600

400

200

Year Taxable
. Payable Valye
1990 959,683,146
/ 1991 987,661,303
— T 1992 943,865,654
1993 944,768,282
1994 960,176,210
1995 997,007,697
1996 1,034,523,718
1997 1,107,855,644
1998 1,149,656,119
1999 1,190,563,319
| | | | 1 L | 1 2000 1,233,682,014
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

l Ad Valorem Property Taxes Levied - For Taxes Payable in 1920-2000 I
Millions of Dollars

600 [~ Year T
| Pavable Taxes
500 1990 309,709,406
/ 199 325,074,648
400 1992 313,500,501
1993 351,968,176
300 1994 367,598,089
1998 387,979,413
200 1996 408,353,215
1997 427,677,147
100 1998 447,582,274
1999 465,203,196
0 ! ] { | L L ! J I 2000 486,194,264
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
-76 - N oo Office of S Tat Commissicmer




True and Full Value by Classificaticn
For Taxes Payable in 1880 - 2000

Billions of Dollars

10
P, Agricultural
8 .
\ ) ] .
Residentia)
e ausmnanannt gl )
6
Commercial
4 — . e i
2
Year Payeble | 1990 1991 | 1992 1993 __]. . 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 | 2000
| Agriculural | 8.217 8.070 | 7.712 2.600 ) 7.612 | 7.73) | 7.983 | 8729 | 8998 | 9.324 1 9,329
Residential | 6.187 6.251 | 6.289 6389 | 6.625 | 7.041 | 7.610 | 8475 | 8.645 | 9.223 | 9.840 |
Crmmercial | 4,028 4,083 | 4.082 4163 | 4.246 | 4349 | 4.602 | 4768 | 4928 | 5225 | 5.483

Explanation of Terms and Trends

Lyalue, For residential and commercial property
“truc and ful) value" is the local assessor's estimate of the market
value of the property. For agricultural property, true and full value is
based on agricultural production and is typically Jess than its market
value or selling price.

Effective Rates, An annual sales ratio study measures how close
“true and full values* are to actual selling prices for property. The
results may be used to calculate an effective lax rate for each classi-
fication, The effective sale ig the total tax divided by the total
Indicated selling price (see table on page 78).

Treads, During the first three years of the past 11 years, mill rates
were increasing while lotal taxable valuations were declining slighly
(sce preceding page). More recently, the stalewide average mill rate
is tending to level off while values are Increasing. The table above
shows how the total true and full value for cach classification has
begun to increase ul an accelerating pace, Cumrent economic condi.
tions point towards further increases in true and full values. Agricut.
ture values tend tovgo up when production and commodity prices are
Increasing, Other property values tend to go up when employment Is
high. Another factor is that total values of residential and commer-
clal property include a slightly rising number of properties. The
number of acres classified as agricultural land is down very slightly.

Charts in this section show statewide data. Please note that values
and taxes for indlvidual properties will depend on local economic
conditions and other factors. The table above includes values for
taxes payable in 2000,

Angust 2000
Norsh Dakoia Offce of Staie Tex Comemissionts

.77
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Taxing Districl

12,
13

4,
'50
16,
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county of Pembive

Maximum Lovy Workshoof - For Tax Years Beginning With 1999

County fund General Tax Year N_-Z.(_l(m)gm.

Taxes levied In the last thrco years (inal levy from Maximum Lovy Worksheets):
a dast year $_640,000,00 , b.iwo ycars ago $ _620,000.00, ¢, three ycars age $ 600,000, 00

Base year vaxes Jevied (item In, 1b, or Ie, whichover Is greatest) e $ 040,000, 00

-

Temporary increased or excess levies in clfect for the base year bul now expired v $

Basc year taxcs cxcluding cxpired lovies (finc 2 minus 06 3) e evvnmmeanimmnimesmnnn & 040,000, 00

Base year taxable value of taxabls snd exempl propery i $ 20,450, 000,

3¢ (he laxamc

Caleolated mill rate for'taxes levied i the base year (line 4 divided , value lor the
()y |i"c 5) I N R R T R L N T R K T Y N R NI RN R NN TI N R AN NNT]) 2(‘ * 2()— ycl"’ “'?'cc'c(‘

! n orop—y
Taxable value of taxable and excmpt property which was in the taxing .
district in the base year and is not in the Currenl Year wusimsssminnmen$ 2500
Adjustment for properly no longer in the taxing district (Hno 6 times line 7) wvovnniivnnenend __(60,50)
Taxable valuc of taxable and excmpl property which was nol in the
lﬂx‘nu (’iﬁ'ric‘ h' .hc "nsc ycnr llNOINHIOIOIIOIIlIvlHN“IIO'"N“H.Q!"‘II""llll!'nlnlls 1000

24, 2)

Adjustment for property added to the taxing district since the base year (line 6 tines line 9) ...
639,963,770

A(’j“&‘c(' b“&c yc“r lcvy (Ii"c " ",‘""5 llno 8 plus lino '0) ".0“00'0"l.i'll‘.!'l'llllllbll."'Il’.ll..ll..llll‘.'lis

Curr‘:n‘ yC“f mKnl)[c Vo'llllc unuluonnunonHuunluutlulnullu“ufluu.u‘ulunuus 27 1) 200 1) 000 d

—— s

New, increased, or excess levies in mills authorized by the legislature

Of ‘hc ClCC‘OfS FOEI T eSO I RPN DI PR e NN BN NI une s afiisEvaossroNisadisartstitiqremtdibatrney

—

New, increascd or excess levies (line 12 times ling 13) voviinnasnnnnn $
639,963,700

Basc year levy plus increased levies (line |1 plus G 14) srvsunescmmmsssmmssssismssrssnssminissens$

Maximum mills otherwise provided by law including increased or
excend Jevics approved by INE VOLEES wureviiniimersmassinsmesssmmessissionis 23.00

625,600.00

Maximum levy otherwise provided by law (line 12 times 1ing 16) v

Allowable total maximum levy (line 15 or line 17, whichever Is greater) v,
650,000, 00

$
$  639,963.70
Levy certificd by the taxing district l'gr the curent ycar.....$
$

639,963.70

l‘i"nl 'cvy (lil'c ‘8 or ‘i"’c.l' 9.‘&"‘ilcticvcr ‘s !css) SRR PO P a0 iaonr b on g R ot s it addtetne s e ueat It poIbasadEny
23.53 mtlls

Final mill rate (fine 20 divided by Hne 12) vocmsnmmmssimssion

2746 (Revived V9




Instructions For Maximum Levy Warksheet
For 'Tax Yenrs Deglnning With 1999

Thix worksheet can b ozed to cadeadiote e mx i dollars that can bo Juvied for s given fand in o glven tasing, distrint,
One waorkshect shonld bz compleicd for the gencrat fund of cach taing district and for ¢ach special finnd of cach taaing

distric,

Vollowing wre imstiuctions lor specific line monbers,

Lo Emer the dolfar anioont of taxes actually levied for this fund shawa as the Fhnal Levy on the Maximam Luvy
Warksdicet for cach of the yeirs shown,

The “baase year™ is the lax year willy the bighest amount levied in doltars in property taxes, of e three lax years
Immcdintely precesing,

e thes dotlr isnonnt of any temporary incrensed or excess levy that wis b effeet for the base year but is not in
elfeet Tor W conaent year, Stnt with the dollie smount of the increased or excess levy as approved by the volen
s apply any percentape inereases it were achded as anthorized by the legistne,

The total taxable vidue af and taxahle and exempt® propesty for the base yeur, including locally assessed real
property and stie assessed vdlvond and wility property, Use the same base year as line 2,

"The catenlted il vt Tor the base year is the dollars of taxes Jevied divided by the sum of the taxable value of
the propenty satyect o tax plus the tixable value of exempt® property,

Vinter the taanbie value ol laxabie nid exempt® praperty that was existing in the base year but is no tonper e’ s
ing in the vaxing disteictin the coment year, Lxamples of reasons why the propenty no longer existy inthe
district inchude the follwwing: destivction of propeity, demolition, removal of structures or impravements, loss by
annexation o anather disteict, Do not incliude any change in value cansed by reassessment, change in elssifica.
tion, change in valie mde by any boasd of cqualization, or foss in value caused by taxable property becoming;

cxenm,*

Enter the taxable vitlue of taxable and exempt® property that has been added to the taxing district since the base
year, Examples of propery added include: new construction and propesty added by annexation, Do not include
any ehange in value causcd by reassessiment, change in classification, change in value made by any bowd of
cytlization, o increase m valee caused by exempt® properly becoming taxable,

Hanter any Incicased, adiditional, vr excess mill tevy awthorized by the legislature or the voters thin is effective for

he st time in corrent year,

1,

16, Hnter the maximum mill levy otherwise authurized by faw for the current year, including any increased or exeens
mill Jevies approved by the voters,

19, “The amonnt i dollins centilicd by the taxing district 1o be levied in the current year for this fuid,

ixempt property means: propety cxempted from Gaxation as siew or expanding, businesses under North Dakota
Cemtury Cude ch, 4057, 1, impravements (o property under N.D.C.C. ch, $7-02.2; or buitdings belonging, to institu-
tions of public charity (subsection 8,) new single-family residential (sehscction 38) or townhouse or condominitm
propeyy (subscetion 36,) property usce for carly childhood services (subscetion 37,) or pollution shatcment improve.

ments (sehsection 38 nder NDLCLCL§ $7-02-08, )
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Subjects Tertimeny HB 1362 Lim Ag Prop Tax Sl & / S
Dates Tue, 30 Jan 2001 06:55:27 -0600 AT E '
From: Arvid Winkler <awinkler@valleycity.net> )

. Tot acarlson@state.nd.us

Chairman Carlaon,
I will be unable to testify today regarding HB 1362, ] object to

section 1 and section 3 of the bill,

I have peen the elected Cuba Township Assessor, in Barnes County,
since 1977. I have & B8 {in Civil Engineering from NDEU,

In the 1999 session I did testify, on the Senate side, for a bill
which introduced the Cost of Production Factor into the calculations,
'"he choice to use 30 percent of gross revenues as going to the landlord
is a political one, Parhaps a legislative council study may now find

that some other number is more applicable,

Thup far the assessors have not organived as a group. But it is
getting closer, It is getting tiring to deal with some biennial
emergecy in property taxes., You will note this is yet another bill

beginning after December 31, 2000,

Property tax is different from income tax. Assessors are to assess
for the 2001 year aes of February 1, 2001. The books are to be prepared
by the end of Marcsh for equalization meetings the second Monday in
April. With these emergency measures, we end up doing our books twica,
Because of time lines, some things basically end up being illegal,

It uppears that some people testifying for these bllls arae not even
ware of the current laws reyarding the Febraury first assessment date,

Thank you for your consideration in this matter. I realize that
his is not three hole punched and that you may not even consider it as

testimony.

Arvid Winkler

12217 40 8t BE

valley City, ND 58072-9575
845-0608
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