
HOUSE No. 2

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
LEVERETT SALTONSTALL BUILDING, GOVERNMENT CENTER

100 CAMBRIDGE STREET, BOSTON 02202, OCTOBER 24, 1974.

The Honorable John F. X. Davoren, Secretary of State,
State House, Boston, Massachusetts 02133

Dear Mr. Secretary: In accordance with the provisions of
Section 33 of Chapter 30 of the General Laws as amended,
recommendations for legislation are submitted herewith, together
with a draft of the bills embodying the legislation recommended.
The forms thereof have been approved by the House Counsel.

Very truly yours,

NATHAN CHANDLER
Commissioner
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RECOMMENDATIONS.

1. AN act partially restricting the power of eminent domain
WITH RESPECT TO CERTAIN LANDS USED FOR AGRICULTURE OR

FARMING.

Agricultural land should be avoided if at all possible when there is
a taking by eminent domain. This should apply to lands currently ii.
use as well as potential agricultural lands. The Department of Public
Works which has taken agricultural lands in the course of their road
construction program has indicated that they are willing to
cooperate with us in our efforts to protect the most valuable
resource we have.

This bill provides that where agricultural land is taken by eminent
domain the farmer, if he so desires, will be compensated by the
taking agency in that he will be offered comparable land of equal
acreage and capability.

The present law has not been very effective. The taking agency is
merely requested to hold a hearing at which a farmer may point out
that there is other than agricultural land available, but the agency is
not bound by any evidence that is brought out in the hearing. In
addition, state agencies such as the Department of Public Works,
are not covered under the law.

Our farm lands are being destroyed. This bill is a means to slow
down destruction. Every day that goes by makes it clearer that loss
of agricultural land is a luxury that Massachusetts consumers can ill
afford.

AN ACT PROVIDING FOR RECIPROCAL AGREEMENTS BETWEEN STATES
FOR THE INSPECTION OF MILK AND FOR THE ADOPTION OF
STANDARDS OF IDENTITY AND LABELING REQUIREMENTS

Under the present law Massachusetts inspectors are the only ones
authorized to inspect dairy farms outside of Massachusetts for the
purpose of issuing or renewing Certificates of Registration which
entitle the dairy farm to ship milk into the markets of the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts. Each year it becomes more
difficult and expensive to cover the wide geographic territory from
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which our milk supply originates. The proposed legislation would
allow the Director of the Division of Dairying to accept inspection
reports of other state regulatory agencies, provided these other
states meet our standards and provided further that these other
states accept our inspection reports with regard to inspections made
on Massachusetts dairy farms.

For the first time in history the Federal Government has
established standards and labeling requirements for milk and milk
products that move in interstate commerce. The majority of fluid
milk pasteurization plants in Massachusetts and New England do
ship some of their products across state lines and are thus obliged to
comply with these federal requirements. For the most part standards
for milk and cream in Massachusetts are established by regulation.
There are some differences between the federal requirements and
Massachusetts requirements. The proposed legislation would abolish
the present Massachusetts standards and labeling requirements and
adopt the federal in total. This would facilitate the free flow of
packaged milk across state lines and thus hold down costs to the
dairy industry and ultimately consumers.

3. AN ACT RELATIVE TO REIMBURSEMENT TO INSPECTORS OF ANIMALS.

Section 17 of chapter 129 of the General Laws calls for a
reimbursement by the Commonwealth of one-half the compensation
paid by any town to its animal inspector. This reimbursement is
only available to towns having a valuation of less than two and one-
half million dollars. We are recommending that this provision be
deleted for the following reasons:

1. The reimbursement to towns for this purpose appears to have
no affect on the town-state program of animal inspection.

2. The number of towns eligible to receive this aid is declining.
There were one hundred and twenty-two in 1962. This number was
nearly halved by 1973, with sixty-seven still on the list. Seven of
these eligible towns did not bother to file a claim in 1973. It the
equalized valuations of cities and towns as developed by the
Department of Corporations and Taxation were used as a basis for
distribution, only six towns would receive money.
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3. The reimbursements are very small. All but three are in the

range of $5.00 to $50.00. The cost of paper work involved in
distributing this aid would seem to greatly outweigh the value to the
animal inspection program.

4. AN ACT FURTHER REGULATING THE SALE OF AGRICULTURAL AND

OTHER SEEDS.

The Massachusetts seed law was redrafted in 1959. Since that time
there have been many changes in the seed industry, making it
possible to market better quality seeds. One change is in the
packaging of seeds. Certain kinds are now marketed in hermetically
sealed containers. This has resulted in a longer shelf life, and seeds
so packaged, should be allowed an extended selling period.

In order to standardize the marketing, we feel it necessary to
adopt definitions for certain terms as defined in the “Rules for
Testing Seeds” as published by the Association of Official Seed
Analyst, and to require variety names of all agricultural seeds which
are known and commonly accepted.

Because we are rewriting the law, we also feel it advisable to insert
the new law in chapter 128 along with our other agricultural laws.

5. AN ACT RELATIVE TO THE BASIS FOR THE ANNUAL ASSESSMENT FOR

THE NORFOLK COUNTY MOSQUITO CONTROL PROJECT.

The mosquito control projects throughout the Commonwealth
assess the cities and towns within the projects on formulas that the
commissioners in said projects feel are most equitable, but in some
instances the most equitable formulas still have inequities in them.
Therefore, the Norfolk County Mosquito Control Project has come
up with a formula that is somewhat different than any we have had
before.

They are basing their assessments to the towns, under this
formula, on one-quarter tvaluation and three-quarters area, or three-
quarters valuation and one-quarter area, whichever is the lesser
amount for each town. They feel that this is of equitable formula
and the Reclamation Board agrees with them.
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6. AN ACT AUTHORIZING THE COMMISSIONER OF AGRICULTURE TO
ESTABLISH RULES FOR THE PAYMENT OF RENT FOR FARM LAND.

An agricultural land use bill was passed in the 1974 session of the
legislature. There is some question as to whether or not the
department has the authority to charge rentals on farm land that
they hope to have under their jurisdiction. This bill will authorize
the commissioner to make rules and regulations for such payment.

4
AN ACT RELATIVE TO THE DISPOSITION OF RECEIPTS PAID INTO THE

COMMONWEALTH BY LICENSEES CONDUCTING RACING MEETINGS.

Under the present law the receipts paid by licensees conducting
racing meetings in connection with state or county fairs is paid to
the Agricultural Purposes Fund. However, there is a provision in
the law which credits an amount equal to two percent of the total
amount wagered to the General Fund. This bill would take out that
proviso so that all of the money paid by such licensees shall be
credited to the Agricultural Purposes Fund. The two percent figure
amounts to approximately $500,000. That along with the $1,600,000
which was paid to the fund last year would amount to a figure of
$2,100,000. The total budget of the Department of Agriculture
amounts to approximately $1,700,000.

Some of the money that is credited to the Agricultural Purposes
Fund is spent outside of the department, such as scholarships at the
University of Massachusetts and administrative costs for the State
Racing Commission.

If we had $2,100,000 in the fund, we would be a self sustaining
department and money for outside departments would still be
available.
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