


TABLE 4
v . FARM USE LAND ASSESSMENT-

FY 82 PROGRAM SUMMARY BREAKDOWN NUMBER OF NUMBER OF FULL AND TRUE TOTAL DEFERRED TOTAL"DEFERRED
MUNICIPALITY . - APPLICANTS ACRES LAND VALUE VALUE . TAX
ANCHORAGE, MUNICIPALITY OF- 5 } 124 .31 $ 2,607,800 $ 1,802,088 $ 13,364.58
FAIRBANKS NORTH STAR BOROUGH 17 2,839.48, 2,965,125 2,517,950 $ 14,144.82
HAINES BOROUGH 1 14.09 54,250 40,650 $ 234.72
KENm I peninsula borough 18 3,790.24 5,415,250 3,239,350 $ 13,072.78
KODIAK 1SLAND BOROUGH 2 324 .44 107,079 85,662 *$ 471.13
MATANUSKA-SUSITNA BOROUGH _72 12,104.43, 18,503,840 12,909,740 $100,961.28

STATEWIDE TOTAL lib 19,196.99 $29,653,344 $20,595,440 $142,249.31
AVERAGE PER APPLICANT 1 167.0 $ 257,855 $ 170,091 $ 1,236.95
AVERAGE PER ACRE - $ 1,544 $ 1,073 $ 7.41

SEVEN-YEAR SUMMARY OF PROGRAM PERFORMANCE
FISCAL YEAR 1976 91 18,759 - 9,279,400 6,140,300 "77,805
FISCAL YEAR 1977 84 | 15,970 13,783,182 11,552,062 99,170
- FISCAL YEAR"1978 86 15,467 13,807,490 11,373,877 118,616
FISCAL YEAR 1979 87 13,562 . 17,283,615 15,328,994 140,092
FISCAL YEAR 1980 108 16,412 19,705,705 18,338,680 145,129
FISCAL YEAR 1981 116 17,666 22,997,524 20,348,079 178,714
FISCAL YEAR 1982 115 * 19,197 279,653,344 20,595,440 142,249

Source: Alaska Taxable, Department of Community

and Regional

Affairs






Alaska Environmental Lobby, Inc.
419 6th Street, Suite 328 Juneau, Alaska 99801 907-586-2345

February 7, 1933

Honorable Barbara Lacher
State Capitol

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Representative Lacher, n

Ol behal T of the Alaska Environmental Lobby we would like to express our
support for your recent introduction of HB-148, "An Act relating to the preser-
vation of agricultural land? and providing for an effective date."

As you knew the loss of farmland to urbanization represents a major
environmental concern throughout the United States. Your bill seems to provide
a creative and vor® able solut®™ ; to the continuing loss of high quality agri-
cultural areas i1n Alaska.

We will be contacting you iIn person sometime In the near future to discuss
same aspects of HB-148 and how we might assist you In securing passage of sane
form of this legislation...

For your information the Alaska Environmental Lobby represents JB environ-
mental organizations with a combined membership of several thousand members.
Throughout the session we will be following issues of concern to the Alaska
Environmental oamtunity.

IT you have any questions about the environmental aspects of this or other
legislative issues, feel free to contact us at our Juneau office.

Sincerely,

Jeff Bohman Jay Nelson
Volunteer Executive Director

laska Center for the Environment * Alaska Chapter, sierra Club * Denali Citizens Council * Friends of the Earth
utheast Alaska Conservation Council * Northern Alaska Environmental Center ¢ Kenai Conservation Council
-ional Audubon Society * National Wildlife Federation ¢ Sitka Conservation Society * Lynn Canal Conservation
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MEMORANDUM April 12, 1983

SUBJECT: Preservation of agricultural land
(CSHB 148 (C&RA))

TO: Representative Barbara Lacher

FROM: Richard A. Bradley
Legislative Counsel

You have requested a sectional analysis of the above de-
scribed bill. You have also asked that 1 comment on a
particular set of circumstances.

As a preliminary matter, |1 must advise you that a sectional
analysis or summary of a bill should not be considered an
authoritative iInterpretation of the bill; the bill itself is
the best statement of i1ts contents. For a full explanation
of any point, please consult the bill i1tself.

I. Sectional Analysis.

Sec. 1 of the bill establishes a new chapter at AS 03.07
relating to "preservation of agricultural land.

Sec. 10(a) provides that the director [of agriculture] may
acquire an "agricultural preservation easement”™ 1In certain
privately owned agricultural land.

j
Sec. 10(b) requires the privately owned agricultural land to
meet the requirements of AS 03.07.020. It also requires the
state land to be exchanged to be classified for a purpose
consistent with the exchange.

Sec. 10(c) requires the land offered to have the same mone-
tary value as the land to be exchanged; an exchange with the
transfer of money to equal the difference iIn value 1s per-
mitted.
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Sec. 10(d) provides that the director may not acquire an
easement or exchange state.land ."except to preserve the
agricultural use of the land." -

Sec. 10(e) establishes public notice requirements for the
acquisition of an easement or exchange. It also provides
that the basic documents involved in the acquisition of the
easement or the exchange remain public documents. ,

Sec. 10(f) provides that the operation of. the chapter is
"voluntary.” A parcel may be considered for exchange only
on the application of the owner of the land. And after the
exchange or .acquisition, the owner may not be required to
carry out affirmative "agricultural activities” so long as
the land i1s .not subdivided or used:for '"residential, commer-
cial, or industrial purposes or activities which are not
related to agricultural uses.™

Sec. 10{g) provides that.the director may not use funds
appropriated.from the.general fund of the state for the
purpose of implementing AS 03.07 unless the appropriation is

"specifically stated.to.be for that purpose. Funds from
other sources may be .used. s GO

Sec. 20 describes the land eligible for agricultural
preservation.- _It must be privately owned. The soil under
no less than 40 percent of the surface of the parcel must
meet stated standards established by the U. S. Soil
Conservation Service. , It i1s also required to be either
(D a parcel not.less than 40 acres i1n cultivation or farm
use; or (@ a parcel not less than 20 acres in cultivation
or farm use which"iseadjacent to an established farm or
farms tota.ll.ing no less thar, 40 acres that has been iIn
operation as a farm for no less than 10 years.

Sec. 30 establishes priority districts for the situation
where the director does not have adequate funds to purchase
easenents in all offered land. Five levels of priority are
established. -

Sec. 40 establishes criteria for the selection of land
within a single priority district. Five levels of criteria
are offered.

Sec. 50 relates to agricultural land within a municipality.
It requires the director to consider ™"any comprehensive plan
or ordinances of the municipality on municipal farmland
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preservation priorities adopted by the municipality” before
making an allocation of 'easement money"™ to a farmland
preservation priority district within the municipality.
Before making the allocation, the director shall also con-
sider recommendations from the municipality regarding
priorities.

Sec.. relates to the acquisition of the easement or the
exchange. ,.Sec. 60(a) requires that an offer from a private
land owner _for. participation under this chapter be iIn
writing.-- ;s JH—Cs.

Sec. 60(b) requires the owner to specify the price at which
the owner will-agree to the sale. Also required iIs a com-
plete description of land and an appraisal in support of the
price } mINT?

Sec. 6Q(c) requires the director to respond within 30 days
on the "sufficiency of the offer.” This apparently relates
to the the extent to which an offerer has fTully complied
with the specific requirements of sec. 60(b). IT insuffi-"
cient,_the director must specify the area of the insuffi-
ciency "and give 30. days, for compliance. IT-the compliance
is made within the 30 days after notification by the
director, the..;."ladd 1Is determined to qualify as land that
meets the requirements of AS 03.07.020." Note an unstated
requirement:; that the- land.also-meets acreage requirements.
. — . *her"do vi—"".re r- =
Sec. 60(d) requires, notification to a municipality of the
determination made under (c) .- -The municipality may request
reconsiderationslft reconsideration iIs requested, the
director shall hold a public-hearing in the municipality
before an offer to, sell or exchange is given to the owner.
The municipality may appeal an adverse decision to the
commissioner.- ; & .- i
|
Sec. 70 provides that the director may accept the offer to
buy or exchange land or make a counter-offer. The section
appears to contain some awkward language; 1t provides that
"The director may accept the offer . . . or may make a
counter offer . . . within 90 days after approval of the
landowner®s offer to sell or exchange an agricultural
preservation easement.” | suspect that the emphasized
phrase should rather read: 'a determination of eligibility
for exchange or sale of an easement under AS 03.07.060."
Another unstated requirement is likely to be that the
priority districts have been established; an eager owner may
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move too fast for the time threshold established iIn the
bill.

The section gives an owner of land 30 days for a response to
the offer or counter offer of the director.

Sec. 80(a) provides that the maximum valuation of an ease-
ment acquired under this chapter 1is either (1) the asking
price or. (2 the difference between the fair market value of
the land and the agricultural value of the land, -
whichever is less.

* rar-vrt . ccl =
Sec. 80(b) requires the director to use appraisals by quali-
fied appraisers, a defined term.

Sec. 90(a) outlines uses of the land under an agricultural
preservation easement. Five broad uses are permitted.

Sec. 90</ provides that the establishment of an agri-
cultural, preservation, easement does not grant a member of
the public access to the property or affect existing ease-
ments, rights-of-way, or rights of access that did not exist
before. _And "residential subdivision and the removal from
the land of minerals or materials [which usually means
gravel] for commercial purposes are not permitted.”

Sec. 100 establishes definitions. While they are somewhat
technical, they do net require review In this analysis.
Among the terms defined are "agricultural operations',
"agricultural preservation easement', ™"agricultural use",
"agricultural value™, ™"development rights', "fair market
valrj'™, "qualified appraiser’”, and '"residential subdivi-
sion'. As suggested at the beginning of this memorandum,
"director'” means the director of agriculture iIn the Depart-
ment of Natural Resources.

Sec. 2 amends AS 29.53.035(a); the amendment specifically
provides that

The owner of farm land subject to this subsection who
grants an agricultural preservation easement under AS
03.07 may not be required to reimburse the state under
this subsection for revenue loss.

The section amended generally permits land not subjeer to an
agricultural preservation easement to receilve tax protection
so long as i1t is used for farm purposes. The section



requires a certain reimbursement to the state for its pay-
ments of municipal taxes.if.it is subdivided.

Sec. 3 amends AS 29.53 to provide that land receiving pro-

tection under AS 03.07 shall be assessed on the basis of
value as farm land. - “

Sec. 4 conforms AS 38.05.345 to the amendments to the amend-
ments made iIn this section; sec. 345 relates to notice to
the public on the disposition of state land.

Sec. 5 requires a report by the commissioner of natural
resources on six aspects of the implementation of AS 03.07.
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REPRESENTATIVE WHILE IN JUNEAU
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House of Representatives

MEMORANDUM

TO: HOUSE RESOURCES COMMITTLE
FROM: REPRESENTATIVE LACHER
SUBJECT: HB 148

DATE: April 9, 1983

Several questions were raised in regard to the intent of HB 148 in its
first hearing in the House Resources Committee on March 30, 1983. 1
would like to take this time to address these issues in turn.

Concern was expressed as to the extent to which this bill effects areas
of thF-state other than the Mat-Su valley. In other words, 1is this a
Mat-Su bill? Agricultural lands are endangered throughout the state.
Farmer®s Loop Road in Fairbanks w.s mostly farms, and is now pre—
dominantly subdivided. A 160 acre dairy farm, also in Fairbanks, 1is
subdivided and partially developed. The Bench area in Homer was
originally all farmland, while Today there are but a few small farm
acres left due to subdivisions, bsveral fanners from the Bench area
testified in the teleconference held on this bill in the C&RA Committee,
earlier this session. The rate of subdivision is best documented for
the Mat-Su area, where about 1,000 acres per year are being subdivided.
The Department of Agriculture has not been keeping records for other
regions of the state, but the absence of thest records should not be
interpreted as an indication that this is only a Mat-Su phenomena.

The $77,000.00 fiscal 1 te attached to this bill has been questioner for
its reasonablene is C. this note, Sharon Barton of the DNR testified,
In the 3/30/83 het.-i.ng, Lh”c "...were HB 148 to pass it would not be a
Department priority and that the funds provided in the bill would be
spent for staff work on other priority projects.”™ It should be pointed
out that the legislative intent and direction of this bill is quite
clear. The DNR should be reminded of the consequences of intentional
failure to comply with legislative direction. The $77,000 fiscal note,
provided by the DNR, 1is quite reasonable. It is intended to cover the
costs of administrating the enabling legislation of HB 148. The admin—
istration of HB 148 will not require tvo full time staff positions.

Most assessment valuations conducted under thio program would be con—
tracted to private assessors or use present state employee assessors.



These expenses would probably not total the $77,000 provided in the
fiscal note. HB 148 is enabling legislation and therefore the fiscal
note does not provide funds for the acquisition of any agricultural
preservation easements. These funds must be specifically designated and
appropriated by the legislature.

HB 148 does not mandate that the DNR, Division of Agricult re purchase
all property submitted for purchase by the program; nor does this
legislation mandate that the Director or Commissioner purchase at any
price. Th*. State"s liability in regard to questionable land valuations
is guarded on two counts. First, the bill requires the use of an
assessor ( member of the organizations or a state employed assessor).
Secondly there is no obligation stipulated in the bill that the Depart—
ment purchase all submitted purchase applications.

Some members of this legislative body have raised questions as to the
status of agriculture in Alaska and its overall value to the state as a
whole, One could equally ask if Alaska is a forestry state, a fishing
state, a trapping state, a mining state, a tourism state, and so on.
The answer to all of these questions is an obvious yes. Alaska is a
diverse state with multiuse lands and many growing and developing
industries. The relevant question here 1is .what does and will Alaskan
agriculture do for Alaskans. Quite simply, farmland in Homer, Delta,
Fairbanks, and Mat-Su is capable of providing employment and food for
many thousands of Alaskans at a lower price than the same commodity
shipped up from the lower 48.

The Workman, Arobio and Gasbarro report [An Examination of A Development
Rights Purchase Program For Alaskan Agricultural Lands; January, 1979,
DNR] noted that some small Alaskan farms are currently underproductive
due to the impending threat of development. The report argued that
these farmers were holding off from necessary investments into more
productive equipment, etc., in the anticipation that they will driven
out of business and are therefore keeping their losses at a minimum.

The effects of passage of HB 148 on this trend would be an obvious
reversal. A second factor which has been a drawback for smaller Alaskan
farms has been the absence of a well-developed transportation ana
marketing infrastructure. As the Workman, Arobio and Gasbar® report
indicates, were state support of this industry given to the t Her
produce, dairy and potatoe farmers then the inducement to develop this
industry and the necessary infrastructure would follow within the
private sector.

It Is ironic that the state is currently spending millions of dollars to
develop new agricultural lands while we"re building subdivisions on
existing farmlands that happen to be the best in th< state. Most of
these farms have been productive for years (see attached statistics);
but the pressure of high prices offered by developers is causing a loss
of these lands at the same historical moment that the state is investing
in the clearing and development of new agricultural lands and grain
terminals for the storage and export of the anticipated oroduction.

An identical bill has been sponsored on the Senate side by
Representative Moss; this is SB 237.



TABLE 1
i L] L]

TOTAL VALUE OF AGRICULTURAL"PRODUCTION AMD SALES

(In Thousands of Dollars) \
«1959-1977 " i
1 - 3
-1 - L. Percent of
Value of- Used on = Production
Year “ e« Production Sales Farm =Sold
1959 $4,978 $3,443 $1,535 ; 69
1960 5,517 4,004 1,513 =73
1961 5,651 4,426 1,225 178
1962 5,781 4,394 1,387 176
1963 5,451 4,056 1,395 174
1964 5,860 4,453 = 1,407 176
1965 5,518 4,283 = 1,235 178
1966 5,560 4,315 1,245 .. 178 | =
1967 5,524 4,023 1,501 173
1968 5,353 4,070 1,283 i 76
1969 4,574 3,505 = 1,069 177
1970 5,476 3,975 " 1,501 =73
1971 5,474 3,927 1,547 72
1972 5;997 4,257 1,700 -72 -
1973 6,987 5,142 1,845 74
1974 8,080 - 5,588 2,492 . 69
1975 9,226 6,937 2,289 | 75 -
1976 8,802 6,882 1,920 ;78
1977 9,777 6,914 2,863 171

SOURCES: Alaska Crop and Livestock Reporting Service,;
Alaska Agricultural Statistics, (Palmer: Alaska
Crop and Livestock Reporting Service, 1978); =
Alaska Department of Economic Development,
Alaska Statistical Review, (Juneau: Alaska
"Department of Economic Development, 1972),
pp- 181-190.

T

&



=\ear

1960
1961
1962
1963
1964
1965
1966
1967
-1968
1969
1970
1971
1972
1973
- 1974
1975
1976
1977

SOURCE:

0

TABLE X
*
ESTIMATED VALUE OF PRODUCT BY AREA ok
, (In Thousands of Dollars) i
1960-1977 )
Matanuska Tanana“® Kenai A **
Valley Valley Peninsula Southeast Southwest ?ﬁ
Value % Vai ue % rvalue % Valueb% value
D ¢ |
_ ' .
$3,663 67 $: 907 16 $ 278 5 $ 264 4 $ 272 5 Vr
3,945 69 j 842 14 326 5 219 3 319 5.,
3,939 68 - 938 16 334 5 217 3 348 6
3,721 68 = 781 14 383 7 174 3 357 6 _n
4,017 68 i 872 M =333 5 156 2 458 7 U
3,406 63 - 950 17 481 8 134 2 414 7.
3,793 69 j84ar 12 453 8 33 1 559 10 |
3,876 70 1 673 12 397 . 7 30 1 548 10 'Y
3,021 74 < 399 10 159 4 8 - 483 =12
3,260 71 " 448 10 305 7 29 1 532 22
4,003 73 , 634 12 263 5 37 1 541 10
4,102 75 676 12 206 4 _22 — 467 9
4,675 77 917 15 219 4 14 - 231 4
5,116 73 1,246 18 274 4 1 - 1 345 5.
6,181 * 76 * 1,060 13 405 5 17 % 416 5
6,602 72 1,791 19 506 5 10 - 317 3 M
6,488 74. 1,532 17 407 5 9 365 4
7,282 74 1,601 16 597 6 12 . - 284 3 .,

Alaska Crop and LivesUr.k Reporting Service, Alaska Agricultural
Statistics, (Palmer: Alaska Crop and Livestock Reporting Service,
1978): Alaska Department of Economic Development, Alaska Statistical
Review, (Juneau: , Alaska Department of Economic Development, 1972).
pp. 181-190. - - ;

Ve



AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES PRODUCED - ALASKA (Selected Years)

Commodity \ 1960 ; 1965 ; 1970 J 1975 j 1979 \ 1980

. m . .

3

--=- - - - -thousand units - = ——————— ——— —

CROP PRODUCTION

0ATS

FOR GRAIN Bu. 79.8 42.0 22.5 16.8 15.6 26.1
BARLEY

FOR GRAIN Bu. 87.4 67.2 46.5 70.0 287.0 339.0
ALL SILAGE Tons 20.2 21.7 13.6 "15.2 12.4 12.4

GRAIN SILAGE Tons 15.8 17.7 7.4 4.8 4.2 4.7

GRASS SILAGE Tons 4.4 4.0 6.2 10.4 8.2 7.7
ALL HAY Tons 10.5 8.8 9.4 21.4 15.8 15.0

GRAIN HAY Tons 2.5 2.2 1.5 7.1 1.6 2.7

GRASS HAY Tons 8.0 6.6 7.9 14.3 14.2 "12.3
POTATOES = Cwt. 131.4 131 .0 106.8 108.7 85.0 77.0
CALBAGE Cwt. .3.6° 3.0 3.5 3.0 4.0 4.1
LETTUCE Cwt. 6.2 6.5 7.9 9.5 _ 13.6 11.3
CARROTS Cwt. . 7.6 2.9 1.5 2.0 2.4 3.3
OTHER

VEGETABLES Cwt. 2.8 2.1 3.0 1.8 3.5 4.6

LIVESTOCK AND POULTRY” PRODUCTS
EGGS Doz. 529,8 766.7 408.0 417.0 558.0 367.0
POULTRY Lbs. 55.0 39.0 73.0 167.0 170.0 172.0
BEEF Lbs. 357.0 824.0 963.0 664.0 748.0 767.0
PORK Lbs. 151.0 205.0 135.0 150.0 221.0 232.0
MUTTON Lbs. 12.0 28.0 52.0 30.0 24.0 18.0
WwooL Lbs. 125.0 209.0 239.0 67.0 32.0 38.0
REINDEER Lbs. 450.0 637.0 615.0 345.0 NA NA
__________ million units - - = = = = = = - - - -

MILK Lbs. 20.4 20.7 18.6 16.8 13.0 12.5

Source: Alaska Crop and Livestock Reporting Service 6/81.

-15-



=Year

1960
1961
1962
1963
1964
1965
1966
1967
1968
1969
1970 =
1971
1972
1973
1974
1975
1976
1977

SOURCE:

JABLE )(

ESTIMATED VALUE OF PRODUCT BY AREA

(In Thousands of Dollars)

Matanuska Tanana
Valley Valley
value % value
$3,663 67 $ 907
3,945 69 842
3,939 68 938
3;721 68 781
4,017 68 872 =
3,406 63 950
3,793 69 847
3,876 70 673
3,021 74 399
3,260 71 448
47003 73 634
4,102 75 676
4,615 77 917
5,116 73 1,246
6,181 =76 < 1,060
6,602 72 1,791
6.48P 74. 1,532
7,282 74 1,601

Alaska Crop and Livestock Reporting Service,
Alaska Crop and Livestock Reporting Service,
Alaska Statistical

Statistics, (Palmer:

1960-1977
Kenai
Peninsula

% <value
16 $ 278
14 326
16 334 .
14 383
14 333
17 481
12 453
12 397
10 159
10 305
12 263
12 206
15 219
18 274
13 405 =
19 506
17 407
16 597

cCvuuhdAbrApDOONP YOOy OO

%

Southeast

Value

$ 264
219
217
174
156
134

33
30

8
29
37
22
14

1
17
10

9
12

%

P RPNNWLWWWS

Southwest

Value

$ 272
319
348
357
458
414
559
548
483
532
541
467
231
345

" 416
317
365
284

Alaska Agricultural

1978); Alaska Department of Economic Development,

Review, (Juneau:
pp. 181-190.

Alaska Department of Economic Development,

~N O o 01 o1

m 10
10

T1?

12
10

w P~ oworo b

1972).



AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES PRODUCED:

O0ATS
FOR GRAIN

BARLEY
FOR GRAIN

GRAIN
SILAGE

GRASS
SILAGE

GRAIN HAY

GRASS HAY
POTATOES

CABBAGE

CARROTS

LETTUCE

OTHER
VEGETABLES

Cwt,

Cwt.

Tons

Tons
Tons

Tons

Cwt.

Cwt.

Cwt.
Cwt.

Cwt.

1960

1965

1970

thousand units

CROPS

25.5

42.0

15.8

2.8

13.4

32.3

17.7

2.1

22.3

3.0

LIVESTOCK AND POULTRY PRODUCTS

EGGS
POULTRY
beef
PORK
MUTTON
WwooL

MILK

AUsU® &

Dor..

Lbs.

Lbs.
Lbs.

Lbs.
Lb*.

Lbs.

529.8

55.0
357.0
151.0

12.0
125.0

million pounds -

20.4

766.7

89.0
824.
205.

28.
209.

o o o o

20.7

"H*/

417.0

73.0
963.0
135.0

52.0
239.0

18.6

1360-72

1972

24.9

10.7

11.5
99.0

583.0
76.0

691.

o O

135.
30.
145.0

o

17.6



District ; Year

1975
1976

Tanana Valley 1977

A Q
~0O O

1979
1980

1975
1976
1977
1978
- 1979
1980

Matanuska Valley

1975
1976
1977
1978
1979
1980

Kenai Peninsula

1975
1976
1977
1978
1979
1980

State Total

BARLEY - ALASKA

Area
Planted

Acres

300
157
1,350
2,500
4,400
12,500

1,200
1,175
1,720
1,710
2,050
1,400

100
50
30
90
50

100

1,600
1,400
3,100
4,300
6,500
14,000

IACE cs3ni COlsMe

1975-80

Area Harvested for Grain

; Yield

Acres Bu.
250 21.7
175 34.3
1,300 47.6
2.450 33.9
4,080 45.6
10,600 29.2
1,200 52.4
1,125 54.2
1,300 49.3
1,550 43.2
1,720 58.7
900 32.7
50 33.3
1,500 47.0
1,300 51.5
2.600 48.5
4,000 37.5
5,800 49.5
11,500 29.5

20
Ewncl .,

Bu

(000)

61
83.
186.
309.

62.
61.
64.
66.
101.
29.

70.
67.
126.
150.
287.
339.

4
0
-9
1
0
6

A O © P O ©

Production

Cwt.

2,600
2,900
29,700
39,900
89,300
148,600

30,200
29,300
30,800
32,100
48,500
14,100

800

33,600
32,200
60,500
72,000
137,800
162,700

Value
(000)

23.
26.
240.
310.
536.
904.

OO O O o o »

255.
235.
230.
260.
325.
113.

O O O o o o

287.
261.
479.
570.
861.
1,017.

o O O o o o

Akla MEW/U SMuhu
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REPRESENTATIVE WHILE IN JUNEAU
BARBARA LACHER POUCH V
PO.BOX 478 JUNEAU. ALASKA 9981!
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House of Representatives

T0: All House Resource. Committee Members

FROM: Representative Lacher,
Chairman of House Community and Regional Affairs

DATE: March 30, 1983

RE: House Bill 148

The preservation of existing, productive agricultural land has come to
be a recognized need in Alaska just as it has long been a recognized
need in the lower 48 states. Several states have enacted programs
similiar to this and, this particular legislation .Is patterned from one
of the most successful; King County, Washington State.

In fact the state is investing millions of dollars every year to open
new agricultural lands. 1t"s difficult to imagine, with all the space
that we have in Alaska, that we need to be concerned with preserving
agricultural lands.

Unfortunately, the land use patterns in many parts of Alaska are results
of early settlement and now towns, in the center of the best, most
fertile farm lands in the state. Once these lands are developed with
shopping centers and subdivisions constructed, they will never revert to
farm land.

In the Mat-Su Borough an average of 1000 acres of farm land have been
converted to subdivision over each of the past four years. There is
more than ample rcom, and good ground, for construction buildings 1in the
Borough, but limited farm land. The farm land is more desirable to
subdividers because it"s generally closer to existing towns and it"s
less expensive to prepare for building because it"s already cleared.

Several other places in the state are experiencing the same undesirable
losses of good farm land and people from around the state have supported
the concept of saving some of these lands during statewide
=teleconference.

The intent of HB 148 1is- to permit the Director of Agriculture and the
Commissioner of Natural Resources to very selectively purchase the



agricultural rights of only those lands which are of high quality farm
value and are being threatened by urban sprawl such as we are now

experiencing in some parts of the state. 1 1 if remains in private
ownership, but can only be used for farming - . This selective
purchase will have an important side benefi.. sm ning open spaces
around our towns that will preserve the bear"; - = >ractiveness we now
enjoy.

Thank you for you favorable consideration of House Bill 148.
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MEMORANDUM March 8, 1983
SUBJECT : Agricultural land amendments
CSHB 148 (C&RA))
TO: Representative Don Clocksin
FROM: = Richard A. Bradley 'Cl

Legislative Counsel”-~

You have requested an analysis of the amendments incorporated
intg the coia..ittee substitute for HB 148. If this memorandum
is [?.le, as it seems it*may be at this time, | regret that.

i analysis of the changes to HB 148 follows:

As- you requested, the "Legislative Findings and Declaration
of Purpose'"have been eliminated.

The first amendment to bill language 1is in

"Sec. 03.07.010(b). The last "if" phrase on lines 23 - 24 of
page 2 of the bill is turned into subsec. (b)) and the
concept you suggested becomes () (2) - Your request was that
concepts of (1) prior classification and (2) disposal con—
sistent with.the classification be utilized. 1 believe that
the short phrase added as (b)(2 contains these 1ideas.

But note that the "director" described in the .bill is not

the director of the division of lands. See sec. 100(7).

Rather, the director is the director of agriculture. As a
result, the director carrying out these programs is not going
to have supervision of the division of lands programs an

the access to the state land. | believe i1t was for this

reason that the early part of sec. 10(b) requires the per—
mission of the commissioner for these disposals. Some coordi—
nation between divisions 1S required.

Your second concept dealt with notice. Rather than developing
new concepts of notice, | plugged your request into existing
law at AS 38.05.345, with some embellishments. In that con—
nection, see also bill sec. 2.
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Since you wished sec. 10(e) to be eliminated for other reasons,
I have put the notice requirements in at sec. 10(e).

Your third request, an amendment to AS 03. 07.010 (d), 1s accom—
plished.

Sec. 03.07.010 is deleted, as noted earlier, and replaced
with new material you requested.

Your fifth request was concerned with specific appro—
priations for this program. See the new sec. 10(g§.*

The report -that you wish from the commissioner of natural
resources is requested under bill section 3,

For the moment, 1 will pass over the request concerned with
the municipal tax implications of this bill, particularly as
a conformity amendment to AS 29.53.035 is concerned.

Sec. 60(b) 1i1s amended to accomplish your reguest.
Sec. 90(a) (@ 1is deleted.

The effective date clause is eliminated.
Returning to the tax implications.

I was in the process of drafting an amendment to

AS 29,53,035 for addition to the bill when the computer went
down. Because | had substantial problems fitting your request
into sec. 35 and because 1 anticipated problems meeting your
deadline request, | decided to omit that request, advise you
why and send the bill on-its way.

The portion of sec. 35 that I would amend is sec. 35(a);
that subsection provides:

(@ Farm use lands included in a farm unit and not
dedicated or being used for nonfarm purposes shall be
assessed on the basis of full and true value for farm
use, and shall not be assessed as if subdivided or used
for some other nonfarm purpose. The assessor shall
maintain records valuing the farm use land for both

full and true value and farm use value. Should the

farm use land be sold, leased, or otherwise disposed of
for uses incompatible with farm use or be converted to

a use incompatible with farm use by the owner, the owner



Representative Don Clov~sin \"
Pace 3
March 8, 1983

Is liable to pay an amount equal to the additional tax
at the current mill levy together with eight per cent
Iinterest for the preceding seven years, as though the
land had not been assessed for farm use purposes. Pay—
ment by the owner shall be made to the state to the
extent of its reimbursement for revenue loss under ()
of this section for the Ereceding seven years. The
balance of the payment shall be made to the city or
borough.. "

As you can see, the third sentence of sec. 35(a)contem- =
plates that i1t is a transaction turning theland to a use
"incompatible with farm use by the owner™ that triggers the
repayment. As | suggested to you yesterday, if that use is
consistent with agricultural use, then the argument for repay—
ment 1S vitiated — or so it seems to me.

But if you : ’lieve that such a provision is required, then I
suggest the following:.

@ Farm use land that is [LANDS] included in a farm
unit™ [AND] not dedicated or being used for nonfarra
purposes, and not subject to an agricultural
preservation easement shall be assessed on thi basis of
full and true value for farm use, and shall not be
=assessed as iIf subdivided or used for some coher
nonfarm purpose. The assessor shall maintain records
valuing the farm use land for both full and true value
and farm use value. Should the farm use land be sold,
leased, or otherwise disposed of for uses incompatible
with farm use or be converted to a use incompatible
with farm use by the owner, the owner 1is liable to pay
an amount equal to the additional tax at the current
mill levy together with eight per cent interest for the
preceding seven years, as though tf> land had not been
assessed for farm use purposes; Payment by the owner
shall be made to the state to the extent of its
reimbursement for revenue loss under (e) of this
section for the ?receding seven years. The balance of
the payment shall be made to the city or borough.

I would then also add a new subsection to read:

() Farm land subject to an agricultural preservation
easement shall be assessed on the basis of full and
true value for farm use. The owner of the farm land
subject to an agricultural preservation easement is not
entitled to benefits under (@ of this section.
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If | may be of further assistance, please
RAB:1jb
1/016
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RESEARCH AGENCY

Pouch Y. Suie Capiiol
Juneau, Alask* 99811
(907) 465-3991

February 21, 1983
MEMORANDUM
TO: Representative Barbara Lacher
FROM: Susan Brody, Director

RE: Preservation of Agricultural Lands (HB 148)
Research Request 83-58

HB 148 would allow the State to purchase preservation easements on
privately-owned farmland for the purpose of protecting this land from
conversion to urban uses. In selling the easement to the St te, the
land owner would relinquish the right to develop the land for -ny pur—
pose other tc... farm use. Bob Harris of your staff asked us to summarize
the bill and to estimate the amount and cost of land eligible for State
purchase of easements.. He also asked us to provide any available data
concerning the amount of farmland converted to other uses.

Summary of JIB 148 _
Section 1 of the bill finds that farmland located close to urban centers
in Alaska is threatened because its market value for future development
exceeds its market value for farm use. The bill further finds that the
acquisition by the State of preservation easements on agricultural land
will help to protect this land from conversion to urban uses.

Section 2 of.the bill adds a new chapter to AS 03 entitled "Preservation
of Agricultural Land.” The way in which the preservation easement pro—

gram would operate is described briefly below. -

AS 03.07.010 would authorize the State to purchase agricultural preser—
vation easements on privately-owned.farm land. It also would allow the

State to exchange State land for privately-owned agricultural land or

for preservation easements on that land. Any sale, exchange or donation

of an easement would be voluntary on the part of the land owner. Further—
more, the owner would not be required to farm the land as long as (S)he

does not use or subdivide the land fcr residential, commercial or indus—
trial purposes.

Under Section .020 of the new Chapter, land would be eligible for protec—
tion if it is privately owned and the soil under at least 40 percent of
the surface of the parcel® is classified as classes 11-1V by the U.S.
Soil Conservation Service. In addition, the parcel would have to
contain at least 40 acres in cultivation or farm use or, if 1t 1is
adjacent to an esta!isheo farm(s), would have to have no less than 20
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acres in farm use or cultivation. In this latter case, the adjacent
farm(s) would have to be at least 40 acresin S""ze and have been in
operation for 10 years or more.

The bill establishes a procedure for setting priorities when funds are
insufficient to purchase easements on all eligible land. Section .030
would al low the Director of the State Division of Agriculture to identify
farmland preservation "priority districts” and to allocate funds for
purchase of easements according the following priorities:

1. farmland threatened by early conversion to subdivisions, commer—
cial or industrial uses;

2. fTarmland of recognized value for tourism;

3. farmland with a history of high productivity;
4. farmland close to market; and

5. farmland within established agricultural areas.

The bill also establishes criteria to be used in acquiring easements
within priority districts. Section .040 would require the Sta" : to
favor those ya lid offers where the land is threatened, the land was used
for farming i'n the preceding 12 months, the land will form a contiguous
farming area with other acquired land, acquisition of the easement will
achieve both urban separation and agricultural production, and where the
offer i1s below appraisal.

Section .050 would require the Division Director to consider any adopted

municipal plans, ordinances or recommendations relacing to farmland pre—
servation prior to allocating easement purchase funds to priority dis—
tricts within municipalities.

Section .060 would specify the information which must be included by

the land owner as part of an offer to sell or exchange a preservation

easement. The information to be required includes 4 legal description

of the land and a price, and may include an appraisal in support of the

asking price. Within 30 days, the State would have to notify the owner

of thessufficiency of the offer. If a corrected, sufficient offer is

made within 30 days of the notification, the land is determined to

qualify.

The Division Director also would have to notify the appropriate munici-

=pality within 30 days 1f any part of the qualifying land is within a
municipality. In turn, tha municipal government woild have an addi—
tional 30 days to request that the State reconsider the determination.

IT there 1s a reconsideration request, the State *Ould be required tc

hold a public hearing iIn the municipality.
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Section .070 would establish time limits within which the State could
accept offers or make counter offers.

Under the proposed program, the State could purchase an agricultural
preservation easement for either the asking price or the difference
between the fair market value of the land and the~agricultural®™ value
of the Ikmd, whichever was lkss (Section .@80). . The value determina-
tion would be based on one or more qualified appraisals.

Section .090 of the new Chapter would define the uses permitted on land
subject to an agricultural preservation easement. These permitted uses
would-include:

1. agricultural use of the land by the owner;

2. removal of minerals or materials from the subsurface if the
land were i1mmediately returned to a condition as favorable to
agriculture as existed prior to the extraction;

3. operation of machinery used in agricultural production;
4. sale of agricultural products produced on the land;

5. construction of buildings for farming operations; however, land
used for farm residences would not be allowed to exceed one acre
per 40 acres of land.

Residential subdivision would not be permitted on land subject to a pre—
servation easement. Furthermore, the acquisition of a preservation

easement by the State would not grant the public a right of access or

use, nor would 11t affect any existing easements, rights of way, or

rights of access.

Farmland Converted to Other Uses

We were able to obtain data on farmland conversion for the Matanuska-
Susitna Borough only. Our attempts to obtain similar data from other
areas of the state, such as the Fairbanks North Star Borough, met with
no success.

The table on page 4 shows the amount of farm land subject to subdivision
activity in the Matanuska-Susitna Borough from 1976 to 1982.  Only
.approved subdivisions and waive'rs are included. According to Borough
Manager Gary Thurlow, all land was located within farms prior to
subdivision, but 1t was not necessarily cleared land or active crop
land.
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Table 1
Subdivision Activity o. Agricultural Lands, Mat-Su Borough
1976 - 1982

Year Regular Subdivisions Waivers*
1976 846 acres** 628 acres
1977 1,759 acres 357 acres
1978 483 acres 1,054 acres
1979 1,731 acres 1,717 acres
1980 978 acres - 1,254 acres
1981 383 acres 417 acres

& 679 acres 1,254 acres
Total 6,859 acres 6,681. Y0fvE"

*Waivers are subdivisions where the parcels created are 5 acres or
larger in size. Some of this land could continue to be farmed.
**A11 figures are rounded to the nearest acre.

Source: Gary Thurlow, Borough Manager, Mat-Su Borough

Amount and Cost of Land Eligible for Preservation Easements

It is difficult to estimate with any accuracy the amount of Iland
that would be eligible for the proposed preservation easement program
and the possible cost to the State of such a program. However, we have
identified two sources of information upon which a very rough estimate
might be based. These sources are:

= a. report completed in 1979 by the University of Alaska for the
Department of Natural Resources (DNR) concerning a possible develop—
ment rights purchase program for agricultural land iIn the state; and

= data compiled by the Departmentof Community and Regional Affairs
on participation in the farm use land assessment program established
under Aa 29.53.035.
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University of Alaska Study. A study conducted in 1978 by the U. of A."s
Agricultural Experiment Station for DNR* examined the feasibility of a
development rights purchase program to protect Alaska"s agricultural
land. As described, this program has some similarities to the preserva—
tion easements programs as proposed in HB 148. 1 have attached a copy
of relevant sections of thp, report for your information (see Attachment
A). A brief summary of the authors®™ findings follows.

The report notes thee the Soil Conservation Service identified approxi—
mately 15.2 million acres of potential agricultural land throughout
the state. Howe"er, much of this land is away from population centers
without surface transportation access, and is iIn either State or federal
ownership. The report also contains data on actual utilization of land
for crop production (commercial vegetables, feed crops and harvested
grassland) in various regions of the state.

For the period 1971-76, there was an average of about 19,270 acres being
utilized for c”™ops iIn the state as a whole; 29 percent of this acreage
was in the Tan/ina Valley, 59 percent 1in the Matanuska-Susitna Valley,
and 11 percent on the Kenai Peninsula. In 1981, according to the U.S.
Department of Agriculture, the amount of land in crops had increased
to about 38,000 acres. Of this, 65 percent was in the Tanana Valley,
26 percent- in the Matanuska-Susitna Valley, and 5- percent on the
Kenai Peninsula (see Table 2).

Table 2
Alaska Cropland Utilization
1971-76 (avg.) 1981
Tanana Valley 5,670 acres 24,700 acres
Mat-Su Valley 11,290 acres 10,000 acres
Kenail Peninsula. 2,170 acres 2,000 acres
Other 140 acres® " 1,300 ac< J
Total 19,270 acres 38,000 acres

Source: Alaska Crop and Livestock Reporting Service

1 William Workman, Edward Arobio, Anthony Gasbarro, An Examination of a
Development Rights Purchase Program for Alaska Agricultural Lands.
(Agricultural Experiment Station, University of Alaska, January, 1979)



To determine how a development rights pu,-chase program might be applied
in Alaska, the researchers .for the U. of A. study mailed questionnaires
to 253 agricultural [landowners in various vregions of the state. A
total of 112 of the questionnaires were returned and used as the basis
frr their report. Respondents were asked to indicate their interest in
selling development rights to their cleared and uncleared agricultural
land. On a statewide basis, 35 percent of the respondents expressed
moderate to high interest in the sale of development rights while 65
percent expressed little or no interest. Over half of the landowners
moderately or highly interested in selling development rights were
from the Matanuska-Susitna region.”

The questionnaire also asked the respondents to place a value on the
development rights ft' " ,eir agricultural land. First, average market
values for cleared ana uncleared land, as perceived by the respondents,
were calculated. Average values for cleared and uncleared land ranged
from $1,500 per acre in Delta to $3,900 per acre in the Fairbanks region.
The weighted average cleared land value for the five regions was $3,300
per acre. Table 3 summarizes the land value information obtained from
the survey. It should be remembered that these values were based on the
subjective judgment of the landowner and that the data 1is over four
years old.

Table 3

~ Average Perceived Land Values By. Region
(Dollars per Acre)

Cleared Land Number of Uncleared Land Number cf

Region Value Respondents Value Respondents
Fai rbanks $3,900 13 = $2,900 11
Delta 1,500 9 1,300 8

i
Copper River 1,900 6 .~ 900 = 6
Kaiia.ruska-Susitna 3,800 28 3,600 24
Kenai-Kodi ak 3,700 13 3,100 - 13
TOTALS 69 = 62
Weighted Average $3,300 $2,800

Source: Agricultural Experiment Station, U. of A., 1979

.T'n'nnCT.Tin

rtEE3flni»n»sgCTTgrmggnSS  'm.ir'.'-."
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Land owners were also asked to place a value a, the development rights
to their land. However, the authors of the report indicate that many of
the respondents apparently did not understand how to value a develop—
ment right. This, in conjunction with the small number of respondents
answering this question, may mean that the values obtained are unreli—
able. With this cautionary note in mind, the authors®™ reported average
development rights values in the Fairbanks, Mat-Su and Kenai-Kodiak
areas ranging between $3,100 and $3,600 per acre.

Farmland Use Value Assessment Program. Data from the State®s farmland
use value assessment program also might be used to determine the amount
of iInterest in, and cost of, an agricultural preservation easements
program. AS 29.53.035 allows farm use- land to be assessed on the
basis of its value for farm use and not as 1if it were subdivided or
used for some nonfarm purpose. The program allows the land owner to
defer taxes that would otherwise be due i1f the land were valued at
market value. If the land is converted to nonfarm uses, the owner 1is
then liable for all the back taxes (including interest) which wrre
deferred through the program (see Attachment B).

As with the proposed program in HB 148, participation in the use value
assessment program is voluntary on the part of the land owner. Data
from the Department of Community and Regional Affairs on the use value
program for fiscal years 1976 through 1982 is presented in Table 4. It
shows that there were 115 participants in the program statewide in FY
2?. C> percent of whom were from the Mat-SG Borough. A total of 19,197
acres were subject to farmland use value assessment iIn FY 82.

The column on the table entitled "total deferred value" represents the
development rights value of the land; that is, the difference between
the full and true value of the land and the farm use value of the land.
Dividing the total statewide deferred value by the number of acres in
the program yields an average development rights value of $1,073 per
acre, while the statewide average full and true value is $1,545,/acre.
The deferred (or development rights) value equals $1,067 per acre in
the Mat-Su Borough and $887 per ace in the Fairbanks North Star Borough.

These values are considerably lower than those reported in the U. of A.

study discussed earlier. According to Assistant State Assessor Mike
Worley, the values may not reflect current market conditions as land in
some boroughs has not been revalued for several years. Steve Van Sant,

the Mat-Su Borough assessor, reports that they are currently in the pro—
cess of reviewing farmland values as part of their revaluation process.

He reported the most current range of values to Mike Worley for typical

farms in the borough.
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According to Mr. Van Sant, the full market value of a typical 80 acre
farm in an outlying area of the borough would be about $3,000 an acre,
while a larger 300 acre farm would be valued closer to $1 ,000/acre.
However, i1t 1is 1important to remember that there are many variables
involved in determining the market value of any particular piece of
property— water availability, topography, distance to urban areas,
etc. Mr. Van Sant also reported to Mike Worley that the farm use
value of a typical farm currently tends to be from 20 to 50 percent
of i1ts full market value. =

Possible Costs of a Preservation Easements Program. Given the quality
of available data, it is not possible to estimate accurately the cost to
the State of a preservation easements program. However, we have com—
puted two very rough estimates for you which may assist you in eval—
uating the cost of the proposed program.

If all those farmland owners currently participating in the _.State's
usf; value ar*essment program were to participate iIn the preservation
easement program, the cost to the State would be roughly $21 million.
In FY 82, tne use value assessment program included 19,197 acres of
farmland. Multiplying this acreage by the total deferred value (see
Table 4) of this land yields a cost of approximately $20.6million.

Farmland in-the Mat-Su Borough is beingconverted to subdivisions at a
rate of roughly 1,000 acres per year (see Table 1). It would cost the
State roughly $1.1 million at a minimum to purchase preservation
easements on 1,000 acres of Mat-Su Valley farmland. This is based on
an average deferred (or development rights) value in the Mat-Su Borough
of $1,067 per acre.

Neither of these methods provides an accurate estimate of possible
program participation and costs. Unfortunately, no data is currently
available on the amount of existing and potential farmland in private
ownership. In addition, a more thorough research effort, would be re—
quired to develop good data on the average market and farm use value
of Tarmland In various areas of the state.

We hope the 1information provided here 1is useful to your committee"s
deliberations on HB 148. Please let us know if we can be of further
=3ssistance.
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House of Representatives
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February 23, 1983

TO House C & R A Committee
FROM Staff
SUBJECT HB 148

HB 148 establishes a program within the Department of Natural Resources
that will provide a measure to preserve farmland that may otherwise be
lost to urban development.

Under the provisions of this legislation, the owner of established
farmland may voluntarily sell agricultural easement rights of his
farmland to the State of Alaska.

A detailed analysis of HB 148, prepared by the House Research Agency, is
attached.



Will Alaskan Farmers Sell

-the Development Rights to their Land?

By William G. Workman*, Edward L. Arobio**,
and Anthony F. Gasbarro***

INTRODUCTION

In Alaska, as in many other parts of the countrY market
forces are producing a change in land-use patterns that |

ing in the conversion of highly productive aqr;cultural lands to
nonagricultural uses, Property on the urban

age and Fairbanks that once ‘produced vegetableS and. grains or

stipported dalr}/_ farms appears most vulnerable to this conver-

sion to residential or industrial sites. Within the last three years

* é\ss%ciatke Professor of Economics, Agricultural Experiment Station,
airbanks.
xk 'Ige,sebarcllg Associate in Economics, Agricultural Experiment Station,
airbanks.
*¥** Foi tster. Agricultural Experiment Station, Fairbanks.

S result-
ringes of Anchor-

alone, for example, 27 farms have been subdivided in the Palmer-
Butte area of tho Matanuska Valley. Many of the subdivisions
alon? the Parks Hlﬂhwax between” Willow and Talkeetna are
located on lands with high agricultural potential.

. This displacement of Tarms by subdivisions, roads, shop-
ping centers, and other nonagricultural enterprises is viewed b
some Alaskans as not being’in the state's best interest. Those
concermned about the loss Of agricultural lands argue that the
areas most likely to be converfed represent me” of the best
agricultural lands in the state and are vital to the maintenance
and further development of an agricultural economy in Alaska.
In addition, it is suggested that the preservation cf these areas
will help to- maintain™a much-desired way of life and to provige
needed oper. space and other environmental amenities at the
urban fringe. These concerns have resulted in actions by the

Agroborrnlis  January/1980 19



Dr. William C, Workman
Resource Economist.

Figure 1

state and municipal governments in Alaska to intervene in the
land market to slow down or step the loss of agricultural land.
Methods employed include tax incentives (use-value assessment
of farmland) and the sale of only the agricultural rights on state

and municipal lands. -
_ lgeceP\_ y, some state government officials have developed

an interest in” a new method of agricultural land preservation
that is being adopted in spme of the eastem states. This method
Involves the public purchase of nonagfrlc_ultural development
rLljghts on agriculture Tands currently held in the private Sector.
sual development rights associated with a parcel of real proper-
ty permit the landowner to develop his land heyond its current
agricultural use, and hecause these rights can be separated from
the total bundle of rights, they can”be sold, thus transferring
from the landowner the right to develop his land. This, then, is
the. concept behind the plrchase of develoRment rights & an
agricultural land control device. In order that land remain in
agriculture use in areas being converted to other uses, gover-

20 January/1980  Agroborealis
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Figure 2

merits might purchase the develoBment rights from agricultural
Ianr%sd eThese lands could then be used only for agricultural
Urposes. —

_In June of 1978, the A?rlcultural Experiment Station at
Fairbanks was asked by the Alaska Department of Natural Re-
sources to evaluate such a program for Alaska. As a part of this
assessment, a survey of Alaska farmers and ranchers was con-
ducted primarily. to determine their interest in such a program
and to obtain estimates of the costs of purchasing these develop-
ment rights. The results of this survey are reportéd here.

SURVEY RESULTS

~ During August of 1978, ft uestlonnalre,_W|thabrlefexPIa-
nation of the development lights concept in the cover letter
Figure 1 and 2), was mailed t0 263 a(grlcultural landowners in
he” most important farmln? or livestock areas of the state.
Since there is no statewide, farmers’ organization In Alaska, the
names of andowners were obtained from the mailing lists of
state and federal agencies that distribute agricultural “informa-
tion. Undoubtedly these lists did not include all of the people
who consider themselves farmers. Of the questionnaires mailed,
18 were returned & undeliverable, Ieavmg 245 that actually
reach?d Hw Ir o‘estl,natlon, of which 112 (46%) were returned
Table 11,

completed (Taole 1. . :

?uestlonnalre recipients were , :<ked to indicate their de-
gree of Interest In selling the development rights to their cleared
and uncleared agricultural lands, Specifically”they were asked to
Indicate whether they were hlﬁh|y, moderatelkl, sllghtly, 0r not
Interested in railing "these rl(I; ts” Approximately 94%, 106 of
112 respondents, answered this question. The distribution of
ti'ese expressions of interest can be seen in Table 2.

Most of the respondents in all regions except the Matanus-
ka-Susitna area expressed little or no interest in selling develop-



Table 1. Questionnaire Respanse by Region y
No. %Uﬁstiongaires No. Questiopnajres
e

- T~

Region vere Returned (%
Fairbanks 2 24 (46
e\ta . . 34 1
%Pger River Basin |
" ﬁa?lksggi'aﬁs'ma 1 37131
TSTAL 24 112(46

Table 2: Degree of Interest in Selling Development Rights
v to AngSCUP[UYa‘ Lgnd P !

Number of Respondents (%

)
No Slight Moderate Hir%h
Interest  Interest Interest  Interest

@a‘rbanks 14 5 § , 6

elta .

%{Jger River Basin %
er%ap-%k I-ausnna | - % 1
Statewide % (51%) 15(14%) 16(15%) 21(20%)

Table 3: Perceived Market Value of Cleared and Uncleared
Land Ey umber antﬁ&ercentage o? Respondents ?n

Dollars per Acre
Per Acre Number of Respondents (%)
Value Cleared Land Uncleared Land
0-999 18(2 24 (3§
- 3]
i I
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ment rishts. Those respondents living in the Matanuska-Susitna
region. were evenly divided on the qiestion: half indicated ljttle
orno irterestand half expressed moderate to high interest. On a
statewide basis, 65% expl'ssed little or ng interest and 35% indi-
cated mogerate to high'in.vrest Over half of all those moderate-
ly or highly interestéd in selling development rights were from
the Malanuska-Susitna reglon. ,
(Questionnaire respondents were also asked to estimate the
value of their farmland, Sixty-nine of the 112 respondents indi-
cated what they perceived as the market value of their cleared
land and 62 answered the same question about uncleared land.
The diMributions of these values are shown in Table 3. On a
st?tewide basis, most of the respondents perceived the market
val. es of both uncleared and cleared land to be less than $5,000
Ber acre. Uncleared land was valued at less than $5,000 per acre
g 71% of the respondents and at less than $3,000 per'acre b
6% ol the respondents. CorresPondm?Iy, for cleared land 77%
of the respondents valued their land at Tess than $5,000 per acre
while £6% indicated a value of less than $3,000 per acre.
Average market values for cleared and uncleared land as
erceived by the respondents were calculated for each region.
hese data” are summarized in Table 4, Avera(t;e values' for
cleared land ranged from $1,500 per acre in Delta to $3,900 per

Table 4: Average Percei{[%gll ar%%eetr\@%s of Land by Region

. Cleilred Number, Uncl?ared Number
Region Value  Respond.  Value  Respond.

ﬁ%ﬁrt'ganks $%,’§ 1 $21,] 1
LSS | gg g siﬁﬁ i
Wi me s © s

Table 5: Value of Development Rights (Dollars per Acre)

Number of Number of
Respondents (%)  Value Respongents (%)

TE ¥

Table 6: Averzz % |leer\S/eFl)erment)Rights Values

Value

Acre
Region Value  No. of Respondents
Fairban : , ’
alltanussg.-Susnna $§%§§ 2%
TKenal-Ko lak 1 8
W%w{TED AVERAGE $3,400

acre in the Fajror  mmegion. Three of the regions (Fairbanks
Matanuska-Susitna, <enai-Kodiak), accounting for nearly 80%
of the respondents, differed bY only $200 pér acre in the per-
ceived average value of cleared fand . .t'Ues ranging between
$3,700 and $3,900 per acre. The weighted-average, cléared-land
value for the five regions was $3,300 per acre.

Uncleared land values averaged slightly lower than cleared
land values and ranged from $900 per acre’in the Copper River
region to $3,600 per acre in the Matanuska-Susitna reglon. As
with, cleared land, the Fairbanks, Matanuska-Susitna, andl Kenal-
Kodiak regions accounted. for nearly 80% of the survey resPon-
dent., and"showed 4 relatively narrow ran?e of perceived land
values, Average land values for uncleared Tand in these regions
were between” $2,900 and $3,600 per acre. The weighted aver-
age for all five regions was $2,800 per acre.

Questionnaire recipients were asked to assess the value of
the development rights associated with their farmland, A value
of development rights was reported by 39 of the 112 respon-
dents (35%). Thlrtz-four_of these responses, were from the
Fairbanks, Matanuska-Susitna, and. Kenai-Kodiak areas. Nearly
10% of the respondents valued their development rights at less
than $4,000 per acre. The distribution of development rights
values can be seen in Table 5, _

Average development rights values as perceived by the
respondents were calculated “for the Fairbanks, Matanuska-
Susitna, and Kenai-Kodiak regions. These values are shown in
Table 6. Average values wer not calculated for the Copper
River and the Delta regions because so few of these contacted in
these areas responded to this E)art of the questionnaire. Average
development rights values in the three areas mentioned ranged
between $3,10 ger acre and $3,600 per acre. Values were
highest in the Matanuska-Susitna region.

Agroboreatis  January/i9so 21



10 LUegree or interejv

o Percentage of Respondents
istance _ Moderate to Little or
atjgory Reporting High Interest No Interest

FoT o

3]
12 15 9
Based on 111 farmers reporting.

Ave[a(t;e development rights values were also calculated by
d.gree of inferest, again using data from the Fairbanks, Matanus-
Ka-Susitna, and Kenai-Kodiak regions. Calculations showed that
those with a moderate or high interest in a development rights
}%rogram on the average valued these rlghts at $2,145 per dcre,
hose not interested in the program put'a much higher value on
these rights, $4,662 per acre. Respondents in the moderate-to-
high interest categories accounted for 63% of the total acreage
representgd_m the surve%/ refsp NSES,
Additional analysis ot the survey data vas undertaken to

Jic wrmther or not a landownier's iprerest in a develop-

ment [lqbts purchase program and/or hi. perceived value of
these rights were related to the distance between his farm and
the nearest loopulatlon center. Table 7 presents a summary of
the data relating to the interest/distance question. One"can
observe that the distributions of sepouses are similar between
the moderate-gr-high and low-or-no Interest cctc?orla; end_ere,
therefore, similar to the pattern shown for all retponses.. This
close relationship suggests that farmers" interest in yelling devel-
opment rights ;i not Significantly influenced by the locdtion of
his farm Telative to a population center, When data for Lust
those farm owners living near Palmer and Wasilia were broken
out and analyzed in tne same Way, the identical conclusion was

rawn .

i _We also addressed the issue of whether a lar,downer's per-
ception of the value of the,deveIoPment rights to his propert
was influenced by the location of the farm Telative to a populd-
tion center. The expectation wes that the closer the farm was to
a town or city, the more attractive would be that land for devel-
opment purpose? and that this relative attractiveness would be
reflected in the perceived value of the develoRment rlﬁhtS. Un-
fqrtunateIY the quality of the data obtained through the survey
did not allow arigorods tat't of this proposition oneither a locdl
or statewide hasis.

The data in Table 8 are presented to show the nature of
the relatlonsh||o or lack thereof between distance and develop-
ment rights value as perceived >y farmers near Palmer. No clear
patten ,emer%es but, again, thh conclusion musw be
recognlzm%t at the data are not taken from a random samplé.
The Tact that the expected ri lationship xlid not occur may per-
haps also bo explained bY the existence of unreali;'ic evpcoic
tions on the part cI some Tandowners regarding the development
value of their property. Consequently, thesé perceived v?lues
may not represent the minimum payments that these land-
ovvtners might be willing to accept to forego their development
options.

qualified b

lUsm% the chi square test for independence with the date on which Table
7 is based, we were not able to reject the hypothesis of independence of
interest and distance at any reasonable level of significrnce. One must
recognize, however, that these data were not obtained t trough random
sampling. Thus, any inferences about the views of farmers™in Alaska
must be regarded with caution.

22 January/1980  Agroborcalis

OMU k/Uftoiiww iiwin ¢« wiiiiwa

Distance (Miles) Stated Values

| i

3

— oo oco—Iono1>~

——

CONCLUDING REMARKS

The survey described herp was desqned to assess Alaska
farmers" Interests in participating in a development rlqhts acqul-
sition ,pro?ram for preservmﬁ agricultyral lands and To provide
an estimafe of the cost to the State of purchasing these rights.
While agricultural landowners in the Matanuska-Susitna Valley
areas appeared the most receptive to this land use control con-
cept, farmers surveyed statewide were generally not interested
In_selling the development rights to their’ farmland. When faced
with thé hypothetical propoSition of selling these rights, none-
theless, farmers on the average valued the developmeént options
at $3,400, per acre. . _

While it would be difficult to state confidently why far-
mers lack enthusiasm for the development rights purchase’ con-
cept, several explanations aPpear plausible, First, as reflected in
written comments on the T'Mmed questionnaires, some, lang-
owners may feel this approach to be just anather Invasion in
their lives by "bl%] overnment." Also, questignnaire respon-
dents may héave felt it to be a wise strategy, considering possible
fyture, price negotiations, to appear initially uninterested in
disposing of their development rl(I;_hts. _ _

Another possible explanation is that agricultural land-
owners might not e interested in selling development rights
now since £ eY anticipate that thcs» rights will be worth more at
some later date. This explanation, however, is not entirely satis-
factory, since land prices and, therefore, development rights
values presumably reflect the discounted value of future devel-
opment benefits. “Thus, in order for this reasoning to offer any
promise, one must also arque that these farmers view the market
asa t%?ﬁenﬂy failing to acCurately anticipate fu'ore development

S
P . The results obtained in this Suvey should be viewed with
caution. Although a hlgi. percentage (46%) of delivered question-
naires was completed and rer'’med, the sampllnr? technique and
the fact that some respondents did not answer alf questions maY
have biased the results. Also, the concept of purchase of devel-
opment rights was new to many farmers and this lack of famil-
jarity may account for some of the negative interest shown by
farmiers. Still, the conclusion thot must'be drawn from this suf-
vey, keeplng, in mind the preceding. caveats, is that Alaskan
farmers at this time show little enthuSiasm for the idea of selling
their farmland development rlghts and place a 5|?n|f|c_ant valug
?n tlhlesedrl hts vis-a-vis the total market value of their agricul-
ural land.
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within the structure or for the alteration of land as a consequence of.

construction activity. An exemption provided in this subsection may
continue for up to four years from the date the improvement is com-
pleted or from the date of approval for the exemption by the local
assessor, whichever is later.

(@) A municipality may by ordinance exempt from taxation all or
any part of the increase in assessed value of improvements to a single
family dwelling if the principal purpose of the improvement is to
increase the amount of space for occupancy. An exemption provided in
this subsection may continue for up to two years from the date the
improvement is completed or from the date of approval of an applica-
tion for the exemption by the local assessor, whichever is later. (5 2 ch
118 SLA 1972; am § 2 ch 1 FSSLA 1973; am § 1ch 33 SLA 1975; am
8§ 1chill SLA 1976; am 8 1ch 262 SLA 1976; am 8 1ch 95 SLA 1977,
am § 3!ich 94 SLA 19S0)

Effect of amendments. — The 1973
amendment added the second sentence of
subsection (a).

The 1975 amendment added subsection
(e).
The first 1976 amendment added para-
graph (3) of subsection (c).

paragraph (21(D) of subsection (b).

The 1977 amendment added subsections
(0 and (g).

The 1960 amendment deleted "adopted
without weighted voting" near the
beginning of paragraph (1) of subsection

(c).

The second 1976 amendment added

Sec. 29.53.035, Farm or agricultural lands, (a) Farm use lands
included in a farm unit and not dedicated or being used for nonfarm
purposes shall be assessed on the basis of full and true value for farm
use, and shall not be assessed as if subdivided or used for some other
nonfarm purpose. The assessor shall maintain records valuing the farm
use land for both full and t-"e value and farm use value. Should the
farm use land be sold, leased, or otherwise disposed of for uses
incompatible with farm use or be conve ted to a use incompatible with
farm use by the owner, the owner is liable to pay an amount equal to
the additional tax at the current mill levy together with eight per cent
interest for the preceding seven years, as though the land had not been
assessed for farm use purposes. Payment by the owner shall be made
to the state to the extent of its reimbursement for revenue loss under
(e) of this section for the preceding seven years. The balance of the
payment shall'lbe made to the city cr boroujh.

(b) An owner of farm use land must, to secui “ the assessment, make

application to the assessor before May 15 of each year ir which the
assessment is desired. The application shall be made upon forms pre-
scribed by the state assessor for the use of the local assessor and shall
include information which may reasonably be required to determine
the entitlement ofthe applicant. If ".he farm use land is leased for farm
use purposes, the applicant shall furnish to the assessor a copy J -the
lease bearing the signatures of both lessee and lessor along with the
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completed application. The applicant shall furnish the assessor a copy
of the lease covering the period for which the exemption is requested.

(c) In this'section "farm use" means the use of land for raising and
harvesting crops or for the feeding, breeding and management of
livestock or for dairying or another agricultural use for profit or any
combination thereof. To be farm use land, the owner or the lessee must
be actively engaged in farming the land, and derive at least 10 per cent
of his yearly gross income from the farm use land. The provisions ofthis
section do not apply to land respecting which 'he owner has granted,
and has outstanding, a lease or option to buy the surface rights. A
property owner wishing Li f.k for farm use classification having no
history of farm-related’ income may submit a declaration of intent at
the time of filing the application with the assessor setting out the
intended use of the land and the anticipated percentage of income. An
applicantusing this procedure shall file with the assessor before Febru-
ary 1 of the following year a notarized statement of the percentage of
gross income attributable to the farm use land. Failure to make the
filing required in this subsection forfeits the exemption.

(d) In the event of a crop failure by an act of God the previous year,
the owne.ver lessee may submit an affidavit affirming that 10 per cent
of his grofeo ir come for the past three years was from farming.

(e) Subject to legislative appropriations for the purpose, the state
shall reimburse a borough or city, as appropriate, for the real property
tax revenues lost to it by the operation of this section. (8 2 ch 118 SLA
1972; am 8§ 1 ch 90 SLA 1974; am § 3 ch 229 SLA 19.76; am § 1ch 66
SLA 1978)

Effect of amendments. — The 1974
amcr.dmr.it made such changes in subsoc-
tio.M (b), and (c) as to make a detailed
comparison impracticable and added sub-
sections (d) and (e).

The 1976 amendment, in subsection (a),
substituted “uses incompatible with larm

"nonfarm use" and "eight per cent" for
"five per cent" in the third sentence,
inserted "at the current mill levy" in that
sentence, and added "for the preceding
seven years" at the end of the fourth sen-
tence.

The 1978 amendment substituted “May

use” for "other than fnrm use purposes,” "a
use incompatible with farm use” for

15" for "February 1“in the first sentence of
subsection (b).

Sec. 29.53.045. Tax on oil and gas production and pipeline
property, (@) A municipality may levy and collect taxes on taxable
property taxable under AS 43.56.010 — 43.56.210 only by using one of
the methods set out in (b) or (c) of this section.

(b) A municipality may levy and collect a tax on the full and true
value of taxable property taxable under AS 43.56.010 — 43.56.210 as
valued by the Department of Revenue at arate not to exceed that which
produces an amount of revenue from the total municipal property tax
equivalent to S1,500 a year for each person residing within its bound-
aries.
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STATE OF ALASKA
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT OF FISCAL IMPACT

Bill :xc: csHB 148 (C&RA) Date ar. Bill: 3/18/83
Title: Preservation of agricultural lands

Spenser: lacher, Larson and Znaro ff

neeuestor:

1. Estimated fiscal impacts on:

a. Expenaitures:
(ThouScncs of Dollars)

1 FY¥ 83 i1 FY 84 ; -=£5 ry 86 |1 1
:CcD* te i < i 1 1 1 - i !
"*Coeratme i i 773 ' 825 88.0
Total 1 ? 1 1 1 i 1
b. Revenues:
mRevenue [ 1 1 i ! :

. Source of runes tc offset fiscal impact of bill:

3. Assumptions:

Fiscal impact of this proposal is entirely dependent on level of implementation.
We estim ate the program would require a minimum of one professional and

one clerical to administer the activities required to prepare documents,

arrange appraisals, handle public meetings and follow up on verification

of compliance with land use requirements. These position can be located

at the W asilla office of the Division of Agriculture.

No funding is requested in this note for actual purchase of easements.

j-.sc:aimer:

This statement has net been reviewed by the OMB in the O ffice of the Governc: It
fere ooes not represent the final estimate of fiscal impact.
Prepared By: Ed Kern _ Phone: 376-3276
Division: Agruculture Date: 3-1-83
Approved by Commissioner: Date:
Department: N atural Resources

jistribution:
Original to Legislative Finance
Copy to OMB
Copy to Sponsor
Copy to Requestor 2/15/83
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