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University of Aiaska, Fairiianks
K-irtgniin, Alaska 99701

School of Agriculime and Land Resources Management
ricultural Experiment Station

August 14.1978

Dear

The A‘grimlm_ral Experiment Station at the University of Alaska is conducting
a suney of Aladai: famers. Thissurvey Bpartofast—(w conceming the future use
of agriduttural lands near popullation centers of Alaska. We need your assistance t
make this study a Suocess.

Agricultural lands are repidly being converted to other uses such as resicential
lots, ainotts, and shopping centérs. Land s becoming more expensive and some
farmland owners are convinced that itmakes more sense to develop egricultural land
than to farm it Other people are concerned thatwe are converting too much of the
farmland near cities t ricultural uses and that itwould be wise to present
these lands so that food can be grown close to large population centersand ' j thec
the_cwill continue to be open space near urban aress.

_ Many ways are being tried to U(greserve agriaubtural lands in otrer iicas of the
United ._.Some of these incluge tax incantives, zoning and the tradingof lard.
Another way s for a state or municipality to purchase from the farmland owner his
right to develop his land for anything but faming. For a price, the farmer would

I up his option to use his lanu for nonegricultural purposes; the land would il
@ehis, hut he could do nothiing that would Impair itsegricubtural potential .

_The prircipal dojective of our study s to determine (D) farmers ~interest in
Sllirg development rightsand (2) what itmight cost the State of Alaska to purchase
these W\ smrt%xstmmlre senclosed and we_would be I ifyou wll
fill itout and_retum itto us in the enclosed posimee paid envelope before Seftember
1, 1978. All_information will be kept confiaontial . ftyou desirewe willl be happy to
send you a firel report at the completion of the study.

Thank you foryour cooperation,

Dr. WilliamG. Workman
Resource Economist

WGWrks
Enclosures

Advisinofil tLhiversityofAlaska statenice s skentoftirfuradicelin

Figure 1

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

Recently, some state government officials have developed
an interest in a new method of agricultural land preservation
that ij being adopted in some of the eastern states. This method
involves the public purchase of nonagricultural development
rights on agriculture lands currently held in the private sector.
Usual development rights associated with a parcel of real proper—
ty permit the landowner to develop his land beyond itscurrent
agricultural use, and because 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 purchase of development rights as an
agricultural land control device. In order that land &main in
agriculture use in areas being converted to other uses, govern-
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ALASKA AGRICULTURAL LANDS SURVEY
I. How many acresdo you currently farm or ranch?

Yourown land =~ ———----———-
Land rentedor leav . d- -

Front other landowners-

From thegovernment - -
Total aores - --

2. What cropsor livestock do you produce?
Crops Acres
Your own Kented from Leased from
others government

Vegetables or potatoes
ﬁall grail%

ayor si
Wanted Pasture
Native Pasture B
Livestock Number of Head Livestock Number of Mead
Diiry cattle Swine
Beet cattle Poultry
Sheep Other (gpecify).-

3. What do you estinate isthe per acre market value of agricuttural land:

Your own land; Cleared Yacre  Uncleared Yacre.
That you rent (exclude government leess):  Cleared Yaore.

4. Would you be interested in sellirgdevelopment rights to your agricultural land?
Selling such rigitswould mean your land could be used for egricultural or

forestry purposes only.
Degreewot intasty Cleared Uncleared

Not interested

%&%ﬂy interested
oderately interested
Highly i

5. At what prioas\//vould you sl the development rights to your agriauttural land:
acre.

6. Please descrite the lacatiion ofyour farm or ranch.
Nearest town . Distance from towr.

?;reclzim ﬁ%’] r o ration. A of the result” of thi: ill
ank you our ion. A summal resUlt” of thissurvey wi
be a.aiYablem))/lou o%mm Est. i ey

Figure 2

merits might purchase the development rights from agricultural
lands. These lands could then be used only for agricultural
purposes.

In June of 1978, the Agricultural 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 reported here.

SURVEY RESULTS

During August of 1978, a questionnaire, with a briefexpla—
nation of the development rights concept in the cover letter
{Figure 1 and 2), was mailed to 263 agricultural landowners in
the most important farming or livestock areas of the state.
Since there is no statewide, farmers® organization in Alaska, the
names of landowners were obtained from the mailing lijts 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 as undeliverable, leaving 245 that actually
reached their destination, of which 112 (46%) were returned
completed (Table 1).

Questionnaire recipients were asked 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 highly, moderately, slightly, or not
interested in selling these rights. Approximately 94%, 106 of
112 respondents, answered this question. The distribution of
these expressions of interest can be seen inTable 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 Response by Region
No. Questionnaires No. Questionnaires
Region Delivered Returned (%)

Fairbanks 52 24 (46)
Delta 34 10(29)
Copper River Basin 15 10(67)
Matanuska-Susitna 106 41(39)
Kenai-Kodiak 38 27(71)
TOTAL 245 112(46)

Table 2: Degree of Interest in Selling Development Rights
to Agricultural Land

Number of Respondents (%)

No Slight Moderate High

e Interest  Interest Interest Interest
Fairbanks 14 2 4 4
Delta 7 2 0 0
Copper River Basin 6 1 2 1
"latanuska-Susitna 13 6 - 7 12
Kenai-Kodiak 13 4 3 4
Statewide 54(51%) 15(14%) 16(15%) 21(20%)

Table 3: Perceived Market Value of Cleared avid Uncleared
Larid by Number and Percentage of Respondents in
Dollars per Acre

Per Acre Number of Respondents (%)
Value Cleared Land Uncleared Land
0-999 18(26) 24 (39)
1,000-1,999 11 @6) 5 @)
2,000-2,999 10(14) - 11(18)
3,000-3,999 8 (2 4 ©®
4,000-4,999 6 © 4 )
5,000-5,999 YR ()) 4 6)
6,000-6,999 3 ® 3 @
7,000-7,999 3 @ 3 ()
8,000-8,999 11 -0-
9,000-9,999 -0- -0-
10,000 5 (5 4 ©)
TOTAL 69 62

ment rights. Those respondents living in the Matanuska-Susitna

region were evenly divided on the question: half indicated little

or no interest and half expressed moderate to high interest. On a

statewide basis, G5% expressed little or no interest and 35% indi—
cated moderate to high interest. Over half of all those moderate —
ly or highly interested in selling development rights were from

the Matanuska-Susitna region.

Questionnaire respondents were aiso 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 distributions of these values are shown in Table 3. On a
statewide basis, most of the respondents perceived the market
values of both uncleared and cleared land to be loss than $5,000
pur acre. Uncleared land was valued at less than $5,000 per acre
by 77% of the respondents and at less than $3,000 per acre by
65% of the respondents. Correspondingly, for cleared land 77%
of the rcsnondents valued their land at less than $5,000 per acre
while 56% indicated a value of less than $3,000 per acre.

Average market values for cleared and uncleared land as
perceived by the respondents were calculated for each region.
These data are summarized 1in Table 4. Average values for
cleared land ranged from $1,500 per acre in Delta to $3,900 per

Table 4: Average Perceived Market Values of Land by Region
(Dollars per Acre)

Cleared Number Uncleared Number
Region Value Respond. Value Respond.
Fairbanks $3,900 13 $2,900 11
Delta 1,500 9 1,300 8
Copper River Basin 1,900 6 900 6
Matanuska-Susitna 3,800 28 3,600 24
Kenai-Kodiak 3,700 13 3,100 13
TOTALS 69 62
WEIGHTED AVE. $3,300 $2,300

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

Number of Number of
Value Respondents (%) Value Respondents (%)
0-999 6(15) 5,000-5,999 3 ®
1,000-1,999 8 2l 6,000-6,999 2 (5
2,000-2,999 7(18) 7,000-8,999 -0-
3,000-3,999 6(15) 9,000-9,999 1 B
4,000-4,999 2 © 10,000 4(10)

Table 6:Average Development Rights Values
(Dollars per Acre!

Region Value No. of Respondents
Fairbanks $3,200 e 5
Matanuska-Susitna 3,600 21
Kenai-Kodiak 3,100 8
TOTAL 34
WEIGHTED AVERAGE $3,400

acre in the Fairbanks region. Three of the regions (Fairbanks,
Matanuska-Susitna, Kcnai-Kodiak), accounting for nearly 80%
of the respondents, differed by only $200 per acre in the per—
ceived average value of cleared land with values ranging between
$3,700 and $3,900 per acre. The weighted-average, cleared-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 region. As
with cleared land, the Fairbanks, Matanuska-Susitna, and Kenai-
Kodiak regions accounted for nearly 80% of the survey respon—
dents and showed a relatively narrow range of perceived land
values. Average land values for uncleared land 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%). Thirty-four of these responses were from the
Fairbanks, Matanuska-Susitna, and Kenai-Kodiak areas. Nearly
70% 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 were not calculated for the Copper
River and the Delta regions because so few of these contacted in
these areas responded to this part of the questionnaire. Average
development rights values iIn the three areas mentioned ranged
between $3,100 per acre and $3,600 per acre. Values were
highest in the Matanuska-Susitna region.

Aj rdorcalis
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Table 7: Farm Distance from Nearest Community Related
to Degree of Interestn

Percentage of Respondents

Distance Moderate to Little or
Cntegoiy Reporting High Interest No Interest
0-5 41 39 43
6-10 24 29 21
11-15 16 12 19
16-20 7 5 9
21+ 12 15 9

aBascd on 111 farmers reporting.

Average development rights values were also calculated by
degree of interest, again using data from the Fairbanks, Matanus —
ka-Susitna, and Kenai-Kcdiak regions. Calculations showed that
those with a moderate or high interest in a development rights
program on the average valued these rights at $2,145 per acre.
Those not interested in the program put amuch higher value on
these rights, S4,662 per acre. Respondents in the moderate-to-
high interest categories accounted for 63% of the total acreage
represented in the survey responses.

Additional analysis of the survey data was undertaken to
determine whether or not a landowner®s interest in a develop—
ment rights purchase program and/or his perceived value of
these rights were related to the distance between his farm and
the nearest population center. Table 7 presents a summary of
the data relating to the interest/distance question. One can
observe that the distributions of responses are similar between
the moderate-or-high and low-or no interest categories and are,
therefore, similar to the pattern shown for all responses. ” This
close relationship suggests that farmers ~interest in selling devel —
opment rights is not significantly influenced by the location of
his farm relative to a population center. When data for just
those farm owners 1Ving near Palmer and Wasilla were broken
out and analyzed in the same way, the identical conclusion was

drawn.
We also addressed n>. issue of whether a landowner®s per—

ception of the value of the development rights to his property
was influenced by the location of the farm relative to a popula—
tion center. The expectation was that the closer the farm was to
a town or city, the more attractive would be that land for devel —
opment purposes and that this relative attractiveness would be
reflected in the perceived value of the development rights. Un —
fortunately the quality of the data obtained through the survey
did not allow a rigorous test of this proposition on either a local
or statewide basis.

The data in Table 8 are presented to show the nature of
the relationship or lack thereof between distance and develop—
ment rights value as perceived by farmers near Palmer. No clear
pattern emerges but, again, this conclusion must be qualified by
recognizing that the data are not taken from a random sample.
The fact that the expected relationship did not occur may pei-
haps also b xplaincd by the existence of unrealistic expecta—
tions on the "art of some landowners regarding the development
value of their property. Consequently, these perceived values
may not represent the minimum payments that these land—
owners might he willing to accept to forego their development
options.

Usinn the chi square test for independence with the data on which Table
7 s based, we were not able to reject the hypothesis of independence of
interest and distance at any reasonable level of significance. One must
recognize, however, that these data were not obtained through random
sampling. Thus, any inferences about the views of farmers in Alaska
must be regarded with caution.
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Table 8 : Relationship Between Development Rights Value
and Distance from Palmer

Stated Values

0-1 $10,000
7,700

1 3,000
2 10,000
3,500

1,500

3 3,500
1,000
5,500
2,000
600
3,000
500

Distance (Miles)

850
1,000

— —
oo oo ool M

CONCLUDING REMARKS

The survey described here was designed to assess Alaska
farmers® interests in participating in adevelopment rights acqui—
sition program for preserving agricultural lands and to provide
an estimate of t! >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 the hypothetical proposition of selling these rights, none —
theless, farmers on the average valued the development options
at $3,400 per acre.

While 1t 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 returned questionnaires, some land—
owners may feel this approach to be just another invasion in
their lives by "big government."™ Also, questionnaire respon—
dents may have felt it to be a wise strategy, considering possible
future price negotiations, to appear initially uninterested in
disposing of their development rights.

Another possible explanation is that agricultural land—
owners might not be interested in selling development rights
now since they anticipate that these rights will be worth more at
some later date. This explanation, however, isnot 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 argue that these farmers view the market
as presently failit to accurately anticipate future development
patterns.

The results obtained in this survey should he viewed with
caution. Although a high percentage (46%) of delivered question—
naires was completed and returned, the sampling technique and
the fact that some respondents did not answer all 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—
iarity may account for some of the negative interest shown by
farmers. Still, the conclusion that must be drawn from this sur—
vey, keeping in mind the preceding caveats, is that Alaskan
farmers at this time show little enthusiasm for the idea of selling
their farmland development rights and place a significant value
on these rights vis-a-vis the total market value of their agricul —
tural land.D
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Susitna area arm the Tanana Valley accounted for 59 and 29 percent of
this acreage, respectively. The Kenai Peninsula averaged 11 percent of

the annual total. Cropland utilization statistics are shown in Table 7.

Agricultural Lands for Future Development

Agricultural lands that are currently being converted to non—
agricultural uses are not the only lands available for future develop—
ment. While these lands are close to the State®"s maior population
centers and are felt by some to be the most valuable for agriculture,
they are being converted because the market has placed a higher value on
them for other uses. It may well be that other lands suitable for
agriculture further out from existing agricultural areas will replace
the lands being converted. The purpose of this section is to provide
a brief overview of the supply of potential agricultural lands, particu—
larly those adjacent to existing agricultural areas.

The Soil Conservation Service (Alaska Rural Development Council,
1974, p. 130) has identified approximately 15.2 jnillion acres of poten—
tial agricultural 1land throughout the State. Because many of these
lands are away from population centers and are without surface trans-—
portation access, there is little chance of their developing before the
turn of the century. There are, however, some lands in the Tanana
Valley and the Matanuska-Susitna-Kenai area that are closer to popula-—
tion centers and accessible by surface transportation.

The Alaska Department of Natural Resources (1976) has conducted an

analysis of the agricultural 1lands identified by the Soil Conservation
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Crops
Commercial
Vegetables
Feed Crops

Harvested
Grassland

Total

Percent

SOURCE: Alaska Crop and Livestock Reporting Service,

Tanana
Valley

197

3,655

1,815
5,667

29.4

Statistics
1978), p.

TABLE 7

AVERAGE CROPLAND UTILIZATION,

REGION

Matanuska-Susi tna

Valleys

551

3,578

7,163

11,292

58.6

1971-1976.

Kenai

Peninsula Southwest

19

568
1,5S0 142
2,167 142
11.3 .7

State Total

767

7,801

10,700

19,268

100

Alaska Agricultural

(Palmer: Alaska Crop and Livestock Reporting Service,

17.
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Service ana rated these lands by certain criteria0 in order to arrive at
a priority ranking of agricultural lanas in the State for state selection,
"he results of this analysis are presented in Table 8.

It is not surprising that the high priority potential agricultural
lands are in the State"s most important existing agricultural areas
since these areas already have a sizable population and existin trans—
portation facilities. What 1is significant is the large amount of
potential agricultural acreage in these areas. If one considers all
agricultural lands 1in the three most important agricultural areas,
regardless of priority, there are nearly six million acres available,

32 percent of all agricultural lands in the State. If all priority
categories but the top six are eliminated, the six million acres 1is
reduced to 3.3 million, still a healthy amount of land., The top six
priority rankings include lands that are relatively unconstrained by
access and demands for other uses and could come into production in a
reasonable amount of time. Even if the 3.8 million acres are reduced by
1.5 million to account for existing agricultural and nonagricultural
uses, the 2.3 million acres could provide substantial agricultural

development.4

These criteria include: (1) present and future access possibilities;

(2) productive capability; (3) need for conservation practices; (4)
local needs for agricultural products; (5) demand for other uses of
agricultural lands; (6) variety of crops that could be grown; (7) timing
of agricultural development, and (8) local socioeconomic impact.

Although this discussion shows that large quantities of potential
land are available, at this time its not certain how much, 1if any,
of these lands eventually will come into production since they could
be classified by the State for other uses.
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Priority

BREFBowwo v sy

TN

16
17-23

Totals

/u-

TABLE

RANKING OF AGRICULTURAL LANDS BY STATE OF ALASKA3
(Thousands of Acres;

' of
Tanana Matanuska-Susi tna Priority Other
Valley Anchorage Kenai Total Rank Areas
1821~ 206.0 -0- 333.4 100 -0-
283.0 230.4 -0- 518.4 100 -0-
345.6 230.4 -O0- 576 10C -0-
537.4 17/5.0 475.2 1,137.6 3H o 8
-0- 216.4 239.2 455.5 100 -0-
447.0 192.0 -0- 639.0 89 76.8
34 -0- -0- 374.4 16 1,895.0
259.2 134.0 73.0 466.2 67 227 .2
367.2 258.6 -0- 625.3 39 . 979.2
-0- -0- -0- -0- -0- 334.3
81.0 -0- -0- 8 .0 13 610.4
231.4 -0- -0- 231.4 18 1,078.0
-0- -0- -O0- -0- -0- 311.4
-0- -0- -0- -0- -0- 1,295.5
195.8 -0- -0- 195.3 12 1,491 5
192.0 46.0 -0- 238.0 21 397.6
-0- -0- -0- -0- -0- 3,421 8
3,501.4 1,688.8 787.4 5,977.2 2 12,820.2

Nt

Priori ~y
Rank

Sad8BEBRIBLE RLBLS &

a These figures include all lands with agricultural ootential regardless of current use.

SOURCE:

Alaska Department of Natural Resources, "Priority Values of Agricultural
for State Selection™ (mimeograph), Anchorage: Alaska Department of Natural
Resources, 1978.
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Tot all of the potential agricultural lands are in State ownership.
In an effort to gain an idea of the amount of identified agricultural
lands"held by the State, we examined land status data-1 for the Tanana
Valley and the Matanuska-Susitna Basin. The result of this analysis Iis
shown in Table 9. In the Tanana Valley, the State will eventually
receive title to 1.6 million acres (48 percent) of the agricultural
land. In the Matanuska-Susitna Basin, 91 percent of the potential
agricultural 1land will be in state ownership. No attempt was made to
estimate the percentage of state control by priority rankings, but the
very high percentage of state agricultural lands in the Matanuska-
Susitna region assures that most of the high priority land there will

be in state ownership.

Future Agricultural Development in Alaska
In order to get some idea of the future agricultural 1land demand

in Alaska, this section will review a recent study made by the Univer—
sity of Alaska (Thomas, 1976) involving projections for agriculture to
the year 2000. Assuming: (1) a state population of 820,000; (2) that
Alaska would still produce only part of its total consumption; and (3)
that Alaska®s consumption patterns will be the same as those in the
other 49 states, the study predicted the quantity of different types of
commodities that would be produced in Alaska and the amount of land that
would be needed in the different regions. This information is presented

in Tables 10 and 11. At the time of this study, plans had not yet been

D Computer printouts of land status made available by the Alaska Depart—
ment of Natural Resources, Anchorage, Alaska.
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TABLE 9

LAND STATUS OF AGRICULTURAL LANDS

STATUSB
Agricultural Native Federal
Area Area3 State Lands Lands Land

m Thousands of Acres-----—-—-

Tanana Valley 3,433 1,639 (48%) 293 1,500
Matanuska-Susitna 1,001 912 (91%) 075 014
Total 4,433 2,551 (58%) 358 1,514

3 Figures are less than those shown in Table 8 because private
and municipal agricultural lands are not included.

b Anticipated status after state selections and settlement of the
Native Claims Settlement Act.



APPLICABILITY OF A DEVELOPMENT RIGHTS PROGRAM IN ALASKA

Introduction
The objective of this section 1is to discuss how a development
rights program could be applied in Alaska and what its costs and benefits
might be. Before entering into this discussion we will first review the
results of a development rights survey and comment on the most efficient

size of agricultural operations which might be considered when carrying

out a development rights program.

Development Rights Survey in Alaska
During August 1978 a questionnaire was mailed to 263 agricultural
landowners” in the five major agricultural regions 1in the State. The
objective of the questionnaire was to determine the interest that farm—
land owners had in selling development rights to their land and how much
these rights were worth to them. A sample questionnaire is provided in

Appendix B.

Response

0Of the 263 questionnaires mailed, 18 were returned as undeliverable,
leaving 245 that actually reached their destination. A total of 112 (45")
of the delivered questionnaires were returned (See Table 12). The
response rate differed by region with the Kenai-Kodiak and Copper River

12
The list of agricultural landowners was supplied by the Agricultural

Experiment Station in Palmer, Alaska.



TABLE 12

QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSE BY REGION

Questionnai rvs Questionnai res
Region Delivered Returned Percent
Fairbanks 52 24 45
Del ta 34 10 29
Copper River 15 10 57
Matanuska-Susitna 105 41 39
Kenai-Kodiak 38 27 71

TOTALS 245 112 46



regions having the highest with 71 percent and 67 percent return rates,
respectively. The Delta region had the lowest return rate with only 23
percent of the questionnaires returned. The Fairbanks and Matanuska
regions, which contain the majority of agricultural operations in the
state, had return rates of 46 percent and 39 percent, respectively.
Although the overall response rate of 46 percent is quite satisfactory
for a mailout questionnaire, the data suggest that we may not have
obtained an adequate sample response to some questions to have high

confidence 1in our analysis.

Farm Size of Respondents

There was a wide range of farm sizes reported by the respondents
(Figure 2). One-half of the 96 respondents who gave farm size statis—
tics reported one of three farm size classes: 10-49 acres, 140-179 acres,
or 260-499 acres. The remaining 48 respondents were distributed rela—
tively uniformly among the other classes. The acreage figures given by
the respondents included land leased or ren-ed from other private land—
owners or the government in addition to their own land.

The farm size pattern differs somewhat by region. All of the
respondents who indicated a farm size above 500 acres were 1in the
Matanuska-Susitna or Kenai-Kodiak regions. Large acreages of grazing
land are leased from the government on Kodiak Island. Most of the
respondents from the Fairbanks and Copper River areas reported farm
sizes below 180 acres. A high proportion of the respondents from the

Kenai Peninsula reported farm sizes of between 10 and 49 acres and
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140-179 acres. Matanuska-Susitna respondents reported farm sizes in
every farm size class; however, over 50 percent of the reoorted farms

were between 220 and 999 acres.

Interest in Selling Development Rights
Questionnaire recipients were asked to indicate the degree of
interest they had in selling the development rights to their cleared
and uncleared land. A brief explanation of the development rights
concept was given in the cover letter to the Questionnaire (Appendix 3).
Respondents were asked to indicate whether they were highly, moderately,
slightly, or not interested in selling development rights. Approxi—
mately 94 percent, 106 of the 112 respondents, answered this question.
Practically all respondents rated cleared and uncleared land similarly.
The distribution of these expressions of interest can be seen in Figure 3.
Most of the respondents in all regions except the Matanuska-Susitna
area expressed little or no interest in selling development rights. Those
respondents living in the Matanuska-Susitna region were evenly divided
on the question. Half indicated little or no interest and half expressed
moderate to high interest. On a statewide basis, 65 percent expressed
little or no interest and 35 percent indicated moderate to high interest.
Over half of all those moderately or highly interested in selling devel —

opment rights were from the Matanuska-Susitna region.

Market Values of Cleared and Uncleared Agricultural Lands

Sixty-nine of the 112 respondents indicated what they perceived

as the market value of their cleared land and 62 answered the same
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question about uncleared land. The distributions of these values are
shown in Figure 4.

On a statewide basis, most of the respondents perceived the
market values of both uncleared and cleared land to be less than
$5,000 per acre. Uncleared land was valued at less than S5,000/acre
by 77 percent of the respondents and less than S3,000/acre by 65
percent of the respondents. The percentages were similar for cleared
land with 77 percent valuing their land at less than S5,000/acre while
56 percent indicated a value of less than S3,000/acre.

Average market values for cleared and uncleared land as perceived
by the respondents were calculated for each region. These data are
summarized in Table 13. Average values for cleared land ranged from
51,500/ acre in Delta to $3,900/acre -in the Fairbanks region. Three of
the regions (Fairbanks, Matanuska-Susitna, Kenai-Kodiak) represented
by nearly 80 percent of the respondents differed by only 3200/acre in
the perceived average value of cleared land with values ranging between
$3,700 and $3,900 per acre. The weighted average cleared land value for
the five regions was $3,300/acre.

Uncleared land values averaged slightly lower than cleared land
values ranging from $900/acre in the Copper River region to $3,600/acre
in the Matanuska-Susitna region. As with cleared land, the same three
regions representing nearly 80 percent of the respondents showed a
relatively narrow range of perceived land values. Average land values
for uncleared land in these regions ranged between 52,900 and 53,600 per

acre. The weighted average for all regions was 52,80G/acre.
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Region

Fai rbanks

Del ta

Copper River
Matanuska-Susi tna
Kenai-Kodiak

TOTALS

Weighted Average

TABLE 13

AVERAGE PERCEIVED LAND VALUES BY REGION

(Dollars per Acre)

Cleared Land

Value

$3,900

1,500

1,900

3,800

3,700

$3,300

Number of
Respondents

13

28
13

69

Uncleared Land

Value

$2,900

1,300

900

3,600

3,100

$2,800

Number of
Respondents

11

24
13

62



The difference between cleared and uncleared land average values
per acre was smallest in the Matanuska-Susitna region (S3,300 vs. $3,600)

and greatest in the Fairbanks region ($3,900 vs. $2,900).

Value of Development Rights

A value for development rights was reported by 39 of the 112 respon—
dents (35«). Thirty-four of these responses were from the Fairbanks,
Matanuska-Susitna, and Kenai-Kodiak areas. Nearly 70 percent of the
respondents valued their development rights at less than S4,000/acre.
The distribution of development rights values can be seen in Figure 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 14. Average values were not
calculated for the Copper River and the Delta regions because so few
of the respondents in these areas responded to this part of the ques—
tionnaire. Average development rights values 1in the three areas men—
tioned ranged between $3,100/acre and $3,600/acre. Values were highest
in the Matanuska-Susitna region. The development value data lacks
reliablity because of the small sample. In addition, comments and
figures from some of the questionnaires indicated that some of the
respondents apparently did not understand how to evaluate the value of
development rights to their farmland.

Average development rights values were also calculated by degree of
interest, again using the data from the Fairbanks, Matanuska-Susitna
and Kenai-Kodiak regions. Calculations showed that those with a moder —

ate or high interest in a development rights program on the average
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TABLE 14

AVERAGE DEVELOPMENT RIGHTS VALUES
(Dollars per Acre)

Region Val ue No. of Respondents
Fairbanks $3,200 5
Matanuska-Susitna 3,600 21
Kenai-Kodiak 3,100 _S

TOTAL 34
Weighted Average $3,400
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valued these rights at S2,145/acre. Those not interested in the progranm
put a much higher value on these rights, $4,662/acre. Respondents in
the moderate to high interest categories accounted for 63 percent of the

total acreage represented in the survey responses.

Distance from a Population Center, Interest in Selling Development Rights,
and Perceived Value of Development Rights

Additional analysis of the survey data was undertaken to determine
whether or not a landowner®s interest in a development rights purchase
program and/or his perceived value of these rights were related to the
distance between his farm and the nearest population center. Table 15
presents a summary, 1in percentage terms, of the data relating to the
interest/distance question. One can observe that the distributions of
responses are similar between the moderate or high and low or no interest
categories and are, therefore, similar to the pattern shown for all
responses.I3 This close relationship suggests that farmers® interest
in selling development rights 1is not significantly influenced by the
location of his farm relative to a population center. When data for
just those farm owners living near Palmer and Wasilla were broken out
and analyzed in the same way the identical conclusion v/as drawn.

.We also addressed t;he issue of whether a landowner®s perception
of the value of the development rights to his property was influenced
by the location of the farm relative to a population center.

13
Using the chi square test for independence with the data on which

Table 15 is based, we were not able to reject the hypothesis of
independence of interest and distance at any reasonable level of
significance. One must recognize, however, that these data were
not obtained through random sampling. Thus, our conclusions must
be viewed with caution.
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TABLE 15
FARM DISTANCE FROM NEAREST COMMUNITY
RELATED TO DEGREE OF INTEREST3
Distance Categories

0-5 5-10 11-15 15-20 21 +

Percent of Farmers Reporting 41 24 16 7 12

Percent of Farmers with
Moderate or High Interest 39 29 12 5 15

Percent of Farmers with

Little or No Interest 43 21 19 9 9

a Based on 111 farmers reporting.
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The expectation here was that the closer the farm was to a town or
city, the more attractive would be that land for development purposes
and that this relative attractiveness would be reflected in the perceived
value of the development rights. Unfortunately the quality of the data
obtained through the survey did not allow a rigorous test of this pro—
position on either a local or statewide basis. The data in Table 16 is
presented to show the nature of the relationship or lack thereof between
distance and development rights value as perceived by farmers near Palmer.
No clear pattern emerges but, again, this conclusion must be qualified
by recognizing that the data are not taken from a random sample. The
fact that the expected relationship did not occur may perhaps also be
explained by the existence of unrealistic expectations on the part of
some land owners regarding the development value of their property.
This should not be taken to mean, however, that these perceived values
represent the mimimum payments that these land owners might be willing

to accept to forego their development options.

Economic Size Agricultural Operations
A key factor 1in the attempts to maintain and/or expand agricultural
production 1in the State 1is the development of economic size agricultural
operations. Thomas (1976, p. 15) noted that one of the major problems
with agriculture in the Matanuska Valley was the small size of individual
farms. The Alaska Power Administration (1970, pp. 46-53) has determined
the most economically efficient sizes for dairy, small grain and potato

operations. Each of these enterprises is discussed below.
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TABLE 16

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN DEVELOPMENT RIGHTS
VALUE AND DISTANCE FROM PALME;i

Distance Stated Values
(Miles)
0-1 $10,000
7,700
1 3,000
2 10,000
3.500
1.500
3 3.500
1,000
5.500
4 2,000
5 600
6 -
7 3,000
8 500
9 -
10 850
11 1,000
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Dairy operations in the Matanuska Valley would have to approach
60 cows to be considered an economic unit. Such a unit v/ould require
280 acres to grow the necessary feed. A 60 cow dairy is estimated to
be a minimum economic size and is probably just above being marginal.

A more realistic size would be a 120 cow enterprise based on 560 acres.
A budget analysis of this larger enterprise showed a return on invest—
ment of 8.8 percent after allowing for the operator®s salary and the
value of perquisites.

There 1is some concern that if the number of dairy cows in the
Matanuska Valley declines further, the creamery that processes the milk
will go out of business. We were unable to verify this. Husby (1978)
has indicated that approximately 750 cows are needed to support a
creamery, thus, baring other problems, the present milk cow herd of
1,500 animals would have to decline by almost one-half for the creamery
to discontinue operation, assuming that Alaska dairy enterprises are
the only source of supply. The present creamery, however, is importing
milk for processing from Washington State. If the Alaskan supply of
milk declines it may be possible to import a greater proportion of non-
Alaskan milk to maintain operations.

The 1970 study by the Alaska Power Administration determined that
for small grain farms the minimum economic unit was 320 acres. Thomas,
et al. (1977) in evaluating potential barley production in the Delta-
Clearwater, consider this to be too small under current agricultural
conditions and suggest that 3,000 acres would be the minimum economic

unit for a grain farm.
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A potato farm of about 40 acres was identified as the minimum sized
unit that could support a farmer and his family. Potato farms require
less investment than either grain or dairy farms. Labor requirements
are more than for grain farms but less than for dairy farms.

The Alaska Power Administration Study did not consider vegetable
farms other than potatoes. Interviews with vegetable farmers in the
Matanuska Valley indicated that a minimum economic unit would be about

15 acres.

Potential Costs of a Purchase of Development Rights Program

An important consideration in examining the applicability of a
purchase of development rights program for Alaska is the potential costs
of such a program. These costs would vary widely depending on the scope
of the program. Estimated purchase costs (the value of development rights)
for several alternative purchase programs are provided in this section.
Estimated development rights values are derived from two sources: the
survey of Alaskan farmers that was described earlier and, for the
Matanuska-Susitna Valleys, from Alaska®s program of use-value assessment
of agricultural land.

Estimates of purchase costs for three alternative acquisition pro—
grams are provided in Table 17. These estimates are for (1) the cost
of purchasing development rights to all acres in Alaska planted to crops
iri 1977, (2) the cost of purchases by specific region in the state
and (3) the cost of purchases in the Matanuska-Susitna Valleys by level

of interest among farmers. Following a short discussion of these esti-
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TABLE 17

ESTIMATED PURCHASE COSTS OF ALTERNATIVE DEVELOPMENT RIGHTS PURCHASE PROGRAMS

Cost (per acre) Cost (per acre)b

Scope of Purchase Acres Available3 From Farmer Survey Total Cost From Use-value Assessment Total Cost

State-wide 19,005 $3,400 564,617,000
C

By region
a. Tanana Valley 5,633 3,200d 18,025,600
b. Matanuska-SusitnaValleys 11,222 3,600 40,399,200 $747 S8,382,834
cC. Kenai Peninsula 2,050 3,100 6,355,000
By interest
(Matanuska-Susitna Valleys)e
a. High a moderate interest 7,070 2,145 15,165,150 747 5,281,290
b. Low a no interest 4,152 4,662 19,356,624 747 3,101,544

Acres planted to crops in 1977 (ACLRS, 1978, p. 16).

This value 1is from Janet McCabe, The Urban Fringe: Methods of Land Use Direction, Federal-State Land Use Planning
Coimiission for Alaska, Study No. 35, 1978.

One hundred acres in Southwest Alaska are excluded.
Values provided by Fairbanks area farmers were applied to all of the Tanana Valley.
Total available acres for this alternative were determined by multiplying the totalacres 1in the Matanuska-Susitna

Valleys by the percent of acres in high-moderate and low-no Interest categories as taken from returned questionnaires.
Sixty-three percent of reported acres were in the high-moderate category while 37 percent v/ere in the low-no category.



mates, an examination of the potential costs of purchasing the develop—
ment rights to a specific agricultural enterprise in the Matanuska Valley
is provided.

If the development rights to all acres planted to crops in 1977
(ACLRS, 1978, p. 16) were purchased, the estimated total purchase cost,
using the average state-wide value of $3,400 per acre for development
rights as determined by farmer survey, would be approximately 564,600,000.
Approximately 540,400,000 (63%) of this total would apply to Matansuka-
Susitna Valleys. In the Tanana Valley, the estimated cost would be
518,000,000. For the Kenai Peninsula, estimated cost would be approxi—
mately $6,000,000.

mAn alternative purchase cost estimate for the Matanuska-Susitna
Valleys is approximately $8,400,000. This estimate was calculated by
using the base for deferred taxes under Alaska®"s use-value assessment
program as the development rights value. If current records of agri—
cultural value and market value of agricultural lands were kept, then
the difference between these two figures could be viewed as the devel —
opment rights value. However, it appears that development rights
values and thus probable purchase costs may be greatly underestimated
using this procedure. This 1is not unexpected since farmland market
values are typically undervalued by assessors in the United States.
This often happens because assessing departments are not able to do
yearly assessments because of staff and budget limitations.

Because the Matanuska-Susitna Valleys are presently the most

important agricultural area in Alaska, and also because this region 1is



facing the most intense development pressure, we show two additional
cost estimates. These estimates are by level of interest among farmers
and by type of operation.

For the Matanuska-Susitna Valleys, an estimate of the costs of
purchasing development rights by level of interest among farmers 1is
also provided in Table 17. In this estimate, the available acres with
high-moderate interest and low-no interest were determined by extra-—
polation from the acres reported by farmers responding to our survey to
the total acres available (11,222). Because we were unable to obtain a
random sample of farmers, there is likely to be considerable error in
our estimate of acres within high-moderate and low-no interest categories.
If a random sample of farmers were obtained, more confidence could be
placed in these estimates.

Agricultural enterprises that currently exist in the Matanuska-
Susitna Valleys include dairying, potato-vegetables, hay and silage, and
a small amount of beef and swine production. For various reasons there
may be greater rationale for purchasing the development rights to those
acres needed to maintain dairying for any other single type of enter—
prise 1in this area. For potato-vegetable enterprises, for example,
farmers surveyed expressed little interest in participation in a
development rights purchase program. Also, because these crops are
land intensive, the current amount of land available does not appear
to be a critical factor. Next, for hay and silage enterprises, few
people are involved in full-time operations and production units are

not easily identifiable. Those acres involved in forage production
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chat would be critical for the maintenance of dairying are covered in
the following dairy discussion. Finally, beef and swine production is
a minor part of the agricultural economy in this region and accounts
for only a small amount of land use.

As of January 1, 1978, there were 13 Grade A dairy herds in Alaska
(ACLRS, 1978, p. 34). Eleven of these herds were located in the Matanuska
Valley. Herds in the state were estimated to total 1,500 dairy cows,
1,400 of which were 1in the Matanuska Valley. This 1is the lowest number
of dairy cows in the state since 1960. The high year was 1962 when
3,200 dairy cows in 35 Grade A herds were located in Alaska.

Because of the decrease in dairies and cows in Alaska, interest has
been expressed at maintaining dairy operations at least at their current
levels. Because most of the dairying activity is in the Palmer area,

a way to possibly insure the maintenance of the dairy industry would be
to purchase the development rights to the acres needed to support the
current number of cows in this area. It has been estimated that for
operations larger than 120 cows, approximately 4.67 acres are needed

to support a cow annually (Alaska Power Administration, 1978, p. 48).
Thus, approximately 6,538 acres would be necessary to sustain the dairy
industry at its current level in the Matanuska Valley.

Three estimates of the cost of acquiring the development rights
to this number of acres are provided in Table 18. These estimates of
development rights values are: (1) the average development rights value
of the four dairymen in the Matanuska Valley who answered our question—
naire and showed some interest in selling these rights; (2) the average

value of all respondents in the Matanuska Valley, and (3) the average
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development rights value of all respondents in the Matanuska-Susitna
area who showed high or moderate interest in selling their development

rights.

TABLE 18

ESTIMATED COSTS OF DEVELOPMENT RIGHTS PURCHASES TO MAINTAIN
THE MATANUSKA DAIRY [INDUSTRY

Total Cost Total Cost
Acres Needed Total Cost All Respondents High-moderate Interest
Four Dairymen3 Matanuska Valleyb Matanuska ValleyO
6,538 $24,700,000 523,500,000 $14,000,000

a $3,775/acre.
b $3,600/acre.

c $2,145/acre.

Other Costs

Besides the direct purchase costs associated with development rights
acquisition, other costs would be a part of such a program. Two of
these potential costs, easily identifiable but not so easily quantifiable,
are administrative and legal costs and property tax losses.

Administrative and legal costs would arise from (1) activities
involved with the actual purchases and (2) from continuing administra—
tion once land was 1in an acquisition program. In the initial purchase
effort, costs would be associated with such activities as contacting
farmers, identifying and describing parcels included in any program,

preparing legal documents, negotiating sales with farmers, closing sales,
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etc. Once land was actually in a program, continuing administration of
the program would be needed. This would entail making sure contracts
and regulations were followed. For example, someone would have to make
certain that any building that took place on land under an acquisition
program was in accordance with the program®"s regulations.

Our literature search of existing programs failed to disclose any
documentation of the above costs. However, assuming that once the pro—
gram was underway, two Tfull-time professionals and a secretary were
adequate to administer the program, a gross estimate of administrative

costs might be as follows:

Estimated Annual Administrative Costs*

Salaries
Program leader $35,000
Assistant 22,000
Secretarial 16,000
Travel 5,000
Supplies 2,000
Total $80,000

*(lt is assumed that legal advice would come from
attorneys already employed by the state. New
legal costs would then be slight if these attorneys
were able to assume this increased work load with—
out seriously detracting from their current assign-—
ments .)

Another possible cost to local governments would be a reduction in
property tax revenues due to the decrease in land values following the
sale of development rights. Currently, under Alaska®s agricultural land

use-value assessment law, property taxes that are lost by a borough when
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farmland is placed under the use-value assessment program are reimbursed

by the state. However, the market value of land under a development rights
acquisition program would be the land ™ use-value, and boroughs would not
be entitled to reimbursement for losses in property taxes, since none

would occur. Although borough governments would lose property tax revenues
under a development rights purchase program, there would be a corresponding
reduction in costs to the state government, assuming all land involved

was previously enrolled in the use-value assessment progranm.

Benefits of Development Rights Acquisition

Earlier in this report it was suggested that the preservation of
agricultural activities has associated with it a set of joint benefits
(see section on market failure). In assessing the feasibility of a
public program to maintain land in agriculture in Alaska it is, of
course, 1important to consider these benefits in relationship to the
costs of achieving this end. Some of the benefits attributable to the
presence of agricultural activities, however, do not lend themselves to
objective quantification. They are public goods. As is the c”se with
any good, a person®s subjective evaluation of the relative importance of
this class of benefits depends on his own personal value system. But
unlike conventional private goods, the absence of an organized system of*
exchange for these collective goods stands in the way of our use of
market signals (prices) to measure society"s willingness to pay for
these benefits.”
N Similar problems have been encountered 1in other public policy issues

in Alaska such as the proposed relocation of the state caDital and
the debate involving the use of the North Slope haul road.
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An alternative approach to actual quantification 1is to present to
the public and to government officials in the state a listing and dis—
cussion of the potential benefits stemming from a development rights
purchase program. This information, along with the program costs esti—
mates, may then be employed by the decision maker in assessing the
overall desirability of a given policy. Specifically, the program costs
estimates represent the minimum value that must be achieved by the joint

benefits in order for the program to be economically feasible.

Maintenance of the Local Agricultural Economy

From a state-wide perspective, agriculture currently contributes
relatively little monetarily to the Alaska economy. Statewide, agri—
cultural activities accounted for an estimated two percent of the Gross
State Product prior to start-up of petroleum production from the Prudhoe
Bay field (Logsdon, 1975). Comparable statistics for local areas within
the state are not available. The degree of dependence of the Palmer-
Wasilla area, for example, on the agricultural industry has not been
documented. One can easily observe, however, that the relative position
of agriculture in this area is of much greater significance.

In measuring the "local agricultural economy™ benefits associated
with a development rights buy-back program, one must look beyond the
agricultural landholders themselves. These farmers and ranchers, in
deciding whether to continue their agricultural operations or to develop

their land,15 presumably consider only the implications for their own

N "Develop their land," as used here, includes the sale of the land to
others who in turn develop the land.
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private welfare. In the absence of any public program that might
prevent the conversion of agricultural lands to other uses, one would
expect these individuals to remain in agriculture only if the private
gains of doing so were greater than the returns from converting the land
to an alternative use. Thus, if one observes agricultural land being
developed in an area, one must conclude that the landholders who sell or
subdivide their land are better off economically without than with
agriculture.1”™ What is not taken into account in the decisions of these
landholders is the effect ti”ir actions might have on the welfare of
other individuals- processors, farm suppliers, etc.--whose business
activities are somehow linked to the production of agricultural commo—
dities on these lands.

What do these businesses that represent the infrastructure for the
agriculture industry stand to lose if land is converted to nonagricul —
tural uses? Clearly it is the difference between their net earnings 1in
the presence of agricultural production and what they could earn in
their next best alternative. The net effect on these businesses, then,
depends largely on how specialized they are, or, stated differently, on

the mobility of the resources that they employ. It is conceivable that

Since participation in the development rights purchase program as

it is envisioned would be voluntary, one would expect farmers or
ranchers to forfeit their development options only if they receive
compensation at least equal to the discounted value of future develop—
ment benefits. While the initial asking price for development rights
could very likely exceed this minimum value, one might reason that
bargaining between the state and the landholder concerning development
rights values would generate an "equilibrium” price at which the
landholder was indifferent between selling and retaining these rights.
If this were the case, landowners who participate in the program will,
upon the establishing of this theoretical limiting price, be just as
well off with the program as in its absence.
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some firms such as financial institutions would be better off after the
conversion of land to nonagricultural wuses. The only people who would
clearly be made worse off by the conversion of agricultural land would

be some immobile farm workers whose absence of skills outside the agri—
cultural industry would prevent them from easily adjusting to the changing
economic scene (Gardner, 1977).17 Regarding this latter class of resources,
one must face the issue of whether retaining land in agriculture is the
least cost method of providing these individuals with their present

standard of living. It may well be that publically financed programs of
direct economic assistance and/or retraining could achieve this end more

efficiently.

Locally Produced Food

As pointed out before, food is a private good produced in a compe—
titive environment and as such there is little evidence that the market
will allocate a nonoptimal amount of land to food production. In Alaska,
however, one often hears the argument that we are too dependent on out-
of-state sources for our food supply. It is further argued that by
promoting a local agricultural industry we can lower our food costs.
What 1is the relationship of a delelopment rights buy-back program to
these issues? Can the preservation of currently and potentially produc—
tive private agricultural land reduce our dependence on outside food

sources and lower our food costs? To address these issues one might

17 Although these individuals would surely be worse off, this 1is not
to say that no others would suffer. Other individuals might also
be faced with resource immobility.
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first ask what are the benefits to be gained by reducing our food imports?
It would seem that only if there were some cost advantages would it be"
in the interest of Alaskan consumers to buy their food from local
sourcesJ 8 jhe important question then centers around the ability of
Alaska farmers and ranchers to compete successfully with other agricul —
tural producers in providing food supplies to Alaska consumers. Alaskan
agricultural firms are small relative to their competitors, and therein
lies an important part of the explanation of why production costs are
higher in Alaska, even in the presence of any environmental advantages
that are related to long daylight periods and the relative freedom from
insects that damage crops.

While the agricultural land mass in private ownership could support
a larger number of efficient-sized intensive agricultural enterprises
(e.g- vegetable farms), the market for products from these firms 1is
currently limited to in-state sales due to the absence of processing
facilities. A relatively small acreage planted to garden vegetables
could supply the entire state"s population with fresh produce. But
larger acreages would be needed to support an infrastructure and to
provide Alaska consumers with an opportunity to benefit from the poten—

tially lower prices associated with large scale production. In the

It is sometimes suggested that by reducing our food imports, we may
become less vulnerable to disruptions in food delivery systems linking
Alaska with current food sources. It is difficult to evaluate this
alleged benefit of local food production on any objective basis.

One"s view on this issue depends on his perception of the reliability
of food transport systems and on how much he is willing to pay in
order to insure that a disruption in this system will not affect

the availability of food iIn the state.
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absence of product export opportunities that might be made possible if
processing facilities were available, there is little incentive to bring

a critical mass of vegetable farms into production.

Open Space and Other Public Good Amenities

Open space 1is only one of several "external benefits"™ that accrue
to Alaskans from the decision by agricultural Ilandowners to keep their
land either uncleared or in agricultural use. Other benefits in this
class are the maintenance of wildlife habitat, watershed protection, and
the preservation of a visible, perhaps romantic, "lifestyle."™ Since
farmers and ranchers are not in a position to capture the full value of
these benefits, they have little incentive to provide a socially optimal
quantity of environmental amenities. The market system will often fail
to efficiently allocate resources in situations such as this where
property rights to ce-tain benefits are undefinedJ9

While Alaska, with its vast area, has a great deal of open space
and related environmental amenities to offer its residents, understandably
the highest value is placed on these benefits in situations where they
are in short supply. In areas around Anchorage and Fairbanks where
population and industrialization have expanded recently, these benefits
take on high value indeed. It is in these relatively densely populated

areas that the preservation of open space promises to have s "nificant

19 Since this class of benefits are public goods in addition to being
externalities, we are faced with a further problem on the supply
side as discussed earlier (see page 4). Specifically, even if a
beneficiary could be forced to pay for the good, it would be ineffi—
cient to levy a charge since the marginal cost of extending a
collective good to an additional consumer 1is zero.

73



social value. Since these benefits accrue chiefly to urban residents,
an equitable program for preserving these opDortunities would presumably
also have the urban residents paying the bulk of the costs associated

with their preservation.

Removal of Uncertainty

A final potential benefit to be mentioned in association with a
develop :nt rights purchase program is the effect that such a program
could have on investment decisions by farmers and ranchers. An impor—
tant reason for the inefficiency of agricultural production at the urban
fringes around Anchorage and Fairbanks 1is the great amount of uncertainty
these farmers associate with the likelihood of land use shifts. Farmers
have little incentive to invest optimally, especially in durable capital,
if the probability is high that they will soon choose to abandon farming
and thus forego the opportunity to capture the returns on agricultural
investments (Gardner, 1975). As a result, farmers earn smaller net
returns in their enterprises than they would if they invested in more
efficient operations. A development rights buy-back program would serve
to remove this uncertainty by compensating farmers to forfeit the devel —
opment option 1in return for keeping land in agriculture for a period

sufficiently long to capture the benefits from long term investment.
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Introduced: 1/28/83
Referred: Community & Regional
Affairs and Resources

IN THE HOUSE BY LACHER AND LARSON
HOUSE BILL NO. 148
IN THE LEGISLATURE 0? THE STATE OF ALASKA
THIRTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to the preservation of agricultural
land; and providing for an effective date."
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. LEGISLATIVE FINDINGS AND DECLARATION OF PURPOSE.

(1) Land used in farming with soil and topographic characteris-
ticsthat have been enhanced by years of agricultural use isan irreplace-
ablenatural resource. When farmland is converted to urban and suburban
usesthat do not require thespecial fertility and landscape characteris-
ticsof farmland, an important economic and natural resource 1is lost to the
state.

(2) Alaska is a desirable place to live and visit because of the
quantity, variety and natural beauty of its open space that contributes a
vital ingredient to the quality of life of the people of the state. The
farmland of the state provides a natural separation between wurban areas,
furnishes unique aesthetic and economic benefits to the citizens of the
state and is an important part of the heritage of the state.

(3) The agricultural industry in the state provides Alaskans
with an opportunity to obtain locally grown agricultural products with
advantages in flavor, quality, and cost that does not otherwise exist.

(4 It is the policy of the state to protect and preserve agri-
cultural land by permitting current use taxation of agricultural land as
well as by property tax deferr?-! policies of 1local governments in which
farmland is located.

(5) The policies by themselves have not been effective to

1- HB 148
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provide long-term protection of farmlands under the pressure of increasing
urban development.

(6) Farmland close to an urban center generally has a greater
market value for future urban development than its market value for farm-
ing. This value encourages the speculative purchase of the land at high
prices for future development, regardless of the current use of the land.
Farmland.that has a market value greater than its agricultural value does
not attract sustained agricultural investment and eventually the land is
sold and removed from agricultural use.

(7) The acquisition by the state of voluntarily offered inter-
ests in farmland within the state will permit the land to remain in farm
use in developing urban areas and provide long-term protection for the
public interests that are served by farmland within the state.

* Sec. 2. AS 03 is amended by adding a new chapter to read:
CHAPTER 07. PRESERVATION OF AGRICULTURAL LAND.

Sec. 03.07.010. ACQUISITION OF AGRICULTURAL PRESERVATION EASE-
MENTS. (a) The director may acquire by purchase an agricultural
preservation easement in privately owned agricultural land that meets
the requirements of AS 03.07.020.

(b) The director, with the concurrence of the commissioner, may
dispose of state land or an interest in state land by exchanging it
for privately owned agricultural land or for an agricultural preserva-
tion easement in privately owned agricultural land if the privately
owned agricultural land meets the requirements of AS 03.07.020.

(c) The value of an agricultural preservation easement received
by the state in an exchange made under this chapter must be equal to
the fair market value of the state land or the interest 1in state land
exchanged. If the value of the state land or the interest in state

land is not equal to the value of the agricultural preservation

HB 148 -2-
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easement, the director may accept money from or pay money to an owner
of land. The money accepted or paid must equal the difference between
the fair market value of the agricultural preservation easement and
the fair market value of state land or the interest in state land
exchanged under this chapter.

(d) The director may not purchase an agricultural preservation
easement or exchange state land for an agricultural preservation
easement except to preserve the agricultural use of land.

(e) The director may accept a remainder 1interest or a future
interest in land in place of an agricultural preservation easement if
the land will continue in agricultural use.

() A sale, exchange or donation of an agricultural preservation
easement is voluntary. A parcel of land may be considered for ex-
change under this chapter only on application of the owner of the
land. After sale, exchange, or donation of agricultural preservation
rights, an owner may not be required to carry out specific agricul-
tural activities as long as the owner of the Jland does not wuse or
subdivide the land for residential, commercial, or industrial purposes
or activities which are not related to agricultural uses.

Sec. 03.07.020. LAND ELIGIBLE FOR AGRICULTURAL PRESERVATION. A
parcel of land is eligible for protection under this chapter if

(1) it is privately owned;

(2) the soil under no less than 40 percent of the surface
of the parcel is classified as classes Il - IV by the United States
Soil Conservation Service; and

(3) it is

(A) a parcel with no less than 40 acres in cultivation
or farm use; or

(B) a parcel with no less than 20 acres in cultivation

.3 HB 148
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or farm use adjacent to an established farm or farms totalling no

less than 40 acres in size that has been in operation as a farm

or farms for no less than 10 years.

Sec. 03.07.030. PRIORITY DISTRICTS. IfT the director does not
have money to purchase agricultural preservation easements in all
eligible land, the director may establish a system of farmland preser-
vation priority districts by regulation and allocate money for agri-
cultural preservation easements within the districts according to the
following priority:

(1) farmland that is threatened by early conversion to
subdivisions, commercial or industrial uses;

(2) farmland that is of recognized value for tourisnm
because of historic associations, natural setting, closeness to tcur-
ism routes, or other reasons;

(3) farmland that has a history of high productivity
because of soils, temperatures and other reasons;

(4) farmland that is close to market; and

(5) farmland that is within an established agricultural
area.

Sec. 03.07.040. CRITERIA FOR SELECTION WITHIN A PRIORITY DIS-
TRICT. IfT funds are not available within a priority district to
purchase all eligible land of equal priority for which valid offers
have been received by the director, the director shall consider the
following criteria in accepting offers:

(1) an offer of land that is more threatened by urban
development 1is favored over an offer of land that is less threatened;

(2) an offer that is below appraisal is favored over an
offer that is at or above appraisal;

(3) an offer of land used for farming in the 12 months

HB 148 _4-
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before the offer is favored over an offer of land that has been fallow
for the preceding 12 months;

(4) an offer of land that will form a contiguous Tfarming
area with other offered or acquired eligible land is favored over an
offer of land that is separated from other farms;

(5) an offer of land that will achieve both urban separa-
tion and agricultural production or that will separate commercial and
industrial uses from residential or recreational uses is favored over
an offer of land that will serve only one of the purposes.

Sec. 038.07.050. AGRICULTURAL LAND WITHIN A MUNICIPALITY. The
director shall, before making an allocation of agricultural preserva-
tion easement money to a farmland preservation priority district
within a municipality, consider any comprehensive plan or ordinances
of the municipality on municipal farmland preservation priorities
adopted by the municipality and shall, before making an allocation,
consider recommendations from the municipality regarding priorities
for farmland preservation within the municipality.

Sec. 03.07.060. DETERMINATION OF ELIGIBILITY FOR EXCHANGE OR
SALE OF EASEMENT. (a) An owner of land that meets the requirements
of AS 03.07.020 may offer in writing to sell or exchange the agricul-
tural preservation easement to the state on all or a portion of the
agricultural land.

(b) An offer to sell or exchange

(1) must include a price at which the owner is willing to
sell an agricultural preservation easement to the state;

(2) must include a complete legal description of the land
offered;

(3) may include an appraisal in support of the price.

(c) Within 30 days after the receipt of an offer, the director

-5- HB 148
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shall notify the owner of the land of the sufficiency of the offer.
If the offer is insufficient, the director shall specify the reason
and permit the owner of the land 30 days to correct the insufficiency.
If a corrected, sufficient offer is made within 30 days of the noti-
fication by the director, the land is determined to qualify as land
that meets the requirements of AS 03.07.020.

(d) If any part of the land determined to qualify under (c) of
this section is in a municipality, the director shall notify the
governing body of the municipality within 30 days of the determination
under (c) of this section. Within 30 days after the notification by
the director, the municipal governing body may request the director to
reconsider the determination. If a municipality requests reconsidera-
tion, the director shall hold a public hearing in the municipality
before an offer to sell or exchange is tendered to the owner of the
land. If, after a public hearing in the municipality, the decision of
the director remains unchanged, the municipality may appeal to the
commissioner within five days for a review of the decision of the
director.

Sec. 03.07.070. OFFER TO BUY OR EXCHANGE. The director may
accept the offer to buy or exchange land at a price and upon terms
offered by the owner of the land or may make a counter offer to buy or
exchange and may specify terms and conditions not <contained in the
landowner®s application within 90 days after approval of the land-
owner®s offer to sell or exchange an agricultural preservation ease-
ment. An owner of land has 30 days from the receipt of the counter
offer to buy or exchange inwhich to accept or reject the offer.

Sec. 03.07.080. VALUATION OF AGRICULTURAL PRESERVATION EASEMENT.
(a) The maximum valuation of an agricultural preservation easement

acquired under this chapter is either the asking price or the
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difference between the fair market value of the land and the agricul-
tural value of the land, whichever 1is less.

(b) The valuation of an agricultural preservation easement shall
be determined by the director based on one or more appraisals by

qualified appraisers.
Sec. 03.07.090. USES OF LAND ACQUIRED. (a) An agricultural
preservation easement acquired under this chapter permits

D) agricultural use of the land by the owner of the land;

(2) removal of minerals or materials from the subsurface of
the land if the land is immediately returned to a condition at least
as favorable for agricultural use as existed before the removal of
minerals or materials began;

(3) operation of machinery used in agricultural ©production
or the primary processing of agricultural products;

(4) sale of agricultural products produced on the land;

(5) construction of buildings for farming operations but
land used for farm residences may not exceed one acre per 40 acres of
land under an agricultural preservation easement.

(b) The acquisition of an agricultural preservation easement by
the state does not grant the public a right of access or right of use
of the property subject to the easement nor does it affect any exist-
ing easements, rights of way, or rights of access. Residential sub-
division is not permitted.

Sec. 03.07.100. DEFINITIONS. In this chapter

(&) "agricultural operations”™ means activities related to
the production of domesticated plants and animals useful to humans;

(2) "agricultural preservation easement™ means an interest
in land under which all development rights are owned by the state and

an owner of the property subject to the agricultural preservation
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easement retains an interest in and the right to use and possess land
for purposes and activities related to the production of domesticated
plants and animals useful to humans;

(3) "agricultural use™ means the use of land for the pro-
duction of domesticated plants and animals useful to humans;

(4) Magricultural value™ means the amount on a valuation
date which an owner of land, willing but not obligated to sell, would
accept for property subject to an agricultural preservation easement,
and which a purchaser, willing but not obligated to buy, would pay for
property subject to an agricultural preservation easement;

(5) "commissioner™ means the commissioner of natural re-
sources;

(6) "development rights” means an interest in and the right
to use and subdivide land for any and all residential, commercial and
industrial purposes and activities which are not incident to agricul-
tural uses;

(7) "director"™ means the director of agriculture in the
Department of Natural Resources;

(8) "fair market value™ means the price on the valuation
date for the highest and best use of the property which a vendor,
willing but not obligated to sell, would accept for the property, and
which a purchaser, willing but not obligated to buy, would pay for the
property if the property was not subject to any restriction imposed
under this chapter;

(9) "municipality” means a unified municipality or a home
rule borough or general law borough or city, of any class, incorpo-
rated under the laws of the state;

(10) "qualified appraiser™ means a senior member of the

American Institute of Real Estate Appraisers, the Society of Real



Estate Appraisers, a person meeting the requirements for certification
as an appraiser Il by the division of personnel, Department of Admin-
istration, or a person qualified according to r;gulations adopted by
the commissioner under the Administrative Procedure Act (AS 44.62);

(11) "residential subdivision™ means the division of a tract
or parcel of land into two or more lots, sites or other divisions for
the purpose, whether immediate or future, of sale or building develop—
ment, and includes a resubdivision.

* Sec. 3. This Act takes effect immediately in accordance with AS 01.-

10.070(c).

_9- HB 148
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Offered: 2/28/83
For Today®s Calendar

Original sponsors: Hayes, M.M_Miller,
Duncan et al

Funding Information
General Fund $1,000,000
Other Funds -0-
$1,000,000
BY THE FINANCE COMMITTEE
CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 151 (Finance)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

THIRTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION

A BILL
6 For an Act entitled: "An Act making a special appropriation to the Depart-
7 ment of Natural Resources, division of parks, for
8 acquisition and development of the House of Wicker-
9 sham in Juneau; and providing for an effective date."
10 BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
11 * Section 1. The sura of $1,000,000 is appropriatedfrom the general
12 fund to the Department of Natural Resources, division of parks, for the
13 acquisition of the House of Wickersham in Juneau and the historical collec-
14 tions and artifacts contained in the house and for the development of the
15 acquisition as an historic site.
16 * Sec. 2. The appropriation made by this Act is for a capital project
17 and is subject to AS 37.25.020.
18 * Sec. 3. This Act takes effect July 1, 1983.

-1- CSHB 151(Fin)



THE FOLLOWING INDIVIDUALS ARE EXPECTED TO TESTIFY ON HB 151:

Representative Mike Miller
testifying on behalf of Representative Joe Hayes, prime
sponsor of HB 151

Bob Giersdorf
owner, House of Wickershanm

Hilton Wolfe
Division of Parks, Department of Natural Resources
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STATE OF ALASKA
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR

BILL ANALYSIS

*ptnm*nt Sppntpr (Principal) . ». 6 ill Number

natural Resources - Hayes T HB 151

Epartment Potltipn* ) e

pie Department strongly supports "the concept”of public ownership of this unicue
site. However, .we ecannot urge passage of this special appropriation until we
Lave completed a vigorous analysis of the impact of deleting an equal (over)
division Director D«te Comminiqney ™ i Sipo»iur« Okie

Neil Johannsen 2/7/783 Rﬂ- 2/7/83

GOVERNOR S OFFICE USE
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Bv One
1 Poihion Noted
SUMMARY
1 ©) Rcleieo Bilik (Similar or CoMlictinp 1. b) Other Apenciei Affected by Sill
[53 31 (ldentical) None directly
1. @) Orffniraiional Support lor Sill 2. b) Orpenisnional Opposition to Bill

Alaska Visitors Association resolution
of support, February 1S81.

Alaska Legislature, Legislative Resolve

No.30, 1881.
3. Propiam Enacts of Bill
The bill provides a special appropriation to be used for ™"acquisition of the
House of Wickersham in Juneau and the historical collection and artifacts
contained in the house and for the development of the acquisition as an
historic site.". Management"of historic sites 1is a Parks & Recreation Procranm
function that would be significantly augmented by the acquisition and developnmt
of Wickersham House for the use and enjoyment of A.laskans and visitors to
Alaska. .

Fitcel Impact: 0 No * ~ P! Fitcal Not* Attached

5. Amenomerm Propoked:

The lapse date for the appropriation is stated as June 30, 1984. As it 1is
unlikely that the project could be completed by that time, it is highly
desirable that the lapse date be changed to June 30, 1985.

6. Comment!:

Legislative Resolve No.30, 1881, requested that the Governor establish a task
force "to develop a plan for the continued operation and preservation of the

House of Wickersham." The ta*-k force report (attached) was completed 1in March
1982, and draws a conclusion similar to Resolve No.30: given the unique state
and national significance of the House of Wickersham and 1its collections, "it

seems appropriate that the Wickersham collection and its repository should be
recognized and preserved for the benefit of all Alaskans now and 1in centuries

to come. Broad cosponsorship for the House version of the bDbill indicates the
there is continued support for the spirit embodied in Resolve No.30.



Department. Position (continued)

amount of funding from Governor.'Sheffield™ FY84 budget of $1,540,000

for the Parks & Recreation capital program.



U./0cA-0

AMENDMENT FOR HOUSE BILL 151
Delete present section (2)
Add new section (2) to read:
* Sec. 2. The appropriations under this act are for

capital projects and are subject to as 37.25.010.
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WICKERSHAM HOUSE REPORT

Introduction

With Legislative Resolve No. 30/ 1981

m the Legislature requested that the Governor

force to develop a plan for the continued

servation of the House of Wickersham"

establ

(located at

Street, Juneau) and specifically named three

to serve on the task force. The resolution

by an appropriation of $17,400 (Attachment

Following the Governor®s approval

the principal members named in the resolution

State

(Attachment 1-A),

ish "a task

operation and pre—

213 Seventh

officers

was accompanied

1-B).

of that appropriation,

informally and prepared a workplan, based on

consulted

the $17,400

appropriation, for performing the necessary work,

interpreted to mean "a determination

of the

attendant upon the State, assuming owernship

the House of Wickersham." On January 7, 198

formally established the task force

This report synthesizes the task force

at two Juneau meetings and in consultation

costs

which was

and procedures

and control of

2, the

Governor

(Attachment 1-C).

the House of Wickersham and 1its collections.

Task Force Members
The Governor appointed the followi
the requested report:
Cl) Chip Dennerlein, Director,
man)
(.2 Richard Engen, Director, Di
Museums

(3) Donald Dickey, Director, Di

ng offi

Divisio

vision

vision

with th

cials

n of P

of Lib

of Tou

consensus developed

e owners of

to prepare

arks (Chair—

raries and

rism

Additional participation was provided by the*following

individuals to broaden the base of task force

Cl) wWilliam Hannable, Director,

mission

deliberations:

Alaska Historical Com—

(2) Robert Shaw, Chief of History & Archaeology, Division

of Parks

(3) Hilton Wolfe, Staff Assista

nt, Dir

ector

of Parks



(4) Paul McCarthy, Archivist, Alaska and Polar Regions
Collection, University of Alaska, Fairbanks

(5) John Pearson, Travel Development Specialist,
Division of Tourismnm

(6) Kathy Hildre, Southeast Alaska Manager, Alaska Tour
& Marketing Services, Inc.

(7) Ruth Allman, Lecturer-Curator, House of Wickersham

Assessments and Appraisals
In order to establish a reliable cost estimate pursuant to
State acquisition and operation of the House of Wickersham and
its collections, the following assessments and appraisals were
prepared and are included as attachments to this report:
Attachment 2 Brief Summary of the Wickersham Collections
" 3 Architectural Condition Assessment, prepared
by Robert A. Mitchell, A_l.A. Historical
Architect, Division of Parks
" 4 Ethnographic Objects Appraisal, prepared by
L. J. Rowinski, retired Curator of the
University of Alaska Museum, Fairbanks
" 5 Archival Documents Appraisal, prepared by
Paul McCarthy, Archivist of the Alaska
and Polar Regions Collection, University
of Alaska, Fairbanks
" 6 Antiques Appraisal, prepared by William W.
Jorgenson on behalf of the Alaska Historical
Society
" 7 Real Property Appraisal, prepared by J. A.
Duvernay, A.S_.A., of Pomtier, Duvernay

& Horan

Options Considered
During task force deliberations, the discussion revolved
around three basic options for State 1involvement:
Option A No State action (rejected).
" B State support to a private owner (.rejected)

il C .State purchase and operation (recommended)



Those options are discussed below.

Option A - No State Action (Rejected). Given the assumptions
expressed in Legislative Resolve No. 30, 1981, Option A 1is not
viable. Operation of the House of Wickersham and its collections
as a point of historical interest has been perpetuated by the
strong determination, personal .committment and direct involve—
ment of Mrs. Ruth Allman for many years.. With her advancing
age, Mrs. Allman®s ability to continue to service the. increasingly
demanding tourist schedule is necessarily diminishing, and the
time has arrived where a revised mcde of operation 1is "imminent.
Mrs. Allman and Mr. Robert Giersdorf have recognized the
situation and have taken the step of inquiring as to the State®s
desire to preserve this element of Alaskan history. Indications
are that should no State action be taken, the integrity of the

Wickersham House and its %ontents will likely be destroyed over

the next few years through redirected use. Exercising Option A
would Ilikely not fulfill the legislative goals of ". . . cbntinued
operation and preservation of the House of Wickersham"; conse—

quently this option was rejected.

Option B - State Support to a Private Owner via Subsidy and
Maintenance Agreement (.Rejected). . Substantial discussion of
this option resulted in the final decision not to recommend it.

A key element in that rejection was the basic belief that the
property is not viable as a business venture directed to the
preservation and public interpretation of the House and documents,
that is, a privately owned and operated museum and library.

The value of the real property and its contents 1is approximately
$500,QQ00, while the gross monetary return from current operations
is in tlie $35,000. per year range: this is not a sufficient return
to attract private investment.

Sufficient State subsidy could be designed to make this
option viable; but the need for maximum dollar return, which
would necessarily be the goal of a private owner, would have
the effect of converting the property to almost exclusive non—
resident tourist use. This conclusion is based on the fact that

the current visitor fee is $8 per person and even with that fee,



continued operation in the current mode is not feasible. With

a change of private operators, the cost per person would be at
least as high as the current rate. An entry fee of $8 1is not
considered prohibitive by"most non-resident visitors, especially
when it is included as part of a total tour package. .However
given the nature of disposable family incomes, an Alaskan

family of four is unlikely to pay $32 for a 1 or 2 hour tour

of the House and is even more unlikely to do so on a repetitive
basis.

Although the capital investment vs. return for this mode
of operation 1is untenable, with direct subsidy and recently
enacted "federal tax 1incentives private operators willing to <
fail for short-term gain could likely be found. However the
task force consensus was that exercising this option would
only prolong the agony of the destruction of the historic
values of the House and its collections. Additionally, Option
B would result in complicated and reoccurring negotiations®™ and
contracts that would require a high 1level of direction from
the State. Inevitably the owner would feel constrained by
the management agreements necessary to preserve the building
with its contents intact.

Preservation of the structure alone 1is possible under private
ownership through conversion of use, such as conversion to a
restaurant or to apartments; but these possibilities would
require removal of the Wickersham memorabilia. Given that the
major importance of the structure is derived from its
association with Wickersham and his collections, the task force
concluded that conversion of use would not produce the goals
of the Legislature; that 1is., disassociation of the House and
and contents would very negatively impact the historical,

interpretative, and educational value of the property.

Option C - State Purchase and Operation (.Recommended) . Option
C is the most direct and positively controlled means of pro—
ducing the goal of preservation of the Wickersham House and 1its
contents as a Unit; consequently the task force recommends

purchase of the building along with its contents. This v..e
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task force members, but this solution does not

of the owners or Mrs. Allman or the

continue the association of the House and the

It should be emphasized that as a body of materials

Wickersham era and his mode of life, the house

mportant as a unit. Interpreting the house and

in Alaska history would be difficult without

these materials; the house and its contents are a valuable
element in the State®s history as an integrated unit.
t
Other Recommendations
While not going into the details of daily management, the .
task force has several additional recommendations that deal
with specifics which will result in accomplishing the
Legislature™s objectives, if the propertymis purchased.
C). The Division of Parks should be the managing agency,

with technical support from the Division of Libraries and

Museums .



C.2) Substantial rehabilitation and upgrading of the
structure should be accomplished upon acquisition to meet
mandatory- codes for operation of the structure as a public
facility and to insure the safety of the collections.

C3) The house contents should be kept within the house .
for display and interpretative purposes with the exception of
a few unique, 1irreplacable objects whose security from theft
and climatic variations are required for preservation of the
object in perpetuity. Upon State purchase and accomplishment
of a detailed inventory, the Directors of Parks and Libraries
and Museums should reach a consensus decision on removal of
those specific materials to the State Museum and State Archives.
For purposes of interpretation and public presentation at the
House of Wickersham, high quality replications may be needed
for the few documents or objects removed.

(4. Use of the second and third floors should be
as office and residence units for security of the building.and

its contents.

C5L The facility derives 1its major value from the standpoint

of tourism and Alaska resident education and historical signifi—
cance; specific operation as an academic research facility for
the Wickersham era is not practical from management standpoints
and would not service the element of high public interest in

the facility itself, but the contents of the House could be made

available for off-site scholarly use.

(6) Summer season use should be devoted primarily to tourist

use (especially since regional tourism is a growing attribute
within the U.S.), and the remainder of the year should focus
upon State citizen use. Occasional use of the House as a
meeting place for State boards and commissions would also seenm
appropriate.

(7) Consideration should be given to the option of a
tourist user fee and possible concessionaire involvement 1in
certain elements of the operations program.

(8) Local citizen involvement in the House of Wickersham-
should be initiated through cooperation with the existing State
Museum docents corps or similar group. Additionally, the

involvement of the City and Borough of Juneau through cooperative



agreement should be considered, but the primary management
responsibility should be clearly vested 1in the State Division

of Parks.*

iscal Information

Acquisition. Based upon the appraisals which, were prepared,
the cost of acquisition would range between $437,8Q0 and
$497,300, as identified below. It should be emphasized, however,
that these appraisals are conservative and the actual open
market selling price could easily exceed the high end -of the
range; but it appears that the owners would be willing to
negotiate a sale wusing these appraisal figures as the basis
for actual cash exchange and to donate the difference between
cash payment and a higher selling price based upon other

appraisals or estimates of market value.

Real estate " . $180,000 - 200,000
Ethnographic objects 61,800 -
Documents 140,500 - 180,000
Other artwork, artifacts,
and antiques 55,500 -
Acquisition $437,800 - 497,300
Implementation. IT the Wickersham House and. its collections

are acquired, additional capital funds would be necessary to
initiate management as a public facility. Necessary repairs,
restoration, and public use adaptation costs are hased upon
the Architectural Condition Assessment CAttachment 31 and
include complete rewiring of the house and installation of a
fire suppression systenm.

Repairs, restoration, and

public use adaptation $254,000 - 364,000
Collections cataloging, dis—
plays, and replications 80,000 -~
Site modification for
vehicular access 20,000 - -
Implementation $354,000 - 464,000

Capital Total $7.91,8Q0 - 961,300



Annual Operating Cost - FY83. The annual operating cost is
based on one full-time staff person, assisted by volunteer
services such as the docents corps, and utilities and maintenance
for the facility.and assumes on-site management only. Off-site "
services, such as circulating portions of the collections to .

other areas of the state, would require additional funding.

1 Permanent full-time staffperson $30,600
Associated costs p 2,500
Utilities and facility maintenance 10,100

Total Operating $43,200



STATE OF ALASKA

THE LEGISLATURE

1901 Loghllativs
Source Roiolva No.
CSSCR 131SA) 30 .

Relating to the preservation of the llonse of Wickersham.

OE IT RESOLVED DY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STA"TE OF ALASKA:

_ WHEREAS a significant portion of Alaska"s documented and
written history during the years 1900 through 1938 Is recorded

only In the diaries, papers, and manuscripts of Alaska®s
pioneer Judge, Jnmcu Ulckcrshami and

WHEREAS the llouoc of WLckcrahntn, located In Juneau and
built on the site_of the Hew _Doston gold mining claim, la
Itself of major historical significance as one of the first
large homes buLlt In Alaska after the purchase from RusolLa,
and as a fine example of Victorian architecture! and

WHEREAS the House of Wickersham has been certified for

Inclusion on the National Register of Historic_rioccs, and Its

private collection of historic documents, diaries, papers,

photo files, and artifacts Is of major significance to scholars

of dnrly twentieth century Alaakai and

WHEREAS the histories of Home, the Aleutian Islands,
Fairbanks, Eagle, Anchorage, lit. McKinley, Valdez, Skngwsy,
Wrangell, Sitka, Ketchikan, and Juneau are preserved and
represented In these early documents, making the Wickersham
collection of major statewide Importance! and

WHEREAS In years past many private historic collections
have been sold or removed from Al asksi and

_ WHEREAS It seems appropriate that the Wickersham collec—
tion and Its repository should be recognized and preserved for

i ® the benefit of all Alaskans now and In centuries to comci

RE IT RESOLVED by the Alaska State Legislature that the

Governor Is respectfully requested to establish a task force
to develop a plan for the continued operation and preservation
of the House of Wlckcrahnmi and be It =

FURTHER RESOLVED that the Governor appoint the directors
of the division of parksof the Department of Natural Re—
sources, the division of [librariesandmubeums of the Depart—
ment of Education, and the division of tourism of the Deport—
ment of Commerce and Economic DeveIOﬁment, and other officers
of state government concerned with the hintory of the state to
serve on the task forcei and be It

FURTHER RESOLVED that the Governor Invite .the appropriate

federal agencies and historical associations to work with the
task force toward the achievement of Its goal.

LR 30 -2-



HOUSE JOURNAL SUPPLEMENT

May 15, 1981 No. A3
JEISCAL  NOTE.
CS
RS iy N2 1 1CR_8_QFtN_ gCR
1 reservation ¢ the House of Wickorsham B )

Requested bv House Finance

1 FISCAL DETAIL
Agency Affeclcd Natural Resources - Parks
Program Cilccory Affected - rati'.t a Recreation
URU, Program, or Subprogiam(v) Affected Park Operations - Parts Rcmimstrataon
(Noie: If more thin one budget component n affected, acparatc linc.ittm amounts and funding for eaen
component In the analysis section.)

ofollay) . " .

it b - FYSI 1 FY8 | FY8 r"FY &4 FY & 1 .FY86-" m
i rre i -
e R T L3 i
aon muTtiAmui 5. o-irrrr 1
muunnmc; |1~, 1 - _} t
FOLJIPWENT
2 LANO 1 STRUCTURES 1 1 1 1
700 grants,claims,etc. I * ™" 1
- 1 i ]
TOTAL 17.4-C3h. S tm * *e

FUNDING ~ (Thousanck of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND < ! In.1-CTSC 1 1-
FEDERAL FUNDS 1
OTHER (Soccifv Fund Source)

-~

1
\

POSITIONS

FULLTIME " 1
PARTTIME i

IEMWRAJUr .. , 1 i

H. A G e PR T B8 3D Yne rask force” 10" develop

a plan for the continued operation and preservation of the House of
Mfickeriharar-" -Tasks- to be_ accomplish would Include the followings. (Il“)
prepare the work plan; (2) evaluate the academic_and research signifi—
cance of the collection; '(3) inventory and appraise the value of the
"documents, artifacts, and real _estate; (4 identify the acquisition
and operating program alternatives with cost estimates; (5) Identify

a recommended program with cost analysis.

« Travel costs would be"for two or three meetings of _the task force,
composed of the Directors of Parks, Tourism, and.Libraries and Museums,
* the Executive; Director of the Alaska Historical Commission, and
certain members of the University of Alaska professorial staff;
contractual costs would be for the inventory and appraisal of the
collection and real estate; the Bro ect employee would serve as staff.-
. DATE 5/U/H1 PRE%@E Hiltgn Wolfe ILit- u - .
- AG ﬁesources - ra:*s « -

Origiral: Legiilatire Finiret PIIONE .46i>-2421 "



rom:

Chip Dennerlein, Director DATE: January 7, 1982
Division of Parks

Department of Natural Resources RLE NO:

Richard Engen, Director TELEPHONE NO: 465-3500
Libraries and Museums

Department of Education SUBJECT:

Wickersham House
Task Force
Donald Dickey, Director
Division of Tourisnm
Department of Commerce and

Economic Development

The Honorable John W. Katz
Commissioner
Department of Natural Resources

The Honorable Marshall L. Lind
Commissioner
Department of Education

The Honorable Charles R. Webber

Commissioner

Department of Commerce and
Economic Development

Jay S. H
Governor

Last session, tofth Legislative Resolve No. 30, the Legis—
lature requested that I establish "a task force to develop
plan for the continued operation and preservation of the
House of Wickersham,"” and specifically named three State
officers to serve on the task force. I interpret Legisla—
tive Resolve No. 30 to authorize a determination of the
costs and procedures attendant upon the State, assuming
ownership and control of the House of Wickersham. An
appropriation of $17,400 accompanied the resolution.

Following my approval of that appropriation, the principal
members named 1in the resolution have consulted informally
and prepared a workplan and proposed budget, based on the
$17,400 fiscal note, for performing the necessary work.
With this memorandum, I am giving official status to the
Wickersham House Task Force, and formally appointing the
following members to carry out the request made in Legis—
lative Resolve No. 30:

() Chip Dennerlein, Director, Parks
(2) Richard Engen, Director, Libraries and Museums
3) Donald Dickey, Director, TovesrssgSEHEe



Chip Dennerlein -2- January 7, 1982
Richard Engen

Donald Dickey

The Honorable John W. Katz

The Honorable Marshall L. Lind

The Honorable Charles R. Webber

Since the Department of Natural Resources received the
fiscal note appropriation, 1 am asking Chip Dennerlein to
serve as chairman, and am encouraging him to request, on my
behalf, the participation as appropriate of other State
officials - 1including the Director of the Alaska Historical
Commission and members of the University of Alaska profes—
sional staff - and federal agencies and historical societies.
In developing recommendations for the continued operation
and preservation of the House of Wickersham, 1 urge the
members to give particular weight to public review and
comment. Please carry out this work as expeditiously as
possible, and attempt to present your recommendations to me
by mid-February, 1982.

Mike Whitehead will serve as my staff assistant for this
project, and will, be available for any consultation regard—

ing implementation.



Appendix B,
dxiithit JJ

BRIEF Gl»iaiAlY of
THE WICKENSIUH COLLECTION

UIANniIES

1000 -
1901 -

1901-02

1902-03
1903

I$10k -
1907 -
1903
1912

191k
1915

| 1916
1923

5V vo Inmu.i, .daily journal kept by Judge Wickers®vus

3000 to jojo (his death), various sizes, and written in
pencil. indeliblo ink, pen...daily accord of events and
happenings that in many cases have nﬂ other WRJTTEi! record
Arrival 1n Alaska, estabHslvnont of hom court,etc.

First court hold Interior of Alaska - Walklng 1056 nigcs
without survey, trail etc...temperature from 0 to -65 helm
daily experiences, descriptlons vivid.

Establishment of FIRST Floating Court in Alaska.

HOME and the McKenzie lloycs Scandal -cleaning up t"c court
cases (SPOILERS). Trip to Cape Prince of Wales, Xozgas..
nlnnned trip walking from Cano to Siberia on pancake icel
FAWI 1AKKS founded and named by Wickersham after Pedro disc<
crv of gold.

F111ST 83RI? UP MOtnrr KcKTHLSY - oxnedition led by Wic ™rsha:
first maps of the Kantishna and McKinley mnda by Wick.
Valdez...walking from Fairbanks..establishing courts,etc

Resigned from Pench and oloctcd FIP.3T full time Delegate tc
Congress from Alaska. Fnrons Vgldoz trip e
Beginning of Congressional fight

HOME RULE FOB AT.ASKA finally nassed, bill written and fcug
tUpr by Wickersham.._Signed August 2k, 1912 b* Taft

ALASKA HAT T_ROAD JiJT.L PASSED - Wickersham®s famous n.R.snon
of 5 hours M5 minutes, longest speech e,er given in Con re
Public School 1)111 by Wlckorshnm passed, beginning of the
University of Alaska; Laying of the Cornorstone July mia
at Collego by Wick. i

Introduction of the FIRST ALASKA STATEHOOD BILL - Wic"® crsh
|

Discovery of tho Lincoln Totoin by Wickersham at Tongass

SkfcR."ih Island, near Ketchikan. i
Resigned to become .Governor, but last minuto change of pla

at Washington,D.C.

Each diary gives vivid da|IK entrr as well as news clippings on tho
i u

subioct discussed, making t

s volumes detailed and comnloto. Those fo;

dates give Just a inkling of tho variety of content of Alaska History

WICKERSHAH LETTER FILES - 1090 to 1939

Incoming as woll os conies of tho outgoing letters written.
Rational and International corrosrondnnco, with signatures

of all Presidents from President McXInoly thru FDR. Many j

letters to and from u"ivoPresldont Charles Fairbanks, for
whom F 1 Alaska was named bv WInVnrshnn
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LETTER FJI.E, continued.
Tied in more than bO "lio’/.s", as to snb.tactmattnr, and yea;

1917 - letter ofllcury Wood Ellibtt tolling of the transfer of the
Privilof Islands to United States with tho use of tho
Membership Certificate of tho Masonic Lodgo with big cold
seal and red ribbons attached.

1917 - Wickersham correspondence with tho Russian Government
regarding” erection of Custors House on Siberian S-ioro
onnosito Homo

1916-17-10 Contostod Election con Fovorsy

19 15 -Establishing tho FIRST Indian Chief Congress bv Wickersham

1909-16 Richoadson Rood Commission
1090-1910 Institutln ght Wrangell Townsite,otc.

1 - -
ﬁé%gﬁ$?féghPﬁggﬁsﬂOOKS .coplos of letters, manuscrints,otc. 1000-1909

17 Volumos. . .Handwritten documouts of raro material

1 Volumo entirely of material "Whonco Comoth tho American Indian"
and research of othnology of outstanding quality.
Never published manuscripts.

1900 to 1909 pe[tainin% to_ALASKA} prior to 1900 hooks written
nt Tacoma,Washington Territory and then stnto.

letters from India, Japan, England and world ovor Included in
. material scArch for othnological data.

"As to tho"Extinction of tho Amorlcan Horsell

"Tho Shaker Religion™ on the Pacific Coast*and Indians
"Basis of Amorlcnn Archaoology”,a Protest

"A7_TLAM, the Alikk&tdd: Ancient Aztec Homo on Pugot Sound"
"Origin of tho Indians - Polynesian nouto"

"Stone Ago Holies of Puget Sound"

1900-1910 hooks contain detail and IAngthy artlclos,descriptions
of tho beginning of tho ostablishlmcnt of courts and government
not found in any othor material.

WICKERSHAM FILE ROXES (10) 1900 - 1910
Original files of lottordjstatemonts,etc.from tho courts

and mining calnps of Early Alaska

1/71CKERSHAM FUJI CABINETS (b) -
Manuscripts...rosonrch papers., .filos,docuincnts,otc.

WICKERSHAM RARE PHOTOGRAPH COLLECTION - Early Aluska

k largo photographic albums filled FfIxI0 oarly Photographs >
Klondyko. .Nome. .Juneau. .Fairbanks. .Vnldoz. .Anc"iorago ,ctc.
WICKERSHAM NIRLSCLIPI*ING SCRAPBOOKS - 3 - indoxod X

Conn]etc ncv/snanor accounts of both sidos of controversial
issues Judge V/ickorsham was Involvod in and historical oplcs.

Wickersham Scrapbook  CONSTITHITID)IIAL CONVSIITION 1009 - Gtnto of X.
Washington...J.W. was in tlio Torrltorinl Lcglolaturo of Wash.



vfcI*E30:*AK liarrnnoic -1093

First person."to walk completely around tho s>>orol.tnn of the
Olympic Peninsula (State Washington), and his daily observation:
ami r.Uctchos.

Thoriiand sketched wap of the "*Olympic Kational Park™ which ha
proposed...also the article which ho white proposing such a
National Park for the State of Washington.

Tho OL.YFPIC SKETCiCIOOIC - WICKERS!®AH. Daily entrlos nado during his
fared trip visiting all Indian conns on tho Pnynnic Peninsula.,
illustrated by tho author®s skotchos wade one ‘the srot.

F1v3 CIECTS -
Pictures - documents - raro.newspapers

UIBLIOGR.APir/ OF ALASKA LITERATURE - WICEnSHAI! . .
. Judgo Wickorshan®s compilation, of ovor 10.QCO items written
about Alaska ovor 2 centuries - 172b to 192b - from tine of
Peter the Croat"s plan for an expedition rosulting in discovery

Alaska and the 200 years following.

FILE - Rare Bool: Stores world over that Wickorshan contacted to not
this tremendous-compilation of Alaskana. At tho time (190fl)
ho started this, library of Congress did not have one item
on Alaska In their riles. Published 1920 - Copyrighted by .T.W.

OLD YUKON - TAT.ES TRAILS AKD TRIATS J
Autobiography fritten by Janos Wickersham
Also, tho four manuscri;t))ts ho wrote preceding the publication
of this..._beforo tho publisher would accept it..."Pioneering
Around ITount.Mc Kinley"..."How a Judgo is Undo". ..

1108 AURM*AIT LINCOLN /ijipl.T.SIOID SLAVERY" Ifi ALASKA .
Unpublished manuscript of Jamos Wickersham in thofJlos...

and many inoro*oil Alaskan suhjocts

ESQUIMAUX ) ; ; B B ,
First American Kowsoaner written in Russian America, If66-(j7

by Ifostern Union Overland Telegraph fcb.nodi tion. .CaptainLibby. .

File of all the personal, nanors.lettors, diary of Capt.libby 1P66-67 L
inclwdIng tlic Ivory llowsparer carved by tho native Eskimo tolling
tho story of the Tclcgranh Expedition ot Fort Clarence, R.7..

nABE BOOKS OF EARLY ALASKA s\ich"asi
Klondyko Official Guido - Win. Ogllvio 1900 .
Witten s Report - Katlvos, Salr.0ll, Coal, Timber 170b
Report of Cant. Uoardslco - 1B79-1M2jSSG_Jamestown, Sitka
EFur Seal Ronort -_1R9? - Townsend, naturalist on Str. Albatross
with notes in Townsend®s own handwriting.

Schwatka®a lloports - 3.003.1093> 109? 1
and many, manvlimorn. . . |



E RUSSIAN P.QIC SHELF. . .concornlng Cuthwrlno 1 mx) Potor tho Groat
Godparents of Alnslta AH [leather bound books.

1701 - An Acoounl: of Tovonia with n Kolation of tho R*sc, Progress
and Docoy oflinrinn Trioloi"nk Order London,. J701

1716 - TI10 Stato of Russia - 1st edition Cant.John Eerri/ with ronf
Printed f. mPonJ.Toolce at liiddle Tcmnlo-Gatc in Flcetwoocd

1723 Present .State of Russia Vol.IT Translated frnn High DX»tch
>oPrinted for 5. Taylor

1730 - Memoirs of"/PtOor I, Ennoror_of Russia and his Illustrious
Empress, Catherine. 2nd Edition. Translated from _French

1733 - History of Charles XIT, King of Sweden - by Voltaico. Jth Ed
Translated from French for C. Davis 6 A. Lyons. London

1739 - History of tho Lives of Pctor tho First and Ilirth and Rise
of Fmpross Catherine. London

1736  History-Goographical Description of Hussla-Siborla and the
Great Tarta"ry- Philip .John von StrablcnJjcrfc. London

Excollo/it, maps.

17>i0 - Mow History of the Llfo * Reign of tho Czar, Potor tho Great
John Danko, London.

. * K* *

1P?3 - History of Peter the Great From tho French of Voltaire®
by Smollett. Clothbound. N.Y. Leavitt & Alien

1710 - Account or Russia As it Mas in Year 1710 by Charles Lord
Whitworth. Strawberry liill Press.

IfISb - Russia .Translated from French  Custlinc, Harouis.
Rcdmorrocco binding by J.V/Ickorsham

1903 - Life or Peter tho Croat - by John Harrow. 2nd Editionwith
illustrations. Explanatory notes by llunry Kctchan.

Idjfl - History of Potor tho Groat - by Sarah Bradford. Jf.Y.
illustrasions, cloth binding |

1090 - The Story of Russia - W.R. Morflold,lt.A. illustrated.
London.. T. Fisher Unwin. N.Y. G.r.Putir-an & Son.

1097 - Hlatorjrof Russia, Vol.l Vol.ll From Earliest Tints to 1C77
11.Y. Publishers; John D. Alden

1900 - A llomair of tho Lifo of Potor- tho Great. 1st Edition
.John Harrow, Esg. N.Y. A.L. Fowlo

1059 - Momolro of tho Empross Cathorin - Written by llorsolf.Londo;

AND MORE DATING THROUGH TiiS 1900°s...



1013  VKXAKINOV -
mission Paper. Synodic Printery  Moscow, 1G03

7 Early Russian Church Literglc.il Rook.
Ghort History of the Old and Hew Testaments,
paces illuminated..binding broken

ICON from Russian America. Paintin/; of Christ Hoad, excellent
condition, [llronzo with filigree bronzo halo, .otchcil design
includiqg tho Scriptures. Appraiser claimed it to bo 300
years old.

COPPER TEAKETTLE used by tho Russian-Ainorlca Governor at Kodiak
and given to Judgo Wickorsham 1900 by tho_crandsnn of tho R.A.
Governor.  Very hoavy. Excell®ont condition, Handmade.

RARE RUG - Claimed to bo tho oldest on tho Pacific Coast.

Undo of Hog Wahl nnd Cddar sinoas®. Doslgn angular., but
without a repeat. About 5 % 7*
Df.00D POTTERY - early Eskimo utensils Very old.

Whale Oil Lamp - excollcnt condition..._about Ib" diameter,coil..
Medicine Kan shnmman - small but porfcct condition. Rcsonblos
n Jostor. Hole through mouth i.dioro bobbish was tied.

3 bowls of varied shapes
(Rlood pottory mado of Whale Blood, Ptarmigan feathors and

tundra.) ___

Skin Scrnner "Oola". Kndo of Alaska Kobuk Jado and Ivor¥ handle.
Also another "oola™ without handle, and beautiful clear jado.

Whetstone of Jado - used to sbarpon tho jado tools.

Ads - made from shank of v/olf and jadu.

Adz - mado from a stone, shaged and sharpened by "nipped" by a harder
implement or stone. -
Adz - mado from Prehistoric ivory - used for cutting ico. !

Kentwood Box - mado for Chiof Shakes Jewel Box - snruco which has been
steamed and bent,.then carved and rubbed until like satin.

Calendar - very crude - two nieces of wood with leather hingo that fit ,
together. When open, png holes in serins for 7 days of weak,
another Tories of holes for months - ﬁonnl.otlng tko year.

t

Chief Anaclahatz ecarvod cano - cntiro cano to the very tip Is carved_
with totcnlc de5|3n. Inlaid abolone shell docoro. TakuChief

and proscnt to Judgd Wickorsham whan iia was mado tho 9th
Chieftain of tho Taint Tribo.
Gold Nuggot Cano - head"of cano dipped la gold nuggets and then sculptur

with doslgn of tho prospector panning in stroan of Silver.
Given to Judge Wickershar.i when he got the Alaska Railroad

Bill passud 191b.
Gold Pan...Gold Scales...used by iaclf "Allman who took ont?7P,C00 in gold;

boforo ho was 21 years old. |



WiCrT.1S5IMII SPOOil COLLECTION. ..

Potlatch Simons - inn0o of ".food with olaborato cnrtfcd handles
of tho Eaglo...ngon... handmade by tho Thlinglt Indians

Caribou Doan spoons - made from tin of horn and varied shapes (0)
Ivory Spoons - Eskimo carved (?) Nountnin Goat Snoon, Sheep...

Hand_corVcd spoons from quarter and half dollars -(7) with
intricate designs. . )
...this Just a part of tho souvenior nuggot snoon collection,

and the various decorated sdoohs of cities, mountains,etc.
over 100

WjrCKSnS._"eU! DASKET COLLECTION.
The big collection has been sold, but ovor *i0 Haro_Bnskots

arc still at the house. Ko basket of recent weaving. 1900 ora.
Attu baskets (3) Cooking Daskots with double woavo.
fttka ", " Birch Dark Daskbts
Sprnco_Daskbts Eskimo Woven baskets. <
Cedar Baskets
- - ¥
Ivory Collection... mues

Ivory newspaper - plc.turcgraph on slab of ivory about 3"- %'
and design rbnortlng circling orcund and around, tolling a defini:
story - 1C66-1P6? when Weatcrn Union was at Port Clarence, R.A.

Prehistoric ca[ving givon to Judge V."ickorsham os "big chiof of
whitos"™ by Eskimo Chiof at Capo Prince of Woles - 1901.

Intricate watch chains carved for tho gold minors during the
early days at Nome - 1900 orn* (6 chains> all different) 1

Chin Drill carving on elaborate Cribbago Board - Homo, 1900

Exquisite beads shaped by chin drill - Kastadon lIvory - matched j
porfactly ond hand polished.

Many, many items rilling many shelves of ivory.

BEAD V/QRiC of the INDIANS.-
e Potlatch Dlonkot - tolling legend of tribo makos tho design
on the blanket. This presented as gift "token™ iInto
tribo.
Eagle and Bavon bead dosigns - ol.oborato and beautiful,

olso, Killor Whalo ond Swan designs.

BLUE BEADS - used by the native In trading with the Russians, also
tho Hudson Day Trading Company. 2 boow.tiful strands. Bnrp.

DhLLS - ™Ufthontlc earl.i dolls of both tho Eskimo and t*e Indian
with various typos of garbs.l. feather parka for raincoat:
limit parlea ) also for raincoat* dolls with r.outh not c.Tiillnfj
showing tho ogo of doll...<odny doll smilos os tourists demand



PAINTINGS

Portrait of Judge Wlckorshan - 1912 - by Mrs.Davis, on*English
artist living in Juneau at tho time Judge Wickersi*an was

at the hcighth or his corcor and had Just won homo hulo for
Alaska. Oil - hoavy antique frame

5USTY HalillF.IN * Cabin on the Yukon.
This was tho hunting cabin llusty and Jacl: had years ago.
Hater color. 2b x 30 i modern frnno.

JUDGE KE!:03 * Fisherman in Fighting White 1/ater
Water color 22 x 2?; beautiful silver frame

FRANCES PAWL + Thlingit Indian Coremonnial Dancing Wat.
i/atcr color 30 x 20; hand carved frarr.o beautiful details
and shown tho natural color of tho wooden carved hat with

human hair and abolone shell.

GItAC'E WICKENS TWI & blue Mountains mlnoraturo
lioavy oil. 7 x-9j Deon gold antique frame with depth.

TWO THILINGIT HEADED PICTURES. . .dooicting legend. Since the
natlvo ims NO writton languago, stories aro recorded in
this mannor.

"TIDE FOG MANI1 and "CPJEtTION OF J.IGHTL - framed, 12 x Ib;

KELODIAX - in tho family since 1057 - beautiful chorry wood,
resembles a snlr.it in size. Will still play, but bellows
leak a good deal.

Cl.Ci"3 “- two 2bthour winding clocks tilth docorated glass doors;
dating back to 1000 and 1P09

SIT.\Eil - GLASS *

O0ld Fatally Sllvor - sterling ond nlnto

) Glass I Cranberry gloss, Satin Glass, Cut Class, blue Class,o/
i . h
FURNITURE ;

HOUSE t, PROPERTY



rooks .. .co::Gai"5siP/."AL giose ¢ coKGnsiaimr. record
One whole side of libe room filled with shelves of Rcrtlcather
hound HOOKS from IGb7 through 1932. _Tudgo W.dekershan used those
and had marked all references protaining to ALASKA.

About 500 hooks in this grcun.

ALAS:<A +12 volumes

Roaring — Reports of Committees - Dills ncrtaininj to
tho. activities of Judge Wickcrsbaa while in Congress

KATION"AL CONVECTION - Republican and Denocratic Convention Rooks, Il
dating from 1900

A HF.RICAN STATE PAPERS -1059
COVERMIEhT PUBLICATIONS - 17?b - 1001

Or.o comploto pannl of hooksholves with Alaska Rooks of varied
types...fiction, historical, Alaska poetry, legal, biographical.

Forgo llusslan Chest filled with unclassified documents, pnnnrs
e that are of vital usefulness for Hosearch material.

Three Sholvos of documents of Government Agencies, as well as
Denrints that Judge Wickersham used for Dofcrencc isatorinl -

These tied in folders nnd labolod. -

POSTCARDS - Alaska during the Early 1900 ora.
These have boon much in demand today for Roforcncc material

as to picture story.

Box* of Photograph of Early Washington Indians, nil identified
nnd riwc’n written about thcso in tho Judgo®s notobooks, as well

as bis scrapbooks of nowsnoner clippings.
*
t

Early Ncwspanorsj
FAIURAKI®S MINER - written b% Judgo Wickersham. typed,rather than
printed liny 1903 at Fairbanks, Alaska, _ and sold for 0 por copy
to pay for his cxoodition up Mount McKinley.

Choc* of oarly newspapers - including "Ton of Gold™ Issuo- of P.l.
and r.any, many clIm-ings as well as stray items.

Q
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