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" POSSIBILITIES FOR IMPROVING GUIDELINES

FCR USE BY ASSESSORS IN CLASSIFYING
FARMLAND UNDER NEW YCRK'S
AGRICULTURAL DISTRICT LAW

Howard E. Conklin and William R, Bryant

Debate has arisen recently relative to the guidelines now provided
by the New York State Board of Equalization and Assessment for the
classification of farmland when a farmer applies for a farm value assess-
ment under the Agricultural District Law. '

This paper outlines the law that has neceéssitated the development
of these guidelines and discusses those now in use. It reviews guide-
lines in use for similar purposes in other &lates and evaluates the
alternatives bheing proposed for New York.

Agricultural District lew -

In 1971, New York's legislature passed the Agricultural District Law
(Agriculture and Markets Law, Article 25-AA). The law is designed to
encourage the continuance of a strong agricultural iIndustry in the face
of growing urban pressure and speculation. It seeks to achieve this
goal by (1) offering Tarmers an opportunity to protect themselves from
some of the rising costs and govermmental actions usually associated
with urbanizetion, and (2) providing discouragements to residential,
industrial, and commercial development within good farm areas.

The farm value assessment fedture of the Agricultural District Law
is designed to protect farmers from rising assessments and consequent
high property tax:levies in urban fringe areas. A farmer in an agricule
~ tural district can apply directly for a farm value assessment while a

- farmer outside can become eligible if he files an agricultural commit-
ment.  To qualify for a farm value assessment, the farmer in either
case must own ten or more acres on which agricultural products with
an average gross value of at least 310,000 were produced durlng the
preceding two years.

Under the District Law,'the State Board of Equallzation and Assess-
ment is div.cted to determine "agricultural value per acre" annually for
"Gifferent regions of the state and for different types of farmland.'d
The Board, exercising its adwministrative discretion, decided to determine

L/ Bryant, W. R. and Conklin, H. E.. Legislation to Permit Agricultural

‘Distriects in New York, Agr. Econ. Ext. T5-24, Cornell University,
October 1975, pp. 1ll-12.
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values separately for each county and for a maximum of 15 different
"types," or capability ratings, of land. Exhibit 1, Part 1, identifies
the different capability ratings of land recognized by the Board and
Exhibit 1, Part 2, provides the guidelines now being supplied to as-—
sessors for determining the rating to be assigned a given piece of land.

The Board sets different values on the lands of various ratings
by county. BExhibit 2 is an excerpt from the table of values issued by
the Board for use by assessors in 1975. The law instructs the Board
to determine these values as follows:

"a. Agricultural value per acre shall be determined
annually by the state board of equalization and assessment
by ascertaining the average value per acre of lands used in
agricultural production in New York state after consulting
with the agricultural resources comuission and taking into
consideration the data promulgated by the United States de=-
partment of agriculture with respect to its index numbers of
average value per acre of farm real estate and such other
data ag may be sppropriate, including sales and appraisals
utilized by such board in the establishment of equalization
rates pursusnt to article twelve of the real property tax law.

Such determination shall be made affef a public hesring
by such board or its duly designated representative.”

These values are referred to as "ceiling" wvalues but are in fact the
values to be used by the assessors in computing the farm value of any land
for which the farmer has applied for and been granted a farm value assess- -
ment . : .

Guidelines Now in Use

As might be expected, controversy has arisen over various aspectis
of the activities being carried out by the State Board under the Ag-
rieultural District Law. Probably the greatest differences of opinion
have arisen over the actual numerical values assigned to lands in the
various rating classes, but controversy also has been occasioned by
the guidelines for the rating classes themselves. It is these guidelines
that are the subject of this paper.

Part 2 of Exhibit 1 is a copy of the present guidelines. These
guidelines are to be used by the farmer in completing column 3 of the
application (Part 1 of Exhibit 1) and by the assessor in completing
column % of that form.

These guidelines appear under the heading "'Capability Ratings are
defined as follows." Howhere in these guidelines is there an explanation
of "capability.” Is it what the best farmer could do? The average farm-
er? The applicant? What kind of weather does it assume or is it to be
an average over a period of years for which weather varies?
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EXHIBIT 1 Part 2
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Under the "E" cropland class, the guidelines state, "Suited to
the production of high value vegetable crops....' Does this mean
economically suited? If so, what level of net farm income is to be
assumed? Or does it mean physically sulited, perhaps because it is
sufficiently resistant to erosion go it will not be damaged by growing
these crops?

Further down the guidelines, a distinction between "B" and "C"
1snd is msde by specifying that corn silage yields are 15+ tons per
acre on the former and under this for the latter. DNo assurance is
given, however, that 15 tons is a critical bresking point. Similarly,
no assurance is given that the $85 difference between those two classes
for Cayuga County on Exhibit 2 really was chosen to accurately reflect
the difference in value that occurs in the market prices of these two
classes of land.

Many other specific questions remain unanswered about these gulde-
lines. Probably they can be most severely criticized, however, be-
cause the value of farmlend for farming depends on more than just its
yield capscity. Such factors as location, topography, and size of fields
are important alsc. The past work of farmers in draining the land,
picking stones, removing hedgerows, adding lime and the like also affect
value. .

In the light of these inadequacies in the classification scheme
presented in Exhibit 2, it certainly would seem more appropriate to
label this section of the application "A Cuideline for Classification
of Farmland," implying that farmers and assessors need to consider other
factors as well. As the application form now stands, there are no in-
structions indicating the need to comsider factors other than yields.

Meaning of "Asricultural Value"

' These shortcomings in the present procedures invite a search for
better alternatives. In this respect, it is appropriate to first con-
sider in some depth the meaning of the term "agricultural value."” The
setting of this value is the purpose of the whole exercise.

The Agricultural District Law is disappointingly vague on the mean-
ing of agricultural value. There is no definition for the term either
in the definition section or elsewhere. Its meaning must be inferred
from the intent of the law.

Since the law intends to facilitate continued farming in areas of
urban scatteration near expanding urban perimeters, 1t seems reasonable
to infer that agricultural value is that value on which a farmer can
pay taxes out of farm income without being driven out of business; or in
other words, the purchase price a farmer could pay and still have enocugh
left for family living after paying his operating expenses, including
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taxes, and after making the new capital investments that are continuously
necesgary to keep a farm business viable when technology changes as
rapidly as it does in most parts of the United States.

Farms are bought and sold in the normal course of events in rural
farming communities in order to transfer them from one generation to
the next and to adjust their sizes to new technology. The prices at
which transfers take place in rural areas are ones that permit the
buyers to make mipnimally acceptable levels of living and maintain their
capital., >

The agricultural value of a given area of farmlend can thus be con=
sidered to be the price it would sell for if it were located in an ag-
riculturally visble rural community beyond the reach of urban influences
that raise land prices beyond what farm incomes alone would support. This
poses the problem, then, under the Agricultural District Law, of estimat=
ing what given areas of farmland would sell for if they could be moved

“away from urban influence.

There is- another and perhaps easier way of looklng at the valuation
problem posed by this law.. What would gl#en areas of urban influenced
farmland sell for if the purchaser obtained only the right to farm themn?
Suffolk County's program to purchase development rights on ‘farmland may
prov1de us with a better understandlng of this coneept of farm value.

Land that carries no development rights would have to be paid for
By farmers out of farm income essentially as though it were In a rural
area beyond urban influence. It would, of course, be possible for af-
fluent people to buy such land for personal recreatlon and hobby farm-
ing, but this demand clearly is limited. Some farmers in fringe areas
would benefit from the possibility of marketing products at roadside, so
“their land would sell somewhat higher than if it were farther out, but
their farm incomes also would be higher, making a higher valuation for
tax purposes logical.

In conclusion, the values the State Board should have in tables

like Exhibit 2 should be per. acre estimates of what farmland would sell
- for if the buyer could only use it for farming. Or, they should equal
the prices a young man could pay for various kinds of farmland out of
farm income while simultaneously making necessary capltal improvements.
Obviously, the rating or classification of farmland used by the State
Board should make as clear a distinction as possible between lands a
farmer could pay a high price for and those he could afford to buy
only at a low price.

Possible Alternatives

Remember that this discussion relates to only one part of the
problem of getting good numbers for tables like Exhibit 2 -- the
problem of elassifying farmland within a county and settling on
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appropriate differences in values among the rating classes that are

chosen. Even so, the above discussion indicates that those things that
influence what a farmer can pay for land out of farm income still must

be looked at; or more properly, those things that determine how much more
a farmer can pay for ome pilece of land than for ancther must be considered.

The classification system has to be both simple and flexible. Tt
has to be simple enough so farmers and assessors can use it and it has
to be flexible enough so they can use their knowledge of local factors
in making a final determination of the class to be assigned to any given
farm or field. The system should not be so "cut and dried"” that the
local people involved have no discretion.

In attempting to improve New York's system let's look first at what
is being done in other states.

In Nebraska, a physical classification system was developed in 1938
for estimating acre yields of corn, wheat, oats, alfalfa, and pasture
. in relation to various types of soil and land.2/ One proposed use of
this system was for tax assessment purposes. More recently, an economic
classification of farmland has been 1mplemented in Nebraska for assess-—
ment purposesmi :

In Maryland, SCS has physically classified all farmland in the
state into six classes based on the potential yield of corn crops.Z.
Transparent soil maps showing these six classes were developed so that
assessors could overlay them on their field maps. One disadvantage of
Maryland's system is that corn is not necessarily the most profitable
crop throughout a state. Ability to produce corn may not be a good in-
dicator of ability to produce other crops or livestock.

In Iowa, the property tax code spec1f1es that modern soil surveys
be used to aid in determlnlnb productivity and earning capaczty.é.‘ A

2/ Anderson, Arthur, et. al., A Proposed Method for Classifying and
Evaluating Soils on the Basis of Productivity and Use Suitabilities,
Bulletin 98, University of Nebraska, May 1938.

3/ Ottoson, Howard W.o, et. al., Valuation of Farm Land for Tax Assessment,
Bulletin 427, University of Nebraska, December 1054. —

| &
el

House, Peber W., Differential Assessment of Farmland Near Cities:
Experience in Maryland Through 1965, ERS 358, U.S. Department of
Agriculture, Cctober 1967.

Fenton, Thomas E., 'Use of Soil Information in Market-Value and Use-
Value Assessment Programs,” Property Tax Incentives for Preservation:
Use~Value Assessment and the Preservation of Farmland, Open Space.

and Historic Sites, International Association of Assessing Officers,

1975.




- Q -

physical land classification system has been developed for this purpose.
Each soil mapping unit in the state is assigned a corn suitability rat-
ing (CSR).

In Wyoming, where livestock production predominates nearly to the
exclusion of other forms of agriculture, a confederation of agricultural
organizations has recently suggested that assessment of agricultural lands
might logically be based on the productivity of land measured in animal-
unit-months (AUM's) of carrying capacity for lnvestock.é/ The AUM equiv-
alents for crop production per acre could be determined in a straight~
forward manner by converting crop yield to TDF and then to AUM equivalents.

The majority of states with farm value assessment laws provide the
local assessor with guidelines reflecting productivity for classifying
land according to farm value. T/ Using these guidelines and his own

. discretion, the local assessor determines thé amount of land falling within
a certain classification. He is given some leeway to consider factors ine
fluencing farm value not mentioned in the guidelines when a classification
is made. “In this respect, the system developed in New Yorx by the State
‘Board resembles that commonly used in other states.

Of those mentioned above, the Maryland system appears to be most
rigid. It has the advantage of simplicity, however. The Iowa system,
ineluding as it does prov151on for estimating earnlng capacltYu is the

most complicated.

There seems 1o be little doubt that a system set up in terms of
earning capacity, as in Towa, could be made to picture most accurately
and completely what a farmer could pay for land out of farm income. A
farmer has to make his mortgage payments out of farm earnings.

Such & system of classification would be more difficult to use,
however, in New York than in Towa. Both land and agricultural nmarkets
vary widely here. Farming as a consequence varies widely in both type
. and incomes. Much New York farming also involves intensive livestock
enterprlses making calculations of net incomes more difficult. And there
is no well organlzed and stable land rental market in some areas of this
" state. -

él Kearl, W. GdrdonglAssessment on Producﬁivity of Agricultural lands in
Wyoming, Agr. Econ. T5-13, University of Wyoming, December 1975.
I

(loudemans, Robert J., Use-Value Farmland Assessment . Theory, Practice,
and Impact, Internatlonal Assoclation of Assessing Officers, 19Th.
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The State Board has been urged to partially base its determinations
of ceiling factors on net earnings, especially in areas where there are
no bonafide farmer to farmer sales. To propose that individual farmers
and assessors compute net earnings to classify a particular farm probably
is asking too much. At ieast such an undertaking would be so difficult
that a major incentive exists for examining other possibilities.

The Maryland system, based on corn yields, appears quite unsuited
to New York. Corn is grown in many parts of this state but its impoftance
varies relative to other crops. In many areas hay is very important. It
is true probably that the highest ylelds of hay are grown in the areas -
that have the highest yields for corn. But elsewhere the correlations
between hay yields and corn ylelds often are not high. The use of this
system could result in over~taxing farmers with good corn producing
potentials and under-taxing those located where the soils are equally
good but the climate is too cool for the highest corn yields, though
satisfactory for good hay yields.

The earlier classification used in Nebraska was essentially the-
same as the one now in use by the State Board. It involved estimating
vields for many crops. ‘ “

The Wyoming system has the advantage of providing a single common
denominator for renking a1l lands. That common denominator's useful-
ness derives, however, from the relative simplicity of Wyoming agricul-
ture. Nearly everything grown in the state is fed to livestock, so
AUM's or their equivalents are meaningful for all farming. This is”
not true in an sgriculturally diversified state like New York. Possibly
an estimate of gross income per acre might be sufficiently correlated
with the price a farmer could pay for the land to make it a suitable
ccamon denominator here. fThis is doubtful, however, because farmers
in some instances sell hay and in others convert the hay to milk before
sale. Even for cash crops, the percentage of gross income that is left
after all expenses are paid may vary quite widely. BResearch in farm
management does indicate, however, that within a given type of farming
there normally is a fairly close correlation hetween gross and net
measures of income. Gross income probably could not be a satisfactory
indicator by itself of the farm value of land statewide, but with special
arrangements it might be a useful aid.

The SoiIVConservation Service Capability Clagsification

The U.S. 50il Congervation Service has developed a system of classgi-
fication that its workers use widely throughout the nation. The fact
that it is systematic and applied uniformly over widely varying conditions
recommends its consideration as a possible guide for the classification
of land for farm-value assessment purposes. This system has only eight
classes (though it has many more subelasses and "units") and appears at
first glance to be simple enough to be used by relatively untrained per-
sons.
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The SCS capability classification is referred to in SCS publications
sometimes as a land classification ("land capability classes’™ /) and
sometimes as a soil classification (Yeapability group of s01ls"9 }. The
latter description is more recent and is used in current soil survey
bulletins. The change in terminology presumably indicates a narrowing
in scope, since soil is only one of the aspects of land, along with
climate, topography, location and terrestrial water.

Exhibit 3 presents an abbreviated description of the soil cepability
classification system and brief definitions of the individual groups.
The brief description of the system states that 1t "shows 1n a general
way how sultable the soils are for most kinds of farming.” This might
be taken to imply that the economic suitability of land for farming is
one of the criteris of the system. The idea that the grouping is based
in part on "the way they respond to treatment” could be taken to in~
dicate that the classes differ in the yields they provide at given levels
of inputs. Even if suitability is only physical, the definition of
classes in terms of responsiveness might assure that they reflect economic
productivity or even the prices a farmer might be able to pay for the dif-
ferent "soils" out of income. '

The present emphasis on soll rather than land is troublesome, how-
ever. It apparently is deliberate, yet it is clear that climate, at
least, can greatly modify net incomes from farming even when the soil
is considered to be in the same group. For example, soils of the shallow
Farmington Series in Livingston County support a lower level of farm
income than comparsble soils in Herkimer County.because rainfall is
lower in Livingston County. Alton soils support successful fruit farms
when the climate is suitable but may have 11m1ted usefulness otherwise.
Many more examples could be cited.

Topography actually is con31dered to some extent in the capablllty
classes, though closer 1nspect10n 1nd1cates that the slope classes are
set up in terms of the erodability of the soil rather than the suitability
of the fields to machinery. The manner in which topography might limit
field size also is not considered in defining the capability groups.

Location, of course, can be a limitation to the usefulness of a
field or a whole farm. Good Tields often occur in & widely scattered
pattern in areas where most of the land is no longer suited to farming.
The farmer who travels a long distance to use one of these fields could
not afford to pay much for it. It is interesting to note that rental
rates for the very productlve Cntario and Honeoye soils near Rochester
often are less than $10 per acre, compared to $20 to $30 per acre else-
where, simply because very few farmers are left in some of the

8/

Guide for Soil Conservation Surveys, Soil Conservation Service,
USDA, Washington, D.C., 1948.

Capability Group of Soils, Inf. Sheet NYw61, Soil Conservation
Service, USDA, Washington, D.C., 1967T.
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semi-suburban areas of Monroe County. Many potential vegetable
farms cannot be used for vegetables because of distance to market
or to a suitable labor supply. Capability classes do not reflect
these and similar locational limitations. B

. The terms "limitations of the soil"™ and "risk of damage when
they are used” also occur in the general description of the capability
system' (Exhibit 3). Presumably, these are features that do not affect
the way the soils respond to treatment, else they would not be listed
separately from many other so0il characteristics that affect response.

These limitations and risks appear to predominate strongly over
responsiveness features in the sctual class definitions. In fact, the
abbreviated definitions in Fxhibit 3 are restricted only to such limit-
ations. This is true also in the more lengthy descriptions of the
capability classes and subclasses in the individual county soil survev
reports.lgf The survey reports speak of limitations that "require”
consarvation practices. o statement is made as to how the practice

"requirements” have been determined. It is simply said, for example,
that “any cropping system (or this class) should include a sod-forming
erop” or “runoff should be controlled by minimum tillage." WHo estimates
are included of the cost of the practices that are recommended nor of
the resulting yield increases (or reduced yileld dlminutlons) that will
result therefrom in either the short or 1ong run. '

As a matter of fact, no quantltatlve statements about yields are
made in any of the definitions of the capability groups nor even in the
general discussions of the various soil mapping units that are included
in each of the groups. There is a table, however, in each of the modern
county soil survey reports in which average yields for principal crops
are given. Interestingly, these are given for the most finely sub-
divided classes of soil that are identified in soil survey work, the
501l phases or mapping units, rather than for the capability groups.

The capability groups, however, consist of groups of soil phases,
so it 1s possible to construct a table showing yvield expectations for
the members of the capability groups. Table 1 is such a table. It was
" derived from the 1965 soil survey report for Tompkins County and presents
yield data as estimated for most farmers in the county” for all the soil
phases included in Capablllty Class II.

Looking at Table 1, one familiar with farming in Tompkins County. in
the mid-1070's would be struck by two points: (a) corn grain yields
heve incrensed more than hay vields since the Tompkins report was pub-
lished, and (b} yields of both crops have increased most on the solils

4

1 .
0/ See for example: Neeley, G. A., Soil Survey of Tompkins County,

Wew York, Soil Conservation Service, USDA and Cornell University,
Ag. Expt. Sta., 1965.
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Table 1. ESTIMATED AVERAGE ACRE YIELDS FOR CORN GRAIN AND ALFALFA~-GRASS
on CAPABILITY CLASS 11 WITH TYPICAL MANAGEMENT BY SOIL PHAGE,

_TOMPKINS COUNTY |

Soil

Average Acre Yields

‘iCorn Grain

Alfalfa-Grass

(bu) - (tons)}
Arkport fine sandy loam, 2 to 6 percent slope 50 2.5
Braceville gravelly silt loam, 0 to 5 percent slope 45 3.0
Chenango gravelly loam, fan, 0 to 8 percent slope L5 3.0
Conesus gravelly silt loam, O to 3 percent slope 50. 3.0
Conesus gravelly =ilt loam, 3 to 8 percent slope 55. 3.0
Eel silt loam 65 3.5
Genesee silt loam - _ 65 - - h4.0
EBoneoye gravelly 311t loam, 2 to 8 percent slope 60 3.5
Hudson silty clay loam, 2 to € percent slope 45 3.0
Hudson~Cajyuga silt ioam, 2 to 6 percent slope 50 3.0
Hudson snd Collamer silt loam, 2 to 6 percent slope 45 3.0
Langford channery silteloam, 2 to & percent slope 35 3.0
Laneing gravelly silt loam, 3 to 8 percent slope - 50 b,
Lime silt loam, 0 to 3 percent slope | L0 3.0
Lima silt loam, 3 to 8 percent slope L5 3.5
Mardin channery silt loam, 2 to 8 percent slope 35 5.5.%
Middlebury and Tioga silt loams 65 3.0
Phelps gravelly silt loam, 0 to 3 percent szlope 50 3.0
Phelps gravelly silt loam, 3 to 8 percent slope 50 3.0

‘ Lo .8

Williamson very fine sandly losm, 2 to 6 percent slope

Source: Table 8, Soil Burvev-Tompkins COunty, New York, Serles 1961 No 25,

~Issued 1965
a/

N.R. stands for "not recommended."



- 15 -

where they were highest then, so the current range in yieids 1s now
wider. But there is still an occasional year, such as 1974, when corn
yields are not far from those given in this table and, in any event,

the figures of this table differ among themselves in the right direction
if not in sufficient magnitudes.

The corn vield figures in Table 1 range from a low of 35 to a
high of 65 or by a factor of 86 percent. If, for example, all costs
in the production of corn, except the cost for land, were $125 per
acre, and if corn were worth 42,50 per bushel, then the return for
land on Langford and Merdin according to this table would be (35 %

. 2.50) - $125 = minus $37.50. The return to lend on Eel, Genesee, Mi A
dlebury and Tioge, however, would be (65 x 2.50) - 125 or plus $37.50.
No farmer could pay anything for Langford and: Mardin if he were looking
prineipally for corn ground but at a 10 percent- capitalization rate he
could pay $375 per acre for the Eel, Cenesee, Middlebury and Tioga.

If corn yields on these two groups of soil phases have risen 50 percent
since the Tompkins survey was published, the second group would be worth

. over a thousand dollars per acre for corn and the first about $60 per
acre. Actually costs have increased, of course, so the Langford and

Mardin are still sutmarginal for cash corn while the second group of

phases might provide enough net income to support $500 - 4700 per acre.

The alfalfa~grass yields shown in Table 1 have a maximum range of
only 60 percent. TFor a farmer interested primarily in producing hay,
there would be a somewhat smaller difference than for corn between the
prices he could pay for the solls included in- Class II. The difference,
however, still would be appreciable. - o

 Similar analyses can be made for the other soil survey reports that
present capability groups and yield estimates. - In all cases yield
variabilities, especially for Capabllity Classes IT, III, and IV which
are the most common groups of soils used for farming in New York, sre
very wide. There is no assurance that a farmer's capacity to pay for
land out of farm income would be accurately reflected by the capebility
elass of the soil he is trying to buy.

To use the capability classes as a guide for assessment purposes
could be tragic. If a farmer on Langford or Mardin received a tax bill
equal per acre to the levy made against a farmer on Genesee, the burden
for him would be far greater. Fven if attention were confined to the
more productive soils -— those on which it is especially important to
maintain farming, net incomes per acre from corn grown on Honeoye could
be some $50 more than on Lima, according to Table 1. It might not be
tragic to tax both farmers equally but it certainly could discourage

- the Lima farmer from maintaining his farm cepital at a level high

enough to remain competitive'over +he long run.
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Summary and Conclusion

The New York Agricultural District Law was passed to encourage
continued farming in areas where urben scatteration and speculation
would cause its cessation before the land could be transferred to a
higher value use. It seeks to partially accomplish its purpose by
providing for farm-value assessment of farmlands.

This paper discusses only one of the several problems that have
arisen in the administration of the farm-value assessment provision
of the law =- thé problem of providing guidelines for farmers and as-
sessors to use in classifying farmland for the purpose of choosing from
among the ceiling values set by the State Board of Equalization and
Assessment the particular value to be applied to given fields and farms.
(The State Board toco, of course, must set their several ceiling values
for each county with these guidelines in mind, else the Board's tables
will not contain values appropriate to the classes chosen by the farmers
and assessors.)

Present guidelines have been presented and discuésed alternatives
used by other states were considered and the Soil Conservatlon Serv1ce
Capability Groups of Soils were evaluated.

It was pointed out that the purpose of the law implies farm value
assessments that are equal to what a farmer could pay for the land out
of farm income alone, or, alternatively, what the land would sell for
if the title did not include any development rights.

Estimates of net earning possibilities for average farmers were
mentioned as important partial bases for setting celllng values at the
s“ate level, but it was considered that such calculations would be too
complicated at the local level. Instead, guidelines should be set up -
for farmers and assessors in terms of quantities that are fairly simple
but closely correlated with long run average net earting possibilities.

While improvenents sre needed in the cuvrrent guidelines provided by the
State Board, an examination of a variety of alternatives indicates that
guidelines set up in terms of the long term average yields being at-
tained by the majority of farmers are most likely to result in assessed

‘values that will keep land in farming until other uses are ready to
occupy it. Such yield guidelines should provide flexibility enough

for farmers and assessors to consider other factors affecting farm value.
Such guidelines should point farmers and assessors in the directiocn of
values that represent what lands would sell for farming in a free market
"with no urban preSSures°

The kind of yield data thet are given in the modern soil survey reports
can aid greatly in applying yield guidelines, but these data need to be
kept up to date to be useful. A system for classifying the soil mapping
units in terms of yields for important crops could also be very helpful
but the capability groups of soils now presented in the soil survey re-
rorts contain too much yield varlability to be serviceable for assessment
pUrposes.



- 17 -
References

Anderson, Arthur, A. P. Nelson, F. A. Hayes, and I. D. Wood, A Proposed
Method for (lassifying and Evalusting Soils on the Basis of Productivity
and Use Suitabilities, Bulletin 98, Agricultural Experiment Station,
University of Nebraske, Lincoln, May 1938.

Bryant, W. R. and H. E. Conklin, Legislation to Permit Agricultural Dis-
tricts in New York As Amended Through 1975, A.E. Ext. 75-2L4, Department
of Agricultural Economics, Cornell University, Ithaca, October 1975.

Capability Group of Soils, Sheet NY-61, Soil Conservation Serviee, USDA,
1967.

Fenton, Thomas E., "Use of Soil Information in Market-Value and Use-
Value Assessment Programs," Property Tax Incentives for Preservation:
Use~Value Assessment and the Preservation of Farmland, Open Space, and
Historic Sites, Proceedings of the 1975 Property Tax Forum, Research
and Technical Services Department, International Association of Assess-
ing Officers, Chicago, 1975.

Gloudemans, Robert J., Use-Value Parmland Assessments, Theory, Practice,
and Impact, Research and Technical Services Department , International
Association of Assessing Officers, Chicago, 197k.

Guide for Soil Conservation Surveys, Soil Conservation Service, USDA,
Washington, 1GL8.

House, Peter W., Differential Assessment of Farmland Near Cities ...
Experience in Marvland Through 1965, ERS 358, USDA, Washington, October,
1967.

Kearl, W. Gordon, Assessment on Productivity of Agricultural Lands in
Wyoming, AE75-13, Division of Agricultural Economics, University of
Wyoming, Laramie, December 197%5.

Otteoson, Harold W., Andrew R. Aandahl, and 1. Burbank Kristjanson,
Valuation of Farm Land for Tax Assessment, Bulletin 427, Experiment
Station, University of Nebraska, Lincoln, December 1954,

Heely, John A., Soil Survey-Tompking County, New York, Series 1961, No. 25,
Soil Consevwvation Service, USDA., in Cooperation with Cornell University
Agricultural Experiment Station, Washington, July 1965.




