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animals depend on agricultural areas for food, lodging,
and natural protection. Up setting the "balence of
nature” could consequently have negative effects on the
local environment. The absence of a human and ecological
beneficial creature could produce an abundance of an
environmentally injurious animal or insect.

lastly, the aesthetic, pastorial, and emotional
reasons for preserving farmland cannot be ignored. Rolling,
waving fields of pastureland often compliment many areas,
especially New England communities. The aesthetic motive
may hbe a less tangible reason to preserve farmland; however,
one could conclude that areas like New England would lose

their distinctive visual and environmental character 1if

their agricultural lands were to become shopping mall.,
housing projects, airports, or industrial parks.

The farmland loss can be attributed to several
factors; however, this report centers on those factors
which are most common to the New Fngland states of

Massachusetts and Rhode Island. This is not to imply that

the factors to be discussed are not national concerns.
Actually, the factors are nationwide, but for the purpose
of this paper the factors will be addressed in the New
Encsland context.

Today's New England farmer finds it difficult
to maintain agricultural pursuits while attempting to
make a respectable, worth while-living profit.
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The rising costs of labor, taxes, farm materials, and
expensive innovative farm techniques discourage some
farmers from continuing and expanding their trade.
Although New England farmers have generally been given
a fair price for their food, recent energy costs have
prevented any real profits. "... farmers were particu-
larly hard hit by increased petroleum cosis, because
they use 0il to run their machinery and because the
price hikes drove up the cost of the mostly petro-
leum-based fertilizers."u

The farmers hardest hit by the recent energy

costs were the relatively small acreage farmers. These

farmers do not sell in great volume which prevents
them from compensating for the rising energy costs.
Most of these farmers could obtain government loans
to help them, but most of the farmers do not see their
farms continuing. The reason for this being that chil-
dren of small acreage farmers generally do not view farming
as a worth while way of life in American society. The
rewards for farming's hard work are not as attractive as
less strenuous employment in the cities.

The result of it all was reported in 1978 by

Rhode Island Resources Magazine:

The census of Agriculture reports that the number of
farms with a gross sales of under $20,000 dropped
from 2.2 to 1.7 million between 1969 and 1974, At
the same time the total farm numbers fell from 2.7
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SUMMARY TO_ INTRODUCTION

In recent decades, the United States has wltnessed
dramatic declines in its prime farmland reserves. Although
the country may have enough land to feed its population,
this land is not distributed equally throughout the nation.
Those areas which are losing farms and farmland, notably
New England, run the risk of grave problems in the areas
of economics, environment , and aesthetics.

This study will now proceed with individual
state case studies concerning farmland loss and the issues
surrounding the phenomenon. Because of this author's
personal interests, the states of Massachusetts and Rhod

Island will be centered on.



FOOTNOTES
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Farmland, National Conference of State Legislatures,
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be used for some type of farmland. Cf course, some forests
would have to Dbe cleared which might be to the dismay
of many forestland preservationists., Actually, it does not
seem likely that Massachusetts will clear large parcels
of lard for agriculture. In reality, ths state could use
recently abandoned farmland to meet the food needs of its
peonle, but if this land is not protected it could become
a victim of urban sprawl. If the land disappears, so may
the potential to produce more food, create more jobs and
income, and to keep Massachusetts' self-sufficient.
Fortunately, Massachusetts legislators have
listened to the pleas of environmentalists, economists,
and farmers. Within the last thirteen years, the state
has put into law two major pieces of legislation that
will hopefully aid the state in retaining its farms and
farmland.
The first legislative move came in November
of 1973 with the passing of the Massachusetts Farmland
Assessment Act, known as Chapter 61A. The Act's
full title is: "An Act Providing for the Assessment of
Agricultural or Forticultural Uses". Basically, this
act lowers the property tax of farmers who use the land
as a working farm. Sarah Peskin further explains:
The idea is to recognize the unique role of farmland.
Instead of being assessed for its potential value

ac house lots, the land is assessed at current
agricultural land value which is considerably lower
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If a farmer can keep his expenses low, and his
profits acceptable, it is reasoned he will not
be so apt to sell his land.§

The internal structure of the Act is quite
interesting and helps to explain the underlying issues
in special assessment legislation. In order to avoid
confusion and conflict, the Act begins with rather
complete definitions of what land qualifies for this

voluntary 2ct. Sections one and two proceed as follows:

LLand shall be deemed to be agricultural land use
when primarily and directly used in raising ani-
mals, including, but not limited to dairy cattle,
beef cattle, poultry, sheep, swine, horses, ponies,
mules, goats, bees, and fur-bearing animals, for
the purpose of selling such animals or a product
derived from such animals in the regular course of
business; or when primarily and directly used in a
related manner which is incidental thereto and
represents a customary and necessary use in raising
such animals and preparing them or products de-
rived therefrom for market.(Section 1) 6

Land shall be deemed to be horticultural use when
primarily and directly used in raising fruits, vee-
tables, berries, nuts, and other foods for human
comsumption, feed for animals, tobacco, flowers,
sod, tress, nursey or greenhouse products, and
ornamental plants and shurbs for the purpose of
selling such products in the regular course of
business; or when primarily and directly used in
raising forest products under a program certified
by the state forester to be a planned program to
improve the quantity and quality of a continuous
crop for the purpose of selling such products in
the regular course of business; or when primarily
and directly used in a related manner which is
incidental thereto and represents a customary and
necessary use in raising such products and preparing
them for market. (Section 2) 7
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The comprehensiveness of the definitions serve
to prove a point. Although the definitions are tedious,
their completeness will help to avoid conflict that might
result in a long, drawn-out, expensive court battle.
Also, the definitions may prevent swindlers from taking
advantage of the law.

Section Three presents the guidelines for
application procedure. It should be remembered that
the use of 61A is purely voluntary. In order for a
farmer to qualify, his land must be at least five acres
in area. Products from the land must total at $500.00
per year, When the parcel is more than 5 acres, the
$500.00 sales income must be increased by the rate of
$5.00 per acre except in the case of woodlands or wet-
land when the increase is reduced to $.50 per acre.

The land must have been in agricultural or
horticultural use for two years preceeding the appli-
cation for €1A. The land must be under the same owner
and must be contiguous. The land can be claimed
contiguous despite separation by connecting public
or private ways or waterways.

To further prevent fraud, eligitility for the
program must be renewed each year. This means that the
land must be valued and ascessed each vear it is under

the special taxation.
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The application must be submitted to the local
board of assessors no later than October 1 of the
year preceding each tax year. This gives the local
assessor enough time to review and judge each application.
If the land changes use between October 1 and Decem-
ber BISt of the pretax year, the local assessor has the
power to disallow or nulify the submitted application.

Section nine of the Act provides a method of
appeal in the case that the farmer feels the local asse-
ssor has erred in the valuation, or has refused the
application. 1In this event, the farmer can have his case
heard by the Massachusetts Appelate Tax Board. The board
can overrule the local tax board, or uphold the poard'c
decision. This section of the Act helps prevent any
attempts of evading payment of full and proper taxes. It
also alds the law abiding farmer in his attempts to obtain
all his rights under the law.

In order to prevent unfair and arbritary
determination of values for different types of land
based on land use, the Act provides for the creation
of the state Farmland Valuation Advisory Commission.

This commission annually publishes land value cuide-
lines. The local assessor is urged to use this provided
data in addition to his personal judgement, local

farming practices, and local land values.

While assessing a parcel of land for special
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taxation, the local board must also determine the land's
have without the use value assessment. This record of

the full value must be performed annually because the land
could change use at any moment and cause the land +to
become 1ineligible for the special, reduced tax.

Perhaps the central features in the Act,
surround the penalty c¢lauses which "lay the law" con-
cerning 1f the land under the Act is converted to a
non-agricultural use, In the event of a change of use,
the land owner must pay either a conveyance tax, or a
roll-back tax, which ever is more.

A conveyance tax 1is due on any land valued
under 61A which is sold or converted to another use
within a period of ten years from the date of its
acquistion or its uninterupted use by the current owner,
whichever 1s earlier.

The conveyance tax is based on the total
number of years the land has been in agricultural use
valued under 61A. A 10 percent tax is levied on the
total sales price of the land if the land is sold within
the first year of ownership. If sold in the second
year of use, then 9 percent of the sale is taxed.

If sold in the third year an & percent tax, and so on
until a ten year period elapses. After the tenth year,
"no conveyance tax shall be imposed under the provisions"

of the Act.
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A land owner is exempt from the conveyance
tax if, (1) the land is sold for continued agricul tural
or horticul tural uses, (2) if eminent domain was declared
on the land, (3) if the land is sold to the town, and (&)
the land is sold after ten years under 61A.

Another penalty contained in 61A is the roll-
back tax which is only applicable if it exceeds the
amount due under the conveyance tax. This deferred tax
is determined by the difference between taxes paid under
the provisions of 61A, and the taxes that would have been
paid if the Act had not been enacted. Under Massachusetts
law, the land owner must pay the taxes deferred for the
vear in which the land no longer qualifies for 61A and the
five preceding tax years that the land had been assessed
under the use value legislation. As mentioned earlier,
in order to keep complete, up-to-date records, 61A
reauires that "beforec and after” land values be taken.

From studying the conveyance tax and roll-
back tax, one discovers that the taxes have a two-fold
purpose. First, they function to . discourage
farm owners under €1A from converting or selling their
land. Secondly, the taxes are a means of providing
the locality with devices to recover part of the full
value of taxes reduced under 61A. Further, the convey-

ance tax 1s also designed to help prevent land developers
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from purchasing farmland in order to receive a tax break
and then , in a short time, sell or develop the land

for a large profit. On the other hand, this tax could
hurt land owners who have to sell due to some unfortunate
circumstances.

The roll-back tax applies where a person has
owned farmland for longer than ten years under the Act.
The roll-back does not consider years of ownership but
acts upon the difference between the development value
and the agricultural value of the land. The amount of
the roll-back taxes are determined by following proce-
dures for each of the five roll-back tax years:

(a) The full and fair value of such land under the

valuation standard applicable to other land in
the city or town;

(b) The amount of the land assessment for the
particular tax year.

(c) The amount of additional assessment on the land
for the particular tax year by deducting the
amount of the actual assessment on the land
for that year from the amount of the land
assessment determined under subsection {(a);and

(d) The amount of the roll-back tax for that tax
vear by multiplying the amount of the addi-
tional assessment determined under subsection(c)
by the general property tax rate of the city
or town applicable for that tax year.®

One could term this tax a "back-~-up" recovery
tax for funds lost under the use value assessment.

Another main feature of the Act is a provision
that states that at notification of intent to sell the
land by the owner,"...for a period of sixty days subsequent

to such a notification, said city or town shall have, in
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the case of intended sale, a first refusal op*tion to meet
a bona fide offer to purchase said land, or, in the case
of irtended conversion not involving sale, an option to
purchase said land at full and fair market value to be
determined by impartial appraisal."g

The above provision applies to intent of sale
for residential, commercial or industrial use. Sale for
continued agricultural use does not apply. The problem
with this "first option to buy" clause is that the
local towns or conservation commissions may not have
the financial means to buy the farmland. This problem
is directly addressed by Massachusetts®' latest farmland
preservation legislation which will be discussed later.

Table II, is an example of what valuation are used
the FParmland Assessment Act looks like with figures. Tre
various values are those suggested by the Massaclusetts
Parmland Assescment Valuation committee. These figures
apoly to the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1970 and
ending June 30, 1920 . Column "A" illustrates how tle
farm would be valuated at 100% valuation. One can see
that the land acres are valued as a whole. There are
only a few land uses that are separated.

In column "B", the farm is assessed under
~1A. Fere, each farm use is taxed per thousand
according to the provided values. The valuation under

F1A is 31000 less than the 100% rate.
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THE USE OF CHAPTER 61-A

The Massachusetts Farmland Ascessment prosgram
has received mixed reviews from farm experts. Rutherford
F. Platt, a Massachusetts agricultural educator, discovered
that ir the Massachusetts Connecticut River Valley, the
assessment act did not slow the decline of farm abandonment.lo
Tt seems that the assessment act could not entirely combat
the high cost of maintaining a profitable farm. The
Council on Environmental Quality, in a national survey,
discovered similar findings.
Tax policy alone may not work. In, Untaxing Open Space,
(197¢), a study for the Council on Envirnnmental Quality,
it was found that a differential tax assessment by itself
i1s an expensive, ineffective tool for preserving prime

farmland; a farmer's decision about whether to sell his .,
land is more complex than the single issue of tax burden.

In addition, Platt noted that many farmers wern
vuzzled avout the assessment procedure and consequently mis-
trusted local assessors who were responsible for settine
nroperty rates.

VYarren K. Colby, a chief administrator for the
Massachusetts Department of Food and Agriculture, feels that
¢1A has been a success despite strong evidence of farmland
loss. Ye feels that without 61A, farmland on the borders
of major cities would be zone foreverlz. He also noted that
€1A would probably be used more in the future as 100%
valuations continue.

Statistical information concerning 1A is not

[a]
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farmers and assessors., This problem increases when a

locality boosts evaluations near or to 100%. In the fall

1979, the town of Amherst, Massachusetts performed a

revaluation that increased taxes on farmland to 300%, and

on farm buildings 50%. The utilization of é1A only

decreased taxes about 20% which is almost useless when

applied to the 300% revalua‘tion.uL
In conclusion, it is evident that 61A does

have a potential for saving farmland, but this potential

diminishes as land values and farm costs increase. Farms

located near large urban centers need more than a tax

T"reak to combat the pressures of development. Chapter

61A alone cannot stop farmland abandonment which has

prompted Massachusetts law makers to devise other forms

of 1legislation to preserve cropland. This study continues

with the discussion of the Bay State's recent "Purchase

»f Developmental Rights" program, a program that could

possibly save Massachusetts farmland and farms.
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THE MASSACHUSETTS

AGRICULTURAL PRESERVATION RESTRICTICN ACT

Due to the limited success of the Farmland

Assessment Act, and in response to farmers, conservation

groups, environmentalists, and those concerned with farm
issues, the 1977 Massachusetts legislature enacted the

The Massachusetts Agricul tural Preservation Act(Chapter 7820

of the Acts of 1977). Bascially, "the Act provides for the
public purchase of Agricultural Preservation Restrictions,
often called "development rights".1
The Act is a voluntary program through which
qualifing farmers or land owners can sell the rights to
develop their land for non-agricultural uses. Once the
land owner qualifies, the state will pay the land owner
the difference between the appraised value of the land
and its appraised commerical market value. The land owner
sells the "development rights", but the land remains in
the owner's possession. The owner can receive return on
the land's development value while the land remains a
farm or open space. Further:
The farmer is in effect accepting an agricultural
preservation restriction on the deed wherein it is
agreed that the land be restricted in perpetuity
to farming purposes. The farmer will retain all

rights of ownership, privacy, and the right to sell
or pass on the land to heirs. 2
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of the project with zoning by-laws, planned public works,
local ordinances, and other significant considerations.”

Once the Commissioner receives the necesary material, the
Commissioner may authorize the following:

a. A field inspection of the land and agriculture.

b. A pvreliminary estimate of the probable value of
the agricultural preservation restriction.

c. Referral of the project to the 0ffice of State
Planning and appropriate Regional Planning
Agency for an opinion of the project's compati-
bility with planning objectives.

d. Submit the project to the Agricultural Lands
Preservation Committee who will review the
application and give professional approval
or disapproval. The applicant must be notified
within 120 days of the Commission's decision.
if a project is approved, a final appraisal of
the land is »merformed. The appraisal is carried
out for both the full market value and value of
the land under agricultural preservation restric-
tion. With an approval, funds are appropriated
for the project. If the project is approved
and there is no funds available, the application
is held, with agreement of the owner, until
funds are available.l4

The initial funding appropriation for the
PDR legislation was $5 million. Another $10 million has
since been added. "The first phase of the program is
expected to cover 19 farms containing 1,695 acres in

5

11 counties."~“There's also about 10,330 proposed acres

with a price tag of around ”‘52&.600,000.6
Early data on the PDR program shows that
farmers are generally interested in participating in the
program. There are problems with the program, however.
Tirst, funding for the program is not permanent, and

what funding is available is extremely limited. A farmer

v’shing to participate in the program may not want to

28



walt until money is alloted by the state. Instead, the
farmer or land owner might sell out to a developer,
Secondly, a lccality may not like the state to own large
parcels of open space that might reduce tax revenues.
There are methods,however, through which the locality
can purchase the land by itself or with assistance

of the state. Thirdly, the PDR process is slow and
costly with "miles of red tape”. Land owners may become
weary of the process and seek other means of return

on their land. Lastly, this program helps to preserve
farmland, but that is not a colid guarantee that the land
will be used for the producing of farm products. The
state cannot force a land owner to farm if the owner
chooses not to.

Despite the problems with the Massachusetts PN,
the proegram appears to be making headway, however, the pro-
gram will only survive with public support and money.

To help insure vutlic support Massachusetts has devised

a state food policy and promotion program. This program
attempts to "sell" Massachusetts home-grown farm products.
And accordings to a well known Massachusetts agricul turist,
this program of promotion is working. "Buy Massachusetts
promotions, newspaper artizles, and legislative attention
are undoubtly causing some in cur agricultural cHmmunity
to lecok more optimistically on the future of agriculture

. o
in VMassachusetts.,
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SUMMARY: TFE MASSACFUSETTS CASE

Over the last forty vears, farms and farmland
in Massachusetts have decreased drasticallv. This
decrease has jeopardize manv jobs and has caused the
residents of Massachusetts to import 85 percent of
their food from other states. The money leaving the
state apprcaches 2.,£ billion dollars rer year. This
economic loss combined with environmental concerns has
generated public concern that has resulted in two major
pieces of farmland preservation legislation. The first,

a farmland assessment act, seeks to reduce the taxes a
farmer has to pay relating to his farmland. This lce-
islation has had limited success but has helped some
farmers combat the rising costs of farming.

The second legislative response has been in the
form of a "purchase of development rieghts" program, (PDR),
I'nder this law, the state can purchase the land owner's
right to develop his land. The land owner agrees to keep
the land undeveloped which adds to the potential farmland
stock. There has been a good response to this program, but
unless money 1s permanently appropriated this prograr will
not bte effective in stopping farmland abandonment.

In the latest session of the Massachusetts
legislature, the House of Representatives submitted a
$ill to create an agricultural land trust in the state.

A form of land banking, this land trust wou'd acauire
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land soley for agricultural uses. At the time of this
writing, the bill's outcome was undecided. This
additional legislative move illustrates the continued
importance the Commonwealth places on agricultural
preservation. This importance may be a little late in
coming, but hopefully it will not be too late. Lastly,
the state's promotion program to push Massachusetts
agriculture may educate the state's residents in the

importance of agricultural in their state.
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Despite the continued decline, an U.S.D.A

statistical bulletin shows that Rhode Island has a recognizable
agricultural industry. The publication reports that the
state's agricultural commodities totaled $26 million in

1977.3 In addition, Professor Weaver noted that: "The
multimillion dollar farm production industry of the state
utilized land, buildings, and equipment valued at appro-
ximately $103 million dollars. Estimating an annual in-

crease in real estate values of 6%, the 1979 value of land

and buildings alone is likely to exceed $120 million dollars.u
A break down of the 1977 cash receipts is provided
in the table below:
TABLE IV°
1977 Rhode Island Agricul tural Cash Receipts
Livestock, Poultry Crops
$ 200,000
Cattle 500,000 Hay
Fogs 900,000 Potatoes 3,700,000
Sheep 20,000 Vegatables 1,000,000
Milk 6,100,000 Apples 700,000
Eggs 3,000,000 Fruits 80,000
Chickens 90,000 Forests 60,000
Turkey 100,000 Nurse% 8 €00 000
Other 500,000 greenhouses ' , 00
Other 40,000
TO TAL $11,210,000 TO TAL $15,180,000

Combined total: $26,300,000

Recent agricultural statistics show that only
10 percent of the state's land is used for agricul tural

purposes. This 10 percent represents about 61,068 acres
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of area. This is a sharp reduction from 130 years ago
when 20 percent of the land was used for farming. It is
interesting to note that 43 percent of the agricultural
land is used for dairy, livestock, and poulty. Another
33 percent of the whole is used for nursey and greenhouse
businesses.7
William P. MacConnel8 reported that only
.5 percent of the state's land was engaged in intensive
aericulture: cranberry bogs, tilled cropland, and orchards.
Further, only a small fraction of this land is suitable
to produce anv real agricultural profits. This could
suggest that farming is not a large or profitable indus-
trv in the Ocean State. Staple crops, except pntatoes
and some corn, are not prevalent enoush to make a present
impact on Rhode Island's economy, or the state's
capability to feed itself. Like Massachusetts, Rhode
Island imports a large percentage of its food. The
state has over 3000 acres of land in the form of cranberry
bogs which do not face reductions since the bogs are
protected by the state's wetlands legislation.Q But
a state population cannot survive on cranberries.

It should be mentioned at this point that
Rhnde Island, like New England and the rest of nation,
is losing farms and farmland because of urban sprawl
and the rising costs of maintaining farm. The loss of
farmland is more noticable in Rhode Tsland because of the

state's small size 1n area and bhecause »f the state's rapid
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The total 19,000 suitable acres for farming may have been
reduced over the last five years. Fowever, there 1is
evidence tnat farms recertly out of production may add

to the 19,000 acre figure. A problem the state has is
that no agency accounts for the farmland. IZteve Morin,

of the Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management
has been quoted saying, ".... Rhode Island has taken
agriculture so much for granted in recent years that no
one has kept adequate statistics about the amount of

good farmland being taken out of production for develon-
ment."13

If Rhode Island wishes to preserve its
remzining in and out of production farmland, the state
will have to respond with more effective legislation.
Past legislation has not slowed farmers from leaving
their trade. Rhode Island may not have the land to
feed all its mopulation, but with the land available, the
state may be able to reduce 1ts 90 percent reliance
on imported food, focd that becomes more costly to
import every day. Also, Rhode Island's delicate
environmental balance might be hurt if open space is
converted to built-up development.

In summary, Rhode Isgland's agricul tural
tradition is fading with each passing decade. There is
evidence that Rhode Jsland does have open space land
that could ve used for cropland if the land is preserved.
If present farmers are expected to continue producing

their commodities, then some lerislative help is needed.
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PART I1: REODE ISLAND*S REZPONSE TO PRESERVATION

Rhode Tsland's first attempt to preserve

farmland came in 1964 with the passing of the, Green Acres

Land Acquistion Act(General Laws of Rhode Island, 32-6-1-1%5.)

This act was an indirect method since its purpose was
to obtain land for public recreation and conservation
efforts. In the Act, agricultural lands were novered
under land that might be valuable for conservation.

The premise of the Act was that it was the
state government's responsibilty to "provide land for
public recreation and conservation of natural resources"
in order to "promote public health, prosperity, and
general welfaro."1

With the Act's passing came Chapter 169 of

the Rnode Island Public Laws. This chapter authorized

the state to use $5 million for the purchase of recrea-
tion and conservation lands.
William G. Lesher discovered that by 1075,
5,000 acres of land, primarily woodland was acquired
under the Act. Lesher further notes:
The Green Acres Land Acquisition Program has been a
small success. O0f the state's approximately
650,000 acres, 5,000 acres have been preserved. To
increase the program's activity, a $7 millior. bond
issue was presentea in the 19€8 referendum—hbut
lacked 4,000 votes for approval.?2
In the event the program was funded to pre-

serve open space for farmland, problems could arise.

First, there are ne assurances that the land would te
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collecting the tax rather than by the type of goods or
services being taxed. The types of facility can be

divided into three categories:

Category (1) Farm and dairy equipment dealers
Category (2) Feed, seed, grain, and fertilizer dealers

Category (3) Fatcheries and livestock dealers

Tt should be noted that the above cate-
gories are not "exactly" what one could call farm
machinery and equipment, but the categories do represent
the closest measure of the farms implements.

The following represents the tax collected

in each of the last tlree fiscal years by category:

Category 1977 1978 1979
(1) $213,906 B254,576 $259,015
(2) $152,610 $161,828 $166,909
(3) $189, 108 8221, 106 $225,199

While further calculating the taxes paid, the
Task Force used an arbitrary assumption that 90 percent
of the taxes paid in the first (1) category and 10 percent
of each of the other categories are actually related to
farm machinery and equipment. With the use of tlLe
assumption, the approximate total taxes paid for the three

categories would be:{see next page).
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When all the statistics all pulled together,
some important conclusions can hte made. First, Rhode
Tsland farmers have large investments in both land and
machinerv. The continued investments in machinerv and
equipment show that farmers are somewhat willing to
stay in agricuvlture., Secondly, although the general
sales and use taxes represent only a small part of
the total state tax revenues, the taxes represent
money from agricultural support businesses. These
businesses could be lost if agriculture continues to
decline in the state. Related to this is that although
agriculture directly only employs about 1 percent of
the state's labor force5, the industry does support
jobs in other sectors. Again, these jobs could be
jeopardized if the 27 ricultural industrv in tre state
further declines.

Lastly, as the Task Force's report notes,
the state should exempt farmers from paying general
sales and use taxes on farm machinery and equipment.
These taxes would not hurt the state's revenues and
would help farmers balance their financial books.
Moreover, recognizing this exemption could demonstrate
a state committment to preserve farms and farmland.
This committment could bring better relations tetween
farmers and state officals. Better relations hetween
these two groups could aid in cooperative efforts to

promote agriculture and preserve agricul tural lands.
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evaluation will have profound impact on farmland adjacent

to built-up urban areas. A "preview" of the Act's effects

were dramatically illucstrated in tte Clty of Cranston

when in 1979, the ~ity revalued 1%s ‘armland accordir:

to ik%s potential use value. Incredir_v, but believable,

the value of some actively used farmland increased up

. . 9 . .
tn sixty (60) times! Subsequently, this revaluation was

invalidated by the Rhode Island Superior Court because

of incorrect valuation procedures. Despite the Court's

ruling,

the Cranston revaluation paints a somber picture

of what the future might hold for the state's farmland.

To vivify the Farm, Forest, and Open Space

Act, tle Task Force explained the proposed improvements

of a new version of the legislation:

1.

All three categories of land affected are more
carefullv defined.

Farmlan?d ard forest land would be classified acs
such by the Director of Environmental Manizement,
not at the discretion ot the local tax acsessor.

An administrative appeal process is instituted.

Tre present two-year roll-back of propert; taxes
ig replaced by a land use chanre tax. As its

name implies, this tax would be imposed on land
trhat is being taxed at its use value at the time
that its use 1s changed to a more intensive type.
This tax would be levied at a rate of ten percent
of the fair market value of the land, but this
rate would de:line by one percent each year from
the seventh year to the fifteenth year of
classification and would not be imposed therealter
on the came owner. Land that had been farmed

for the preceeding five years would not te sutject
to the initial five-yvear period in which the lard-
use change tax remains constant at ten percent. 10
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studies that should help any future preservation projects.
One study deals with the facilities and support o steoms

needed ‘or productive, profitavle farming. Trece

tn

facillities and support systems inzt.de far: mactinery
dealers and food processing plants. In order for
these facilities and svstems to remzin in bhusinecs,
farming must be kept viable. On the reverse side,

if inexpensive food processing is lozt, farmers might
be better off to sell their land for profits. The
Task Force is gtudying ways through which farmers

and support systems may help each otter.

The other study concerns a possible
agricul tural education program for the state's pop-
ulation. This program would hopefully inform Rhode
Tslanders of agriculture's importance within the
state.

Despite the work and recommendations o1
the Task Force, Daniel Varin feels that the effort
to save Rhode Tsland agriculture might be wasted unless
public support for farm preservation increases to the
peint where public officials take notice. Most
people want land developed for jobs not related to
a;riculture}z This supports the premise that most
people take food rroducing for granted. If some popular
food stuffs began to disappear from supermarkets, then

some p.ublic response might be heard.

A
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THE POSSIRLE EFFECT OF THE STATE-LOCAL LAND

MANAGEMEMT BTLIL

In 1977, the Rhode Island Fouse of Represent-
atives submitted a pilece of legislation called the

State-Local lLand Management Bill. This proposed

bill, yet to be passed, seeks to designate and
regulate “critical land areas” in the state. The
reasoning behind this bill is that the state has =z
limited amount of land area. In order to insure the
best use of this land and to prevent haphazard
develonment, the bill will hopefully provide a system
through which proper land development can take place.
As stated in the legislation:

...the objectives of this title are to establish a
state-local land management program based on the
state land use policies and plan that will:

(1) establish minimum standards and essential
procedures for the management of land as a
natural resource.

(2) allow the state to express its interest in the
limited number of land use issues that are of
concern to more than one community.

(3) assure that state agencies' development decisions
are consistant with the state land use policies
and standards.

(L) assist and guide cities and towns in preparing
land management plans and ordinances.

(5) provide cities and towns with enabling
legislation for planning and land management
tratgives them authority to deal witk tre full
range of land use problems and that allows
for diversitv and choice of methods;

and



(6) establish a mechanism wherebyv citizens, groups,
and public bodies affected by development of
regional impact in another city or town can have
their advice considered in the decision. 13

The revised 1979 editiocr. of the prorosed bill
ide tifies three areas of critical concern: (1) arcas of
limited development potential. These areas include

unusually fragile lands where development could cause
irreversible development damage. Included here are
water bodies, wildlife habitats, and rare ecosvstems.
Also included are flood plains and other natural hazard
land that protect the state from adverse weather condi-
tions. Also included are renewable resource lands whict
incorporates agricultural lands.

The second (2) area of public concern are
areas of public investment which includes: hignways,
public water supply resources, rail stattions, and
airports.

Thirdly (3), areas of major economic develop-
ment potential which include proposed industrial,

commercial, and residental development.

Ideally, this bill seems to be a great device
to manage land in a coordinated effort between the state
and local governments. The regional approached to
planning is also notable in is bill. Citlzen parti-
cipation is urged in the bill which could aid the

planning process.
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legislation shows that the state is interested in
farmland conservation, but this interest is not
strong enough to bring forth effective policies.

Both James AucHerman and Daniel Varin feel that there
is not enough support in the Rhode Tsland legislature
1h

to bring about stror.g preservation legislation.

The revised and newly proposed Farm, Forest

and Cpen Space Act, may help, but this aid might not

meet high expectations. Studies have shown that even
well-written and publicly supported use value
legislation has limited effect on preventing farmland
loss.15
Proponets of agricultural land preservation
can onlyv hope that new devices might be tried that
will slow the land losses. Fowever, other preservation
techniques can be costly, politically unfeasible, or
unconstitutional. This study continues with a

discussion of various other methods of farmland

preservation.









threaténed, oocal support would also be necessarv for
zoning of this tvpe. Gresgory A. Lyman et. al. ctate,
"... the importance of citizen involvement in “he
developmert of zoning ordinances zcannot be overstresse=4d.
Befor~ undertaking the use of zonine to retain
agricultural lands, trere should be strong publi.c
support for pursuing this goal."1 As previously stated,
support for agriculture is not strong in the state whicth
could eliminate any hopes for exclusive agricultural
zoning.

IT., Agricultural Districts

Bascially, agricultural districting is the grouring
of large parcels of agricultural land into a designated
region. This technique has been used successfully in
Mew ¥York State. In order for !lew York farmers to partici-
pate in this program, individuzal owners or a group of
owners must first petition the state for a declaratinn
0of a district. The proposed district must consist of
at least five hundred acres of land that is actively
used for agricultural purposes.2

Once a district has been established,
surrounding cities are restricted from encroaching
on the area. The districts are protected by a2 provisien
that requires alternate site selection in the ovent
that the district is in the line of developnecnt.

Turther, the extention of public ultilities for the
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V. CONCLUSICN: POSSIPLE FARNIAI'D PRESERVATICON TECYFMTIQUES

FOR_RYODE ISIAND

Besides the Farm, Forest, and Open Jpice Act,

Rhode Island could experiment with other farmland
preservation techniques. First, exclusive agricul tural
zoning might be attempted, but conflicts over property
rights and the state's police power will indeed develop.
Plus, there 1s a chance that if the state declares
such a land use tool, then property owners might sell
treir land at first notice. If the state was to place
a "freeze" on selling agricultural land, land owrers
would have the risht to declare tre "freeze" unconsti-
tutional.r7 Public agreement and zupport would have to
back such a preservation technique. but it seems douttful
that anv support would evolve in Rrode Tsland.
Secondly, agricultural districting might he
tried, but this device would also find difficulty.
Rhode Island 's farmland is limited, and declaring
an agricultural district would appear too much like
agricul tural zoning. Also, farmland in the state is
too dispersed to be placed in what could be call-~d
2 "dlistrict.” Finallv, there are no assurances that
Rrode Tsland farmers would volunteer to pool their
land in a district area.

™irdly, a proegramn of trarsferred development

riehte (TRND) could be tried. Tris mi~rt rave a chance if

n
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