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SEN. URLACHER-Called the meeting or order, roll taken. 

ARVID WINKLER-ASSESSOR BARNES COUNTY SUBMITTED TESTIMONY. 

ATTACHED. 

SEN. URLACHER-The Interim Comm. tried to recognize the fact that in the last few years the 

production cost has accelerated to the point, its the net that counts. so they were attempting to 

address this within that point. 

PATTY LEWIS-Representing ND Farm Bureau. We have not looked at the landlords share of 

the formula. 

MARK SITZ-Representing ND Farmers Union. Recognizing the farmers cost of production has 

never been in there, this bill would do that. Over IO yrs. production costs have increased 67%, 
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yields have increased between 7% and 8%. We feel that this bill goes a long way to straighten 

thing out. 

SENATOR URLACHER-Is this a fairness bill? 

MARK SITZ-It most definitely is. 

KEN YANTES-Representative for ND Township Officers Assoc. We stand behind this bill. 

CONNIE SPRYNEZYNATYK-I am happy to hear every one is taking caution when considering 

this bill. 

BARRY COX-To me this avery good bill and I am in favor of it. 

SENATOR URLACHER CLOSED THE HEARING ON SB 2054. 

DISCUSSION 01/19/99 ON 2054. SEN. URLACHER ANY MOTION ON THIS BILL? SEN. 

WARDNER IN THE FARM COMMUNITY, IT BEHOOVES US TO DO SOMETHING TO 

WORK IN THE DIRECTION OF HELPING PEOPLE IN THE AG. SECTOR WITH THE 

PROPERTY TAXES. THIS DOES. IT NATURALLY IS SHIFTING BACK TO 

COMMERCIAL RESIDENTIAL A LITTLE BIT. IT HAS A TREMENDOUS IMPACT. IT IS 

A FAIRNESS BILL. I CAN GO HOME AND DEFEND THE COST OF PRODUCTION 

SHOULD BE INVOLVED IN THIS WHOLE SCHEME OF THINGS. SENATOR 

STENEHJEM, I AM NOT SUPPORTING THIS BILL. I'M SYMPATHETIC TO THE 

FARMER, BUT FEEL THIS IS NOT THE RIGHT A VENUE. THE TAX BREAK WILL NOT 

FALL ON THE PEOPLE WE WOULD MOST LIKE TO HELP, AND THAT IS THE 

PRODUCER. TESTIMONY GIVEN 40% IS AGRICULTURAL LAND AND THERE IS NOT 

OWNED BY THE FARMER, THE MAN FARMING DOES NOT OWN THE LAND. THIS IS 

- GOING TO GIVE A TAX BREAK TO THE PERSON THAT OWNS THE LAND AND I AM 
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- NOT COMFORT ABLE WITH OR CONFIDENT THAT THE PRICE BREAK ON THE TAX 

ON THE PROPERTY WILL REFLECT AND BE PAID BACK TO THE PRODUCER. IT IS 

GOING TO BE PAID BACK TO THE LANDOWNER. IN BURLEIGH COUNTY ALONE 

OVER 80% OF THE COUNTY TAXES ARE ALREADY PAID BY THE CITY OF 

BISMARCK. THE CITY RESIDENTS ARE PA YING THEIR FAIR SHARE OF THE 

COUNTY TAXES NOW. WHAT BENEFITS DO THE CITY RESIDENTS GET FOR THE 

COUNTY TAXES THEY NOW PAY? THIS DOESN'T HELP THE FARMER. I WILL NOT 

VOTE FOR IT. SENATOR URLACHER, I THINK IT WILL REFLECT ON THE 

OPERA TOR, IT MAY TAKE A YEAR, BUT IT WILL COME DOWN AND IT IS A FAIR 

BILL. SENATOR KINNOIN, I AGREE WITH SEN. WARDNER. THE TAXES GOING UP 

AND THE INCREASE IS STAGGERING. PEOPLE IN TOWN ARE PA YING TO MUCH 

TAXES BUT IF WE DON'T PUT COST OF PRODUCTION IN THIS IT WOULDN'T BE 

FAIR TO INDIVIDUAL FARMERS. WE HA VE TO DO SOMETHING HERE TO HELP 

THEM. SEN. URLACHER SAYS IT WOULD BE A GRADUAL SHIFT OVER 10 YEARS. 

SENATOR STENEHJEM PEOPLE WHO LIVE IN RURAL COUNTY-RENVILLE COUNTY 

WHAT IS GOING TO HAPPEN WITH LARGE% OF FARM LAND AND IT LOWERS THE 

PROPERTY TAXES ON THAT FARM LAND AND PUSHES IT OFF TO WESTHOPE AND 

OTHER SMALL COMMUNITIES, PEOPLE WHO CAN'T AFFORD ANY MORE 

PROPERTY TAXES THEMSELVES. NOT A GOOD SHIFT. SENA TOR KROEPLIN THIS 

IS A FAIRNESS ISSUE AND COST OF DOING BUSINESS ON FARM HAS GONE UP, SO 

IT IS HARD TO PAY TAXES, WHEN YOU HA VE NO INCOME. MOTION MADE TO DO 
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PASS. ROLL TAKE IN FAVOR OF BILL 6 YEA YS, 1 NAY, 0 ABSENT. CARRIER WILL 

BE SENATOR WARDNER. 
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FISCAL NOTE 

Amendment to: ________ _ 

Date of Request: 12-10-98 

1. Please estimate the fiscal impact (in dollar amounts) of the above measw-e for state general or special funds, counties, cities, and 
school districts. Please provide breakdowns, if appropriate, showing salaries and wages, operating expenses, equipment, or other 
details to assist in the budget process. In a word processing format, add lines or space as needed or attach a supplemental sheet to 
adequately address the fiscal impact of the measure. 

Narrative: SB 2054, if enacuxL will set a minimum capitalization rate used in the valuation of agricultural property resulting in a 
reduction of the taxable value of agricultural land for the immediate future. 

While SB 2054 will decrease the value of taxable property of counties, cities, and school districts, it does not require a decrease in 
property taxes. Any change in property tax revenue will be the result of county, city, or school district decisions as to the level at 
which government services will be funded, and not as a result of the passage of SB 2054. This bill alone causes no fiscal effect to the 
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Minutes: 

REP. BELTER Opened the hearing. 

Meter# 
49.1 

JOHN WALSTAD, LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL STAFF, Explained the bill. This bill deals with 

the evaluation of all agricultural property. The formula now used to value agricultural land, 

gathers information to determine the gross return for agricultural land, based on statistics 

gathered over a period of ten years, then if the landowners share those gross returns, depending 

on what the property is used for, there is then a capitalization rate which is applied to that gross 

return information, to determine what the actual taxable evaluation is. The capitalization rate is 

factored in with the cost of borrowing money for agricultural producers. One thing the formula 

does not reflect is production cost increases, other than the cost of borrowing money, for farmers . 

This bill was put together by the interium committee to take care of that consideration. 
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Presented some amendments to the bill which shift the language somewhat to make the statute 

match the data that is available and the estimates that were presented by Dr. Ackre. It is adjusted 

so it will match up with the years the production statistics are pulled in. Referred to interium 

committee report. See attached copy. 

REP. WARNER Referred to page 3, line 8, and also to page 2, was wondering if the language 

on page 3 was irrelevant. 

JOHN WALSTAD Stated no, the language on page 3 is going to be relevant for irrigated land. 

This bill will not affect that. 

Tape #1, Side B, Meter #4.9 Continuing with testimony. 

PATTY LEWIS, NORTH DAKOTA FARM BUREAU, Testified in support of the bill. The 

Farm Bureau is very concerned with retaining the integrity of the current ag land evaluation 

formula. It is probably one of the best in the nation. It is crucial to retain it. It was established 

in 1981, and possibly does need a little updating. The interium committee chose to have the 

formula reflect production cost factors which in a sense, does the same thing as lowering both 

percentages of thirty into twenty five and twenty that John Walstad had talked about. 

With no further testimony, the hearing was closed. 

COMMITTEE ACTIOe ape #1, Side B, Meter #29.0 

REP. RENNER Made a motion to adopt the amendments which were presented during 

testimony. 

REP. RENNERFELDT Second the motion. MOTION CARRIED BY VOICE VOTE. 
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There was a lengthy discussion by committee members, some of the committee members weren't 

sure if this was a fairness issue or a bill to help the ag economy. 

REP. BELTER Asked members to study the bill and amendments further and the bill would be 

acted on at a later date. 

COMMITTEE ACTIO,G Tape #1, Side B, Meter #39.8 

. REP. RENNER Made a motion for a DO PASS AS AMENDED. 

REP. WARNER Second the motion. MOTION CARRIED 

12 Yes 2 No 1 Absent 

REP. RENNER Was given the floor assignment. 
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REPORT OF STANDING COMMITTEE 
SB 2054: Finance and Taxation Committee (Rep. Belter, Chairman) recommends 

AMENDMENTS AS FOLLOWS and when so amended, recommends DO PASS 
(12 YEAS, 2 NAYS, 1 ABSENT AND NOT VOTING). SB 2054 was placed on the Sixth 
order on the calendar. 

Page 1, line 23, overstrike "For taxable year 1998, total the annual gross returns for the most 
recent eight" 

Page 1, overstrike line 24 

Page 2, line 1, overstrike "discard the highest and lowest annual gross returns of the eight." 

Page 2, line 11, replace "ten-year" with "seven-year" and replace "1998" with "1995" 

Page 2, line 12, replace "eight" with "five" and replace "each year" with "taxable year 1999, the 
agricultural economics department shall gather the national agricultural statistics 
service annual index of prices paid by farmers for the nine years ending with the most 
recent year used under subdivision a. discard the highest and lowest years' indexes, 
average the remaining seven years' indexes, and divide the resulting amount by the 
base year index of prices paid by farmers. For taxable year 2000 and thereafter" 

Page 2, line 13, remove "after 1998" 

Page 2, line 15, remove "most recent" and after "years" insert "ending with the most recent 
year used under subdivision a" 

• Renumber accordingly 

• 
(1) LC, (2) DESK, (3) BILL CLERK, (4-5-6) COMM Page No. 1 HR-37-3839 
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My name is Arvid Winkler. I am a farmer and township assessor in Barnes Cotmty. 
I have been Cuba Township assessor since 1977. I have a bachelor' s degree in civil 
engineering from NDSU. 

I favor the general concept of SB 2054. 

There are some caution flags which may be oflittle concern to many others. 

The index of prices paid was not available yesterday at the North Dakota 
agricultural statistcs service on the NDSU campus. An index was available for the crop 
sector and another was available for the livestock sector. The indexes may be combined at 
some other level. The matter was ofno major concern to Dwight Aakre. 

The bill creates a base index from other indexes. This draws one of those strange 
raised eyebrow looks from the statisticians. 

Using the available index data from 1989 through 1998, according to the proposed 
legislation, has the net of about 27.5% ofthe gross returns for cropland being capitalized 
for 1999. I suspect that on down the road the formula will reduce values faster than 
desired and we will be revisiting this section of the centmy code again as time goes on. 

The interim committee has studied the issue. If this is not the final solution, it is at 
least on the right track. 

I will be happy to answer any questions the committee may have on this issue . 



Prices Paid Indexes: Quarterly and Annual Average 
United States, 1991-98 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
: 

• Year: Jan : Feb : Mar :Apr : May : Jun :Jul : Aug : Sep : Oct : Nov : Dec :Avg 
: : : 1/ 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Crop Sector (PPITW) 

1990-92 = 100 

1994 106 108 108 109 108 
1995 111 112 112 112 112 112 113 112 113 112 113 113 112 
1996 115 115 115 116 116 116 115 116 116 117 117 117 116 
1997 118 118 118 118 118 118 118 118 118 119 119 118 118 
1998 119 119 119 119 119 119 118 118 118 118 119 

Livestock Sector (PPITW) 

1990-92 = 100 

1994 106 107 105 104 105 
1995 106 105 105 105 105 106 106 106 106 107 108 109 106 
1996 110 110 111 112 114 114 114 115 115 113 112 113 113 
1997 114 114 115 116 117 116 116 116 116 115 116 116 116 
1998 115 115 114 114 113 112. 111 110 109 109 112 

Commodities and Services, Interest, Taxes, and Wage Rates 
Adjusted for Productivity 

• 1910-14 = 100 

1994 942 941 933 943 940 
1995 978 979 980 969 970 971 983 984 985 980 981 984 979 
1996 : 1011 1012 1014 1012 1015 1015 1007 1008 1009 1026 1025 1026 1015 
1997 :1026 1028 1030 1025 1025 1025 1017 1018 1019 1037 1037 1036 1027 
1998 :1049 1048 1047 1042 1043 1042 1030 1028 1026 1026 1038 

1/ Simple average and is year-to-date for current year . 

• 
Agricultural Prices Agricultural Statist i r.$ ~~~~rl 
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My name i~ Arvid Winkler. I run a farmer and township assessor in Barnes County. 
I have been Cuba Township assessor since 1977. 1 have a bachelor's degree in civil 
engineering from NDSU. 

Initially I had little idea of what the bill would do. Aft.er some research I now 
favor the general concept of SB 2054 

Using the available index data from 1989 through 1998, as obtained from Dwight 
Aakre, according to the proposed legislation, has the net effect of about 27.5% of the gross 
returns for cropland being capitalized for 1999. The current staute uses 30%. 

There are some caution flags which may be oflittle concern to many others. 

The index of prices "paid" was not available January 11, 1999 at the North Dakota 
Agricultural Statistcs Service on the NDSU campus. An index of prices "recieved" in 
North Dakota was available for the crop sector and another was available for the livestock 
sector. The index of prices "paid" is at best a regional index. It may even be a national 
index. The matter was ofno major concern to Dwight Aakre. 

The bill creates a base index from other indexes. This draws one of those strange 
raised eyebrow looks from the statisticians . 

lbe North Dakota FARM REPORTER is published by the ND Agricultural 
Statistics Service and comes to my door on a regular basis. The index of prices "paid'' and 
a ratio of index of prices "received" to index of prices "paid" is occasionally published. 
A sampling of information, as publushed, for recent years is as follows (1990-92) = 100 : 

Date Paid Ratio 
12-95 111 97 
2-96 113 94 
12-96 114 95 
11-97 116 92 
1-99 114 86 

111is indicates to me that prices "received" may be similar to those of the base 
period while the prices ' 'paid" have risen some 14~'o, creating a profit squeeze. As land 
values are capitalized on gross returns, it appears that an inadvertant over valuation in 
agricultural land values has occtUTed in recent years . 

The interim committt'e has studi ed the issue. lfthis is not the final solution, it is at 
ieast on the right track. 

111e bill can-ies an d :Iictive date after L 2-3 l - l 998 ,-vhi ch is really 1999 For 1999 
\,\ ·e are supposed be assess ing as of February first. 1 urge you to move this bi ll ont of 
committee and onto the fl oor as quickly as possibk . With anticipated favo rabl to 
cons ideration, NDSU can recalculak the agriculh1ral land values for 1999 and \Ve c,m go 
about do ing s ome meaning ti.Jl assessing. 



Thank you for your cooperation in this matter. This is the only bill for which I have 
prepared testimony this sess ion. I trust that the time spent \>viii be of value to the committee 
and to the legislature. I will be happy to answer any questions the conunittee may have on 
this issue. 

Arvid Winkler 
845-0608 
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AGRICULTURAL PROPERTY 
ASSESSMENT STUDY 

Background 
rue and full value of agricultural property for prop
tax purposes is based on productivity , as estab

through computation of the capitalized average 
annual gross return of the land made by the North 
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Dakota State University Department of Agricultural 
Economics . Annual gross return for rented land is deter
mined from crop shore or cash rent information and for 
other land Is 30 percent of annual gross income for crop
land used for growing crops other than sugar beets or 
potatoes, 20 percent of annual gross income fo r crop
land used for growing sugar beets or potatoes, and 
25 percent of gross income potential based on animal 
unit carrying capacity of the land for land used for 
graz ing an imals. Average annual gross return for each 
county is determined by using annual gross returns for 
the county for recent years, discarding the highest and 
lowest annual gross returns from those years, and aver
aging the returns for the remaining years. Passage of 
House Bill No. 1069 ( 1997) extended the number of 
years of production .data used in the agricultural property 
valuation formula from six years to 10 years . The bill 
makes th is change in increments by use of seven years' 
data in 1997, eight years' data in 1998, nine years ' data 
in 1999, and 10 yea rs ' data after 1999. Average annual 
gross return Is then capitalized using a 10-year average 
of the most recent 12-year period for the gross Farm 
Credit Services mortgage rate of interest. An average 
agricultural value per acre is established for cropland 
and noncropland on a statewide and countywide basis. 
This information is provided to the Tax Commissioner by 
December 1 of each year and then provided by the Tax 
Commissioner to each county director of tax 
equalization . The county director of tax equalization 
provides each assessor with an estimate of the average 
agricultural value of agricultural lands within the asses
sor's district. The assessor determines the value of 
each assessment parcel within that district. Within each 
county and assessment district, the average of values 
assigned must approximate the averages determined 
under the formula for the county or assigned to the 
district by the county director of tax equalization. In 
determining relative values, local assessment officials 
are to use soil type and soil classification data whenever 
possible. 

Committee Considerations 
Recent increases in agricu ltural property valuations in 

the state generated many complaints to legislators . 
Many fa rmers in the state are fru strated because a time 
of poor production and low commodity prices has been 
accompanied by increased agricultural property valua
tions and property tax burdens. 

In 1996 average assessed value of agricultural land 
increased more than nine percent statewide. This 
substantial jump in values resulted because of the years 
used in the formula. For 1996 assessments, the 1988 
drought year was replaced by 1994 good production 
year statistics. In add ition, the capitalization rate has 
been declining steadily , which produces higher valua
tions. Passage of 1997 House Bill No. 1069 eased the 
effect of these factors by including an additional year of 



production data to computation of agricultural property 
valuations, resulting in a decrease of almost 3.5 percent 
in 1997 average agricultural values per acre statewide 
compared to what would have been determined under 
the formula before the 1997 amendment. As additional 
years of data are added to the formula, the formula 
should generate more stable property valuations . 

The committee reviewed detailed data on calculation 
of county average agricultural values per acre for several 
individual counties . including counties in the Devils Lake 
Basin experiencing difficulties because of inundation of 
agricultural property. The formula reflects the fact that 
land has been flooded because reported cropland 
acreage under the formula has diminished. However, 
nonproducing cropland is ignored in the formula and the 
average agricultural value per acre for the county is 
determined only on the basis of statistics for producing 
acreage. This artificially inflates the average agricultural 
value per acre for the county because the valuations for 
all aqricultur31 1Jrocertv in the count" must ':lcor~:<irn.cite 
the county average valuation as determined unu2r the 
formula, and inundated land must be assessed as agri
cultural property . If the county assigns lower values to 
inundated lands, values of other agricultural property 
must be inflated to allow the average for all agricultural 
property to approximate the county average. The county 
is faced with the choice of keeping an unnaturally high 
valuation for inundated land or placing an unnaturally 
high valuation on property that remains in production. 
Representatives of counties in the Devils Lake Basin told 
the committee that they are having enormous difficulties 
with requests for abatement of inundated property, and 
that this in turn causes substantial problems for valuation 
of agricultural property that remains in production. It was 
suggested that the formula be adjusted to allow inun
dated lands to be excluded from consideration in agricul
tural property valuations. It was suggested that in 
addition to existing agricultural property classifications of 
cropland or noncropland, a third category should be 
created for inundated agricultural property. 

The committee received a resolution signed by 
county commissioners from 10 counties stating that an 
increase in valuation for agricultural property is unac
ceptable in view of the current farm economy. The reso
lution requested assistance from the Legislative 
Assembly in restraining agricultural property valuations, 
particularly in counties in the Devils Lake Basin, where 
the lake has inundated vast amounts of farmland. The 
State Board of Equalization has recently granted several 
counties authority to reduce agricultural property valua
tions below the statewide average agricultural value per 
acre as determined under the valuation formula. The 
board concluded that following the law precisely would 
impose a hardship within these counties. This action 
was cited as evidence that the agricultural property 
valuation formula does not adequately address problems 
that arise in agricultural property valuation when a 
substantial amount of agricultural property is inundated. 
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The capitalization rate used in the agricultural prop
erty valuation formula was criticized as being too influen
tial on valuations because a minor reduction in interest 
rates results in significant increases in valuation as 
established by the formula. The formula was also criti
cized for failing to account for costs of production 
because if farmers ' costs of production increase while all 
other factors remain stable, farmers' net income will 
decrease but land valuation will remain the same. This 
was described as a deficiency in the formula because 
the formula is supposed to measure productivity, which 
should include consideration of all factors affecting farm 
income. The committee received information that farm 
production costs have increased approximately 
67 percent in 10 years while yields have increased by 
7.5 to 8 percent over that time period and prices 
received for products have declined. 

The committee reviewed an analysis of the effect of 
restricting changes in the capitalization rate used in the 
:!r,rir:::ltur-:il r,r r~ce~'i ,, 1luatior: forrT't:la 5::;s:=:c ·.:~:::n 
assumptions about what will happen to interest rates, it 
was estimated that limiting the capitalization rate to no 
less than 10 percent would result in land valuation reduc
tions of approximately 2.5 percent per year, with a total 
reduction of approximately 14 percent by the year 2007. 

The committee obtained an analysis of the effect on 
agricultural property valuation of including a component 
in the valuation formula based on the National Agricul
tural Statistics Service annual index of prices paid by 
farmers. It was estimated that use of this component 
would decrease agricultural property valuations state
wide by approximately two percent per year. The cumu
lative effect of this change would be a reduction of 
approximately 25 percent in agricultural property 
assessed valuation by the year 2010 as compared to 
values determined under the formula without use of the 
cost index. 

The committee recognized that including a production 
cost index in the agricultural property valuation formula 
would decrease agricultural property values, and that 
this change would have differing effects in different coun
ties. Whenever agricultural property valuations are 
decreased, there will be a resulting shift of tax burden to 
other types of property unless valuations of those prop
erties decrease even more. Because the mix of agricul
tural, residential, commercial, and utility property within 
counties is different, the effect of reduction of agricultural 
property valuations and resulting shift of property tax 
burden is different for each county. This effect will be 
minimal in counties in which substantial amounts of resi
dential, commercial, and utility property exist to absorb 
the shifting tax burden but will have a more pronounced 
effect in counties in which agricultural property makes up 
a high proportion of the property tax base. The 
committee requested an analysis of this change, which 
was completed after the committee's final meeting and 
which bears out the committee's concern. The analysis 
shows that effects on agricultural property valuations are 



variable for different counties. Over a period of 10 years. 
including a production cost index in the agricultural prop
"'rty valuation formula, and assuming all other factors 

ain the same, could result in an agricultural property 
decrease of 5.3 percent and a residential property 

x increase of 17.1 percent in Benson County, an agri-
cultural property tax decrease of 5. 7 percent and a resi
dential property tax increase of 15.1 percent in Nelson 
County, and an agricultural property tax decrease of 
8 5 percent and a residential property tax increase of 
10.6 percent in Walsh County. For the same time 
period, an agricultural property tax decrease of 
21.4 percent would be accompanied by a residential 
property tax increase of 1.4 percent in Grand Forks 
County, an agricultural property tax decrease of 
11 .6 percent would be accompanied by a 1.1 percent 
residential property tax increase in Cass County, and a 
12. 9 percent agricultural property tax decrease would be 
accompanied by a 2. 9 residential property tax increase 
in Williams County . 

Recommendations 
The committee recommends Senate Bill No. 2052 to 

create a separate category for inundated agricultural 
land for valuation purposes. The bill limits the county 
average valuation for inundated lands to 10 percent of 
the valuation of noncropland for the county. Establishing 

separate classification category for inundated land will 
these lands to be assigned reduced valuations 

out affecting the valuation of other agricultural prop-
erty in the county . This will address a significant 
problem that has arisen for counties in the Devils Lake 
Basin, where it has been necessary to transfer valuation 
from inundated agricultural lands to agricultural lands 
that remain in production. This will not solve the problem 
of loss of property tax revenue from inundated lands but 
will give counties a way to avoid the need to receive 
requests for abatements for inundated lands and the 
need to artificially inflate valuations of productive agricul
tural property. The bill defines inundated agricultural 
land as property that is unsuitable for growing crops or 
grazing farm animals for a full growing season or more 
due to the presence of water. The bill requires that clas
sification of a parcel of property as inundated agricultural 
property must be approved by the county board of 
equalization for each taxable year. This will avoid the 
need for granting abatements but still allow the county to 
have decisionmaking authority to review the productive 
status of the property . The bill provides that valuation of 
individual parcels of inundated agricultural property may 
recognize the probability of whether or not the property 
will be suitable for production in the future. 

The committee recommends Senate Bill No. 2053 to 
·mit the capitalization rate in the agricultural property 

ation formula to no less than 10 percent and no 
than 11 percent. Under current law, the capitaliza

rate is one-half of the determinant of agricultural 
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property valuations . Limiting the capitalization rate fluc
tuation will avoid extreme effects on agricultural property 
values when interest rates are abnormally high or low. 

The committee recommends Senate Bill No. 2054 to 
incorporate use of an index of prices paid by farmers in 
the agricultural property valuation formula . The bill 
requires establishing a base year index of prices paid by 
farmers which would be compared with an average of 
those costs over the most recent 10 years . Changes in 
prices paid by farmers would be factored into the valua
tion formula to increase valuations if costs decline or 
decrease valuations if costs increase. The index would 
be based on annual statistics prepared by the National 
Agricultural Statistics Service. 
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October 5, 1998 

John Walstad 
Code Reviser 
Legislative Council 
State Capitol 
Bismarck, ND 58505 

Dear Mr. Walstad: 

Hearing/Speech Impaired 800-36M888 (TTY Relay North Dakota) 

Your letter to Tax Commissioner Rick Clayburgh dated September 25, 1998, was forwarded to 
nie for response. You asked for an estimate of the property tax shift between classes of property 
if the costs of production are factored into the agricultural land formula. You provided us with 
information prepared by Mr. Dwight Aakre, NDSU Extension Service, indicating that the 
agricultural land value would decrease by approximately 2.2 percent the first year, by 19.6 percent 
after ten years under one assumption, and by 22.4 percent under another assumption. 

The property tax payable in 1998 is the base used in this exercise and is shown in the enclosed 
tables as "1998 Tax." To calculate the effect of incorporating production costs, I decreased the 
agricultural land value by the appropriate percentage, recalculated the mill rate to provide the 
same amount of property tax, and applied the recalculated mill rate to the adjusted agricultural 
taxable values and to the original taxable value of residential, commercial and centrally assessed 
property in each county. Only agricultural property values are changed, the amount of property 
tax revenue raised and values of residential, commercial and centrally assessed property are held 
constant. The resulting "Projected Tax" measures the effect of factoring the cost of production 
into the agricultural land value formula. 

I trust that this information is helpful to you. If you have any questions or want additional 
information, please call me at 328-3128. 

Sincerely, 

Barry Hasti 
State Supervisor of Assessments 
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Shift in Property Tax by Class of Property 
Assuming Agricultural Land Values are Reduced to Reflect Cost of Production 

Production Costa Index at 1 .022 

Agricultural Property Residential Commercial Central Assessed 

1998 Tax Projected Tax 1998 Tax Projected Tax 1998 Tax Projected Tax 1998 Tax Projected Tax 

1,488,1 49 1,477,520 446,182 451 ,438 296,087 299,495 130,681 132,565 
4,978,477 4,941,748 2,223,287 2,243,407 1,047,938 1,057,421 554,072 561,366 

2,780,901 2,768,687 319,077 323,549 212,870 215,817 284,684 289,282 
205,837 203,439 23,420 23,620 84,401 85,070 191 ,610 193,092 

3,593,142 3,570,478 1,230,401 1,243,156 569,737 575,592 'Zl2,427 276,214 
1,008,217 998,409 599,759 604,498 324,680 327,644 165,347 167,370 
1,585,248 1,576,993 199,683 202,443 206,068 208,923 169,721 172,222 
2,023,250 2,002,739 29,079,127 29,090,791 14,858,992 14,863,952 1,768,223 1,770,985 
7,516,864 7,437,200 44,527,956 44,569,310 34,022,424 34,047,023 3,525,294 3,535,204 
4,071,694 4,052,660 910,681 921,826 427,751 433,163 138,454 140,626 

3,022,213 3,006,190 823,906 833,099 465,063 470,232 104,145 105,609 

1,977,751 1,9n.194 252,300 255,072 127,751 129,289 59,939 61,019 

1,712,069 1,696,929 271,716 274,224 146,657 147,944 992,256 1,003,481 

1,464,044 1,455,610 370,121 374,075 166,671 168,475 190,781 193,376 

2,275,868 2,260,206 541,767 546,876 202,900 204,925 653,242 661,568 

1,699,419 1,686,871 698,779 704,484 431,641 435,384 208,202 211,004 
Golden Valley 1,077,683 1,070,691 302,280 305,310 132,267 133,609 181,471 184,018 
Grand Forks 

Grant 

Griggs 

Hettinger 

Kidder 

LaMoure 

Logan 

McHenry 

McIntosh 

McKenzie 

McLean 

Mercer 

Morton 

Mountrail 

Nelson 

Oliver 

Pembina 

Pierce 

Ramsey 

~ansom 

Renville 

Richland 

Rolette 

s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
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heridan 

ioux 

lope 

tark 

teele 

tutsman 

owner 

raill 

w 
w 
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w 

alsh 

ard 

ells 

llliams 

6,283,992 

2,005,635 

2,145,642 

1,896,642 

1,952,309 

3,151,377 

1,504,389 

2,705,614 

1,425,230 

1,511,356 

2,859,985 

1,293,292 

2,671,122 

2,856,283 

2,947,883 

805,901 

5,041,905 

2,085,375 

3,170,852 

2,755,986 

1,798,436 

7,080,284 

1,855,532 

2,914,087 

1,410,517 

666,088 

821,357 

2,061,987 

2,701,157 

4,741,737 

2,544,029 

4,207,649 

6,112,313 

3,867,328 

3,059,235 

3,326,467 

5,538,110 21,580,205 

1,999,744 255,061 

2,135,351 400,816 

1,892,014 376,642 

1,943,869 332,616 

3,138,917 580,061 

1,499,111 281,394 

2,688,456 478,668 

1,413,387 547,413 

1,494,565 447,228 

2,837,958 1,427,795 

1,276,010 2,188,658 

2,639,940 7,492,580 

2,839,678 661,026 

2,933,969 456,753 

800,212 253,144 

5,006,425 1,510,244 

2,068,883 915,287 

2,965,745 2,694,824 

2,736,683 982,889 

1,792,466 247,342 

7,022,141 4,107,127 

1,841,790 724,874 

2,899,697 515,358 

1,406,260 99,663 

665,106 34,729 

820,794 6,122 

2,036,286 6,168,562 

2,693,590 187,209 

4,698,172 5,349,129 

2,534,956 424,200 

4,175,031 1,586,897 

6,054,674 2,639,780 

3,823,704 15,740,181 

3,043,435 705,840 

3,256,989 5,669,398 

21,525,079 15,241,687 15,231,805 1,960,585 1,944,514 
256,763 120,638 122,328 22,655 23,019 
405,915 220,931 223,877 130,772 132,898 
382,540 205,183 208,254 53,636 54,862 

336,864 120,180 121,667 163,910 166,477 

587,315 291,144 294,907 74,990 76,197 

284,673 126,083 127,606 24,082 24,446 

484,256 446,257 451,607 408,115 414,113 

552,457 225,879 227,951 378,443 382,778 

450,526 285,486 287,660 1,066,233 1,077,414 
1,441,620 574,542 580,002 156,103 157,889 
2,198,705 1,128,932 1,135,086 171,809 173,112 
7,504,178 4,598,940 4,607,608 2,616,124 2,626,879 

668,325 368,096 372,164 334,938 340,003 
462,697 311,145 315,379 216,690 220,234 

256,293 76,571 77,570 102,456 103,942 

1,526,872 1,153,484 1,166,121 431,181 437,029 

923,163 480,257 484,454 351,277 355,552 

2,707,379 2,281,293 2,292,179 583,612 583,941 

993,118 667,637 673,840 202,524 205,217 

250,357 154,885 156,839 48,407 49,248 

4,139,334 2,876,701 2,894,999 779,608 786,839 

731,982 473,938 478,366 175,412 177,505 

521,619 746,658 752,229 168,735 171,121 

101,125 79,493 80,643 83,973 85,516 

35,313 18,049 . 18,357 2,245 2,290 
6,221 12,462 12,670 11,087 11,261 

6,182,875 2,749,992 2,756,229 904,709 909,734 
189,794 201,798 204,424 91 ,144 92,696 

5,370,788 3,478,024 3,493,017 961,608 968,186 

428,839 237,648 240,503 90,090 91,493 

1,603,057 1,101,010 1,113,136 330,330 334,407 
2,659,051 1,539,367 1,550,982 333,889 337,037 

15,767,318 8,978,433 8,989,917 1,352,927 1,357,635 

713,033 365,591 369,573 300,064 304,487 

5,684,171 3,310,093 3,237,032 1,485,526 1,482,734 
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Shift in Property Tax by Class of Property 
Assuming Agricultural Land Values are Reduced to Reflect Cost of Production 

Production Costs Indexed Forward 10 Years at 2 Points per Year Increase 

Agricultural Property Resldentlal Commercial Central Assessed 

1998 Tax Projected Tax 1998 Tax Projected Tax 1998 Tax Projected Tax 1998 Tax Projected Tax 

1,488,149 1,381,164 446,182 499,088 296,087 330,388 130,681 149,636 

4,978,4n 4,614,828 2,223,287 2,418,663 1,047,938 1,140,356 554,072 627,675 

2,780,901 2,654,767 319,on 365,371 212,870 243,467 284,684 332,212 

205,837 182,887 23,420 25,399 84,401 90,849 191 ,610 205,m 

3,593,142 3,366,300 1,230,401 1,357,493 569,737 628,464 272,427 311,051 

1,008,217 911,979 599,759 646,047 324,680 353,822 165,347 185,415 

1,585,248 1,SOO,n3 199,683 228,005 206,068 235,394 169,721 195,434 

2,023,250 1,831,553 29,079,127 29,192,319 14,858,992 14,907,206 1,768,223 1,796,198 

7,516,864 6,762,943 44,527,956 44,935,059 34,022,424 34,261,586 3,525,294 3,625,087 

4,071,694 3,Bn,064 910,681 1,024,629 427,751 483,238 138,454 160,949 

3,022,213 2,859,441 823,906 917,334 465,063 517,591 104,145 119,150 

1,sn,1s1 1,919,734 252,300 281,321 127,751 143,920 59,939 71,352 

1,712,069 1,562,909 271,716 296,663 146,657 159,411 992,256 1,102,616 

1,464,044 1,378,685 370,121 410,085 166,671 184,899 190,781 217,171 

2,275,868 2,119,653 541,767 592,859 202,900 223,236 653,242 736,519 

1,699,419 1,575,919 698,n9 755,243 431,641 468,756 208,202 236,872 

Golden Valley ,,on,683 1,007,221 302,280 332,808 132,267 145,820 181,471 207,237 

Grand Forks 

Grant 

Griggs 

Hettinger 

Kidder 

LaMoure 

Logan 

McHenry 

McIntosh 
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6,283,992 

2,005,635 

2,145,642 

1,896,642 

1,952,309 

J,1s1,Jn 

1,504,389 

2,705,614 

1,425,230 

1,511,356 

2,859,985 

1,293,292 

2,671,122 

2,856,283 

2,947,883 

805,901 

5,041,905 

2,085,375 

3,170,852 

2,755,986 

1,798,436 

7,080,284 

1,855,532 

2,914,087 

1,410,517 

666,088 

821,3S7 

2,061,987 

2,701,157 

4,741,737 

2,544,029 

4,207,649 

6,112,313 

3,867,328 

3,059,235 

3,326,467 

5,028,758 21,580,205 

1,944,Jn 255,061 

2,039,998 400,816 

1,830,367 376,642 

1,865,987 332,616 

3,022,504 580,061 

1,449,sn 281,394 

2,532,443 478,668 

1,309,450 547,413 

1,347,746 447,228 

2,644,751 1,427,795 

1,128,755 2,188,658 

2,Jn,684 7,492,580 

2,687,575 661,026 

2,804,395 456,753 

748,716 253,144 

4,686,276 1,510,244 

1,922,137 915,287 

2,712,836 2,694,824 

2,563,196 982,889 

1,736,641 247,342 

6,508,124 4,107,127 

1,718,766 724,874 

2,767,241 515,358 

1,365,968 99,663 

655,701 34,729 

815,596 6,122 

1,820,748 6,168,562 

2,627,381 187,209 

4,324,702 5,349,129 

2,451,237 424,200 

3,883,145 1,586,697 

5,666,201 2,639,780 

3,453,290 15,740,181 

2,899,355 705,840 

2,951,914 5,669,398 

21,835,259 15,241,687 1s,J12,m 1,960,585 1,999,671 

293,760 120,636 138,252 22,655 26,394 
453,141 220,931 251,212 130,m 152,621 

417,463 205,183 226,521 53,636 62,259 

376,011 120,180 135,484 163,910 190,309 

655,245 291,144 330,139 74,990 87,538 

315,493 126,083 141,947 24,082 27,920 

535,251 446,257 499,923 408,115 469,163 

598,187 225,879 246,594 378,443 421,483 

479,298 285,486 306,518 1,066,233 1,175,361 

1,566,948 574,542 629,524 156,103 174,193 

2,282,438 1,128,932 1,186,670 171,809 184,337 

7,601,166 4,598,940 4,679,943 2,616,124 2,718,434 

735,119 368,096 409,366 334,938 386,540 

518,169 311,145 354,884 216,690 253,426 

284,758 76,571 86,556 102,458 117,471 

1,sn,359 1,153,484 1,279,930 431,181 490,115 

993,016 480,257 521,663 351,m 394,141 

2,829,069 2,281 ,293 2,384,786 583,612 620,955 

1,085,161 667,637 729,400 202,524 229,753 

278,622 154,885 175,198 48,407 57,266 

4,425,374 2,876,701 3,054,801 n9,608 851,674 

795,562 473,938 517,927 175,412 196,435 

579,619 746,658 803,114 168,735 193,206 

115,038 79,493 91,522 83,973 100,214 

40,983 18,049 21,349 2,245 2,710 

7,112 12,462 14,638 11,087 12,694 

6,301,950 2,749,992 2,807,883 904,709 953,543 

214,795 201,798 229,341 91,144 107,620 

5,555,517 3,478,024 3,620,782 961,608 1,026,418 

471,556 237,648 266,920 90,090 104,660 

1,747,530 1,101,010 1,221,679 330,330 371,211 

2,878,953 1,539,367 1,679,064 333,869 374,503 

15,997,408 8,978,433 9,086,705 1,352,927 1,398,841 

na,3ts 365,591 405,809 300,064 345,327 
5,813,276 3,310,093 3,325,472 1,485,526 1,568,592 
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Shift in Property Tax by Class of Property 
Assuming Agricultural Land Values are Reduced to Reflect Cost of Production 

Production Costs Indexed Forward 10 Years at 3 Points per Year Increase 

Agricultural Property Resldentlal Commercial Central Assessed 

1998 Tax Projected Tax 1998 Tax Projected Tax 1998 Tax Projected Tax 1998 Tax Projected Tax 

1,488,149 1,363,260 446,182 507,948 296,087 336,130 130,681 152,819 

4,97B,4n 4,555,391 2,223,287 2,450,253 1,047,938 1,155,385 554,072 640,095 
2,780,901 2,632,956 319,077 373,394 212,870 248,785 284,684 340,447 

205,837 179,282 23,420 25,718 84,401 91,869 191 ,810 207,983 

3,593,142 3 ,328,568 1,230,401 1,378,498 569,737 638,248 272,427 317,637 

1,008,217 896,391 599,759 653,504 324,680 358,548 165,347 188,722 

1,585,248 1,486,322 199,683 232,860 206,068 240,426 169,721 199,848 

2,023,250 1,802,268 29,079,127 29,209,477 14,858,992 14,914,486 1,768,223 1,800,869 

7,516,864 6,645,386 44,527,956 44,998,947 34,022,424 34,298,094 3,525,294 3,641,594 

4,071,694 3,843,812 910,681 1,044,086 427,751 492,754 138,454 164,851 

3,022,213 2,831,874 823,906 933,170 465,063 526,499 104,145 121 ,715 

1,977,751 1,909,555 252,300 286,422 127,751 148,768 59,939 73,378 

1,712,069 1,538,629 271,716 -300,778 148,657 161 ,502 992,256 1,120,534 

1,464,044 1,364,284 370,121 416,814 166,671 187,973 190,781 221,844 

2,275,868 2,093,799 541 ,767 601 ,296 202,900 226,619 653,242 750,343 

1,699,419 1,555,551 698,779 764,500 431,641 474,858 208,202 241,728 

Golden Valley 1,077,683 995,410 302,280 337,923 132,'lET 148,096 181,471 211,575 

Grand Forks 6,283,992 4,939,604 21,580,205 21,689,777 15,241 ,687 15,396,954 1,960,585 2,009,654 

Grant 2,005,635 1,933,669 255,061 300,547 120,638 141,337 22,655 27,052 

Griggs 2,145,642 2,021,871 400,816 462,127 220,931 256,428 130,m 156,379 

Hettinger 1,896,642 1,818,436 376,842 424,235 205,183 230,073 53,636 63,687 

Kidder 1,952,309 1,851,236 332,616 383,421 120,180 138,112 163,910 194,840 

LaMoure 3,1s1 ,3n 3,000,163 580,061 668,310 291,144 336,915 74,990 89,734 

Logan 1,504,389 1,440,034 281,394 321,437 126,083 144,722 24,082 28,599 

McHenry 2,705,614 2,503,346 478,668 544,795 446,257 508,866 408,115 479,514 

McIntosh 1,425,230 1,290,448 547,413 606,580 225,879 250,007 378,443 428,535 

McKenzie 1,511,356 1,321,523 447,228 484,426 285,486 309,863 1,066,233 1,192,912 

McLean 2,859,985 2,609,508 1,427,795 1,589,860 574,542 638,511 156,103 1n;NT 
Mercer 1,293,292 1,103,286 2,188,658 2,296,841 1,128,932 1,195,620 171,809 166,332 

Morton 2,671,122 2,332,647 7,492,580 7,617,717 4,598,940 4,692,261 2,616,124 2,734,364 

Mountrail 2,856,283 2,659,030 661 ,026 747,655 368,096 416,340 334,938 395,308 
Nelson 2,947,883 2,779,626 456,753 528,811 311,145 362,438 216,690 259,803 

Oliver 805,901 739,171 253,144 290,044 76,571 88,216 102,458 119,994 

Pembina 5,041,905 4,627,060 1,510,244 1,705,265 1,153,484 1,300,922 431,181 499,994 
Pierce 2,085,375 1,895,384 915,287 1,005,685 480,257 528,415 351 ,277 401,293 

Ramsey 3,170,852 2,668,465 2,694,824 2,850,289 2,281 ,293 2,400,9n 583,612 627,665 

.~an:.om 2,155,986 2,531 ,198 982,689 1,102,158 667,637 739,612 202,524 234,331 

Renville 1,798,436 1,725,895 247,342 284,071 154,885 178,741 48,,407 58,830 
Richland 7,080,284 6,414,929 4,107,127 4,477,462 2,876,701 3,083,405 779,608 863,610 

Rolette 1,855,532 1,696,202 724,874 807,215 473,938 525,173 175,412 199,953 

Sargent 2,914,087 2,742,224 515,358 590,655 746,658 812,671 168,735 197,403 

Sheridan 1,410,517 1,358,127 99,663 117,758 79,493 93,645 83,973 103,063 

Sioux 666,088 653,843 34,729 42,112 18,049 21,945 2,245 2,798 

Slope 821,357 814,605 6,122 7,280 12,462 15,022 11,087 13,203 

Stark 2,061,987 1,783,788 6,168,562 6,322,192 2,749,992 2,816,630 904,709 961,355 

Steele 2,701,157 2,614,503 187,209 219,676 201,798 234,198 91,144 110,544 

4,741 ,737 4,259,147 5,349,129 5,587,754 3,478,024 3,643,050 961,608 1,037,012 

owner 2,544,029 2,435,346 424,200 479,652 237,648 271,941 90,090 107,201 

ram 4,207,649 3,829,642 1,586,897 1,773,982 1,101,010 1,241,582 330,330 378,011 

Walsh 6,112,313 5,594,797 2,639,780 2,919,318 1,539,367 1,702,613 333,689 381,500 

Ward 3,867,328 3,388,919 15,740,181 16,037,305 8,978,433 9,103,412 1,352,927 1,406,245 

Wells 3,059,235 2,en,395 705,840 790,472 365,591 412,587 300,064 353,072 

Williams 3,326,467 2,898,113 5,669,398 5,835,993 3,310,093 3,340,957 1,485,526 1,583,937 



Tcb; e 1 
INDEX OF ITEMS USED FOR PRODUCTION, INTEREST 

' TAXES AND WAGE RATES 
----------------------------·-------------------------------------------------· 

Index of 
Prices 8 of 1 O Yr AVG/ 

Year Paid Base Average Base 
-----------· ----------- ------------ ------- ----------

1989 97 
1990 99 
1991 100 
1992 101 
1993 102 
1994 105 100.5 
1995 109 101.4 1.009 
1996 114 102.7 1.022 
1997 116 104.3 1.038 
1998 118 105.8 1.052 
1999 120 108.1 1.076 
2000 122 110.6 1.101 
2001 124 113.3 1.127 
2002 126 116.0 1.154 
2003 128 118.6 1.180 
2004 130 121.0 1.204 
2005 132 123.0 1.224 
2006 134 125.0 1.244 
2007 136 127.0 1.264 
2008 138 129.0 1.284 
2009 140 131.0 1.303 
2010 142 133.0 1.323 

Index of Prices Paid for 1989 - 1997 are actual data. Index 
values are assumed to increase 2 points per year for 1998 
through 2010. 
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North Dakota Cap italized Average Values Per Acre by Coun ty For 1998 Assessmen t 
--- -- ---------------------·-------------------------- -

Adjusted Adjusted Adju sted 
Cropland Value Non-crop Value Al l Ag Value 

Adams 185. 75 181.75 78 .59 76 .90 145 . 18 142 .05 
Barnes 377.25 369 .1 3 109.18 106.83 337 79 330.52 
Benson 278 .66 272 .66 96.67 94 .59 246 .03 240.73 
Bil lings 169.05 165.41 73 57 71 .99 103 07 100.85 
Botti near 294.48 288.14 93.55 91 .54 260 .61 255.00 
Bowman 184.26 180.29 64 .92 63.52 125.83 123 .12 
Burke 242.70 237.48 86.02 84.17 200.99 196.66 
Burleigh 217.40 212. 72 86 .29 84.43 158.95 155.53 
Cass 471 .11 460 .97 111 .01 108.62 461 .10 451 .17 
Cavalier 332.00 324.85 94.87 92.83 327.12 320.08 
Dickey 344.52 337.10 108.92 106.58 269.67 263.86 
Divide 228 .43 223 .51 85.53 83.69 190.80 186.69 
Dunn 187.22 183. 19 78.39 76.70 121 .06 118.45 
Eddy 268.10 262.33 97.08 94.99 236.24 231 .15 
Emmons 222.70 217.91 85.45 83.61 167.08 163.48 
Foster 330.38 323.27 93.44 91 .43 299.04 292.60 
Golden Valley 211 .10 206.56 64.40 63.01 135.60 132.68 
Grand Forks 466.00 455.97 108.97 106.62 435.66 426.28 
Grant 184.84 180.86 78.79 77.09 126.11 123.40 
Griggs 332.35 325.20 95.22 93.17 283.33 277.23 
Hettinger 218.60 213.89 78.20 76.52 183.99 180.03 
Kidder 222.07 217.29 87.14 85.26 161 .23 157.76 
LaMoure 352.15 344.57 112.64 110.22 322.43 315.49 
Logan 238.81 233.67 85.99 84.14 164.96 161 .41 
McHenry 230.63 225.67 92.93 90.93 189.50 185.42 
McIntosh 220.92 216.16 85.50 83.66 68.08 66.61 
McKenzie 232.89 227.88 78.71 77.02 140.79 137.76 
Mclean 261.47 255.84 85.73 83.88 231 .31 226.33 
Mercer 209.66 205.15 78.35 76.66 152.80 149.51 
Morton 210.11 205.59 78.54 76.85 144.15 141.05 
Mountrail 247.77 242.44 85.41 83.57 179.93 176.06 
Nelson 309.05 302.40 94.70 92.66 271.76 265.91 
Oliver 234.20 229.16 78.77 77.07 142.77 139.70 
Pembina 547.56 535.77 113.45 111.01 493.98 483.35 
Pierce 250.74 245.34 92.95 90.95 217.30 212.62 
Ramsey 291 .33 285.06 97.38 95.28 279.70 273.68 
Ransom 401 .34 392.70 107.28 104.97 333.44 326.26 
Renville 299.92 293.46 93.22 91 .21 283.97 277.86 
Richland 519.81 508.62 110.22 107.85 482.09 471 .71 
Rolette 267.72 261.96 94.55 92.51 239.37 234.22 
Sargent 405.66 396.93 110.01 107.64 353.56 345.95 
Sheridan 228.32 223.41 85.49 83.65 175.75 171.97 
Sioux 171 .01 167.33 78.60 76.91 103.50 101 .27 
Slope 199.21 194.92 71.62 70.08 144.35 141 .24 
Stark 202.48 198.12 78.95 77.25 156.62 153.25 
Steele 408.11 399.32 96.75 94.67 365.15 357.29 
Stutsman 301 .58 295.09 107.60 105.28 240.30 235.13 
Towner 290.28 284.03 97.11 95.02 281 .67 275.61 

• 
Traill 521.17 509.95 110.01 107.64 489.67 479.13 
Walsh 515.10 504.01 101 .52 99.33 470.52 460.39 

Ward 288.96 282.74 85.41 83.57 241.25 236.06 
Wells 309.46 302.80 93.79 91 .77 271 .51 265.67 

Williams 201 .44 197.10 85.65 83.81 161.74 158.26 

State 301.97 295.47 84.19 82.38 237.32 232.21 

II ~; .. e+ ... ~ .. .,,.1 ... "' 100~ r-::alr•11l~tilllt1 valu 8 divided bv 1.022 (Index derived from dividing current 



Ta:i:e 3 
North Dakota Capital ized Average Values Per Acre by County For 1998 Assessment And 
Indexed Forward 10 Years Assuming 2 Points Per Year Increase In The Index Value . 
·--·--------------------------------------------------- --------------

Adjusted Adjusted Adjusted 
Cropland Value Non-crop Value All Ag Value 

Adams 185. 75 149.32 78.59 63 .1 8 145.18 116. 70 
Barnes 377.25 303.26 109.18 87.77 337.79 271 .54 
Benson 278 .66 224.00 96.67 77.71 246.03 197. 77 
Billings 169.05 135.89 73.57 59.14 103.07 82 .85 
Botti near 294 .48 236.72 93 .55 75.20 260.61 209 49 
Bowman 184.26 148.12 64.92 52.19 125.83 101.15 
Burke 242.70 195.10 86.02 69.15 200.99 161 .57 
Burleigh 217.40 174.76 86.29 69.36 158.95 127.77 
Cass 471 .11 378.71 111 .01 89.24 461.10 370 .66 
Cavalier 332.00 266.88 94.87 76.26 327.12 262.96 
Dickey 344.52 276.95 108.92 87.56 269.67 216.78 
Divide 228.43 183.63 85.53 68.75 190.80 153.38 
Dunn 187.22 150.50 78.39 63.01 121.06 97.32 
Eddy 268.10 215.51 97.08 78.04 236.24 189.90 
Emmons 222.70 179.02 85.45 68.69 167.08 134.31 
Foster 330.38 265.58 93.44 75.11 299.04 240.39 
Golden Valley 211.10 169.69 64.40 51 .77 135.60 109.00 
Grand Forks 466.00 374.60 108.97 87.60 435.66 350.21 
Grant 184.84 148.59 78.79 63.34 126.11 101 .37 
Griggs 332.35 267.16 95.22 76.54 283.33 227.76 
Hettinger 218.60 175.72 78.20 62.86 183.99 147.90 
Kidder 222.07 178.51 87.14 70.05 161.23 129.61 
LaMoure 352.15 283.08 112.64 90.55 322.43 259.19 
Logan 238.81 191.97 85.99 69.12 164.96 132.60 
McHenry 230.63 185.39 92.93 74.70 189.50 152.33 
McIntosh 220.92 177.59 85.50 68.73 68.08 54.73 
McKenzie 232.89 187.21 78.71 63.27 140.79 113: 18 
McLean 261.47 210.18 85.73 68.91 231.31 185.94 
Mercer 209.66 168.54 78.35 62.98 152.80 122.83 
Morton 210.11 168.90 78.54 63.14 144.15 115.88 
Mountrail 247.77 199.17 85.41 68.66 179.93 144.64 
Nelson 309.05 248.43 94.70 76.13 271.76 218.46 
Oliver 234.20 188.26 78.77 63.32 142.77 114.77 
Pembina 547.56 440.16 113.45 91.20 493.98 397.09 
Pierce 250.74 201 .56 92.95 74.n 217.30 174.68 
Ramsey 291 .33 234.19 97.38 78.28 279.70 224.84 
Ransom 401.34 322.62 107.28 86.24 333.44 268.04 
Renville 299.92 241 .09 93.22 74.94 283.97 228.27 
Richland 519.81 417.85 110.22 88.60 482.09 387.53 
Rolette 267.72 215.21 94.55 76.00 239.37 192.42 
Sargent 405.66 326.09 110.01 88.43 353.56 284.21 
Sheridan 228.32 183.54 85.49 68.72 175.75 141 .28 
Sioux 171 .01 137.47 78.60 63.18 103.50 83.20 
Slope 199.21 160.14 71.62 57.57 144.35 116.04 
Stark 202.48 162.77 78.95 63.46 156.62 125.90 
Steele 408.11 328.06 96.75 77.77 365.15 293.53 
Stutsman 301.58 242.43 107.60 86.50 240.30 193.17 
Towner 290.28 233.34 97.11 78.06 281.67 226.42 
Traill 521.17 418.95 110.01 88.43 489.67 393.63 
Walsh 515.10 414.07 101.52 81.61 470.52 378.23 
Ward 288.96 232.28 85.41 68.66 241.25 193.93 
Wells 309.46 248.76 93.79 75.39 271.51 218.26 
Williams 201.44 161 .93 85.65 68.85 161.74 130.02 
State 301.97 242.74 84.19 67.68 237.32 190.77 

A ... : .. _ • ....,.. --~1 ..... .,, 1 OQA ,.,1,.,,1,.tow-l v:alt "'' rlivirl8'1 bv 1.244 Clndex derived from dividing current 



Tab i e 4 

INDEX OF ITE MS USED FOR PRODUCTION , INTEREST, 

• TAXES ANO WAGE RA TES . 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------· 

Index of 
Prices 8of10Yr AVG/ 

Year Paid Base Average Base 
----------- ---------- ------

1989 97 
1990 99 
1991 100 
1992 101 
1993 102 
1994 105 100.5 
1995 109 101.4 1.009 
1996 114 102.7 1.022 
1997 116 104.3 1.038 
1998 119 105.8 1.052 
1999 122 108.3 1.077 
2000 125 111.0 1.104 
2001 128 114.0 1.134 

• 
2002 131 117.3 1.167 
2003 134 120.5 1.199 
2004 137 123.6 1.230 
2005 140 126.5 1.259 
2006 143 129.5 1.289 
2007 146 132.5 1.318 
2008 149 135.5 1.348 
2009 152 138.5 1.378 
2010 155 141.5 1.408 

Index of Prices Paid for 1989 - 1997 are actual data. Index 
values are assumed to increase 3 points per year for 1998 
through 2010 . 

• 
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Ncnh Dakota Cap,tal1zed Average Values Per Acre by County For 1998 Assessment And 
indexed ForNard 10 Years Assuming 3 Points Per Year Increase In The Index Value . 

• ·--------------------------------------------------------------
AdJusted Adjusted AdJus ted 

Cropland Value Non-crop Value All Ag Value 

Adams 185 75 144.10 78 59 60.97 145.18 112.63 
Barnes 377 25 292 67 109.18 84.70 337 .79 262.06 
Benson 278 .66 216.18 96.67 75.00 246 .03 190.87 
Billings 169.05 131 .15 73 .57 57.08 103.07 79 .96 
Bottinear 294.48 228.46 93.55 72.58 260.61 202 .18 
Bowman 184.26 142.95 64.92 50.36 125.83 97.62 
Burke 242 .70 188.29 86.02 66.73 200.99 155.93 
Burleigh 217.40 168.66 86.29 66.94 158.95 123.31 
Cass 471 . 't1 365.48 111.01 86.12 461 .10 357.72 
Cavalier 332.00 257.56 94.87 73.60 327.12 253.78 
Dickey 344.52 267.28 108.92 84.50 269.67 209 .21 
Divide 228 .43 177.21 85.53 66.35 190.80 148.02 
Dunn 187.22 145.24 78.39 60.81 121.06 93.92 
Eddy 268.10 207.99 97.08 75.31 236.24 183.27 
Emmons 222.70 172.77 85.45 66.29 167.08 129.62 
Foster 330.38 256.31 93.44 72.49 299.04 231 .99 
Golden Valley 211 .10 163.77 64.40 49.96 135.60 105.20 
Grand Forks 466.00 361 .52 108.97 ~4.54 435.66 337.98 
Grant 184.84 143.40 78.79 61.12 126.11 97.84 
Griggs 332.35 257.84 95.22 73.87 283.33 219.81 
Hettinger 218.60 169.59 78.20 60.67 183.99 142.74 
Kidder 222.07 172.28 87.14 67.60 161 .23 125.08 
LaMoure 352.15 273.20 112.64 87.39 322.43 250.14 
Logan 238.81 185.27 85.99 66.71 164.96 127.98 
McHenry 230.63 178.92 92.93 72.09 189.50 147.01 
McIntosh 220.92 171 .39 85.50 66.33 68.08 52.82 
McKenzie 232.89 180.67 78.71 61 .06 140.79 109:22 
McLean 261.47 202.85 85.73 66.51 231.31 179.45 
Mercer 209.66 162.65 78.35 60.78 152.80 118.54 
Morton 210.11 163.00 78.54 60.93 144.15 111 .83 
Mountrail 247.77 192.22 85.41 66.26 179.93 139.59 
Nelson 309.05 239.76 94.70 73.47 271 .76 210.83 
Oliver 234.20 181.69 78.77 61.11 142.77 110.76 
Pembina 547.56 424.79 113.45 88.01 493.98 383.23 
Pierce 250.74 194.52 92.95 72.11 217.30 168.58 
Ramsey 291.33 226.01 97.38 75.55 279.70 216.99 
Ransom 401 .34 311.36 107.28 83.23 333.44 258.68 
Renville 299.92 232.68 93.22 72.32 283.97 220.30 
Richland 519.81 403.27 110.22 85.51 482.09 374.00 
Rolette 267.72 207.70 94.55 73.35 239.37 185.70 
Sargent 405.66 314.71 110.01 85.35 353.56 274.29 
Sheridan 228.32 177.13 85.49 66.32 175.75 136.35 
Sioux 171.01 132.67 78.60 60.98 103.50 80.29 
Slope 199.21 154.55 71 .62 55.56 144.35 111 .99 
Stark 202.48 157.08 78.95 61 .25 156.62 121.51 
Steele 408.11 316.61 96.75 75.06 365.15 283.28 
Stutsman 301 .58 233.96 107.60 83.48 240.30 186.42 
Towner 290.28 225.20 97.11 75.34 281.67 218.52 

• Traill 521 .17 404.32 110.01 85.35 489.67 379.88 
Walsh 515.10 399.61 101.52 78.76 470.52 365.03 
Ward 288.96 224.17 85.41 66.26 241 .25 187.16 
Wells 309.46 240.08 93.79 72.76 271.51 210.64 
Williams 201.44 156.28 85.65 66.45 161 .74 125.48 
State 301 .97 234.27 84.19 65.31 237.32 184.11 

6 ~;. ,e ♦QA ,, .,.1, , .. : 1 OOA ,.,,.,,., 1l::1tN'! v~h '"" rlividAd bv 1.289 (Index derived from dividing current 
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State of North Dakota 
Office of State Tax Commissioner 

Agricultural Land Valuation 
History of Capitafization Rates 1987 - 1998 

Mortgage 
Interest Rate 

annua 
year wtd rate 

1974 7.79% 
1975 8.50% 
1976 8.50% 
1977 8.25% 
1978 8.25% 
1979 9.02% 
1980 10.17% 
1981 11.08% 
1982 12.50% 
1983 11 .50% 
1984 11.63% 
1985 12.44% 
1986 12.01% 
1987 10.85% 
1988 10.95% 
1989 11 .58% 
1990 11 .25% 
1991 10.69% 
1992 8.19% 
1993 7.38% 
1994 8.98% 
1995 8.55% 
1996 8.36% 

Assessment Capitalization 1 

Year Rate 
10/12 y~ 

av 

1987 9.93% 
1988 10.31% 
1989 10.54% 
1990 10.79% 
1991 11 .12% 
1992 11 .35% 
1993 11.40% 
1994 11.40% 
1995 11.11% 
1996 10.76% 
1997 10.47% 
1998 10.14% 




