MATANUSKA-SUSITNA BOROUGH
AGRICULTURE ADVISORY BOARD

Chairman — LaMarr Anderson (01)

Alexandria Hoffman (04))

Adam Jenski (07)

Kenneth Hoffman (10)

Vice Chair — Tony West (03)

Jozef Slowik (05)

Craig Hanson (08)

Mark Stahl(11)

VACANT (02)

Dylan Blankenship (06)

VACANT (09)

Abby Raisanen(12)

REGULAR MEETING

DSJ Building / Lower-Level Conference Room

Call In #: 1-907-290-7880

AGENDA

Participant Code: 143 248 567#

.  CALL TO ORDER; ROLL CALL

Il.  APPROVAL OF AGENDA; PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

I1l.  AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION (Limit 3 minutes)

IV. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: December 17, 2025 Meeting

V. ITEMS OF BUSINESS

A. Staff Report — Suzanne Reilly

B. Committee Update — Tony West

C. Work Session — Develop Draft Legislation

January 21, 2026
4:30 P.M.

Investigate the feasibility of smaller parcels and more subdivisions and develop a
recommendation to the Assembly while ensuring de minimis loss of agricultural land.

VI. MEMBER COMMENTS (Limit to 3 minutes)

VII.  NEXT MEETING: February 18, 2026

VIlIl. ADJOURNMENT




MATANUSKA-SUSITNA BOROUGH
AGRICULTURE ADVISORY BOARD

Chairman — LaMarr Anderson (01) | Tony West (03) Dylan Blankenship (06) Kenneth Hoffman (10)
Vice Chair — Misty O’Connor (09) | Alexandria Hoffman (04) Adam Jenski (07) Thomas Bergey (11)
VACANT (02) Jozef Slowik (05) Craig Hanson 08) Abby Raisanen(12)

MINUTES - DRAFT

REGULAR MEETING December 17, 2025
DSJ BUILDING 4:30 P.M.
LOWER LEVEL CONFERENCE ROOM

CALL TO ORDER; ROLL CALL

Mr. Anderson called the meeting to order at 4:31 p.m.

Members present and establishing a quorum were: LaMarr Anderson (left at 5:30 p.m.),
Misty O’Connor (by video), Tony West, Alexandria Hoffman, Jozef Slowik, Dylan
Blankenship, Adam Jenski, Craig Hanson, and Kenneth Hoffman.

Members absent and excused: Abby Raisanen

Members absent: Thomas Bergey

Staff present: Suzanne Reilly, Asset Manager

Margie Cobb, Department Administrative Specialist

APPROVAL OF AGENDA,; PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
Agenda approved as presented.

AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION (Limit 3 minutes)
Rob Wells and Bev Cutler both thanked the Board for their service and urged the Board
to complete the work on current changes to the Ag program quickly.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
The November 19, 2025 Minutes were approved as presented.

ITEMS OF BUSINESS

A. Election of Vice Chairman —
Ms. O’Connor nominated Mr. Hoffman for Vice Chairman; he declined.
Mr. Hoffman nominated Mr. West for Vice Chairman; he accepted. No other
nominations were made. All in favor.

B. Committee to Draft Legislation —
Committee will meet on Wednesdays, 4:00-5:30 p.m. starting the first week of
January. There will be no work group meeting on weeks of this Board meeting.
Meetings will be posted so that the public is aware and can attend or call-in to
listen. Any Board members that may call in should not interject any comments.
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VI. MEMBER COMMENTS (Limit to 3 minutes)
Mr. Anderson — Thanked Ms. O’Brien for her service on the Board and bid her farewell.
Mr. Jenski — The Work Group will help speed things up. Several other members agreed
and are looking forward to seeing the outcome.
Ms. Cobb — Next month Mr. Stahl will be joining the Board; there is currently one
vacancy.
Ms. Reilly — Appreciated perspective shared by Mr. Wells & Ms. Cutler, both
stakeholders in the decisions this Board makes. Shared discussion with State re: their Ag
program. She is available to assist with any research needed by this Board.
Ms. O’Brien — Has client that is looking for more land/farmers to work with directly to
grow rhodiola; will send email with contact info to Mr. Anderson/Ms Reilly. Thanked
everyone for making her feel welcome; it was an honor to serve on this Board.

VII.  NEXT MEETING: January 21, 2026

VIIl. ADJOURNMENT
Ms. O’Connor adjourned the meeting at 5:38 p.m.

LaMarr Anderson, Chairman DATE

ATTEST:

Margie Cobb

Department Administrative Specialist



Summary

Matanuska-Susitna
Borough
Agricultural Land
Sale Programs

Matanuska-Susitna Borough
Community Development Department
Land & Resource Management
350 E Dahlia Avenue
Palmer, Alaska 99645
(907) 745-9869
Imb@matsugov.us

Often the borough
receives  inquiries

about MSB
agricultural land sale
programs. This

summary is intended
to provide a brief
description of each
MSB  agricultural
land sale program

that has occurred

/’:
since the borough

was formed in 1964. The land used for these programs
was acquired by the borough as Municipal Entitlement
Lands (MEL) from the State of Alaska.

As part of any inquiry into status of title, it is important
to review all recorded documents, including the patents
originating from the United States of America and the
State of Alaska to determine the status of title the
borough received. Certain reservations and exceptions in
the patents were required by federal and state law. The
borough’s ownership is also subject to valid existing
rights, permits, easements, and oil and gas leases and
matters of survey and law. Some of these items require
extensive research, to determine their status today.

1964 — 1974: During this period the MSB contracted
with the State of Alaska to manage its MEL lands.
Under the agreement the State of Alaska offered
borough land for sale and lease using state regulations.
In these sales, the borough signed the contracts and
conveyance documents. The payments were collected
for the MSB by the SOA and the leases and real estate
contracts (for deed) were usually not recorded.
Typically the fulfillment quitclaim deed was signed and
delivered to the buyer, with instructions to record it,
several years after the buyers’ obtain an equitable
interest through the contract. During this era, before
1970, a few parcels have been identified that were sold
by real estate contract under an “agricultural
classification”, however the deeds, typically signed and
recorded later, do not include the restrictive covenants
or agricultural rights title that were later imposed by law
and regulations. In 1970 the borough adopted
Ordinance Serial No. 70-23 (MSB Title 15, Chapter 35)

which provided for a MSB Preferential Agricultural
Land Program. The state advised the borough it could
not administer the program because it was not part of the
state regulations. The borough obtained the release of
parcels that were offered under the program from the
management agreement with the State of Alaska and
offered the program on its own. These sales were
typically sold by real estate contract, and the fulfillment
Quitclaim Deed, recorded up to 10 years later, contained
a strict covenant “running with the land” that the real
estate was conveyed “only for agricultural purposes”.
Each deed should be reviewed for the exact covenant
language.

1974-1994: Early during this period the MSB took over
management of its lands and terminated the agreement
for management by the State of Alaska. The MSB also
repealed Title 15 and replaced it with Title 13. Title 13
provided for Agricultural Land Sales, but MSB
13.30.120 (B) required that the sales ““shall not be sold,
or granted except for agricultural use”. This was
accomplished, in part, by the use of the term
“Agricultural Rights” as the interest conveyed to the
farm unit buyer. Title 13 also established that other
steps had to occur to obtain a “fee simple” title by this
provision in MSB 13.30.120(G)(3) ““ The Assembly may
grant a release from the terms of the sale an amount of
land sufficient for a farm residence and/or farm related
facilities, provided that the land is situated so as to
conform to all planning, platting, subdivision and other
regulations of the Borough. Such land shall then be
sold and granted to the purchaser in fee simple at
current full and true value for cash paid at the time of
sale.”

The MSB retained (by not conveying) the “Development
Rights” defined in Title 13 as ““the rights to subdivide or
use the surface of the land for residential, commercial,
or industrial uses which are not a part of the farming
enterprise conducted on the land.”.

This was done as a covenant of protection, rather than a
reservation of the rights so the borough could use them.
Title 13 also allowed the Assembly to establish other
conditions of sale designed to promote the agricultural
use and development of the lands. This is how



substantial changes occurred in the methods of disposal
and requirements between the 1977, 1981, 1982 and
1983 agricultural land sale programs, even though the
sales occurred under the same code.

1977 - This sale
program conveyed
the Agricultural
Rights by Quitclaim
Deed, subject to
conditions and a8

restrictions recorded w

with the deed. If
financing was |
requested from

MSB, the parcel was used as collateral in a Deed of
Trust securing the promissory note. The note required
annual payments for 20 years. The Quitclaim Deed
states it is “subject to immediate termination and
annulment upon breach of condition or restriction”. The
sale brochure required approval of a farm development
plan and stated that a development schedule should
show “substantial completion” within 10 years. This
particular deadline was not carried over into the
Quitclaim Deed, although the deed does state that
adherence to the “farm use development plan submitted
and approved by the Matanuska-Susitha Borough is
mandatory.” Any 1977 Agricultural Rights unit in
private hands today is considered to have met the
“substantial completion” requirement. Several other
conditions and restrictions are recited in the deed and
should be carefully read and understood. As a way of
example, one item states: ““Alienation of property. The
agricultural interest, the sole interest herein conveyed,
may not be sold, leased, or conveyed, in whole or in
part, without first obtaining written approval from the
Matanuska-Susitna Borough”.

1981 — This sale program also conveyed the Agricultural
Rights by Quitclaim Deed, subject to the conditions and
restrictions recorded with the deed. Financing by the
borough was available using similar terms as the 1977
program. However, this sale consisted of just two (2)
MSB —owned parcels and they were included in the
State of Alaska Pt. MacKenzie Agricultural Land Sale.
Therefore, in addition to all the MSB agricultural sale

requirements under title 13, the buyers also had to meet
the Pt. Mackenzie clearing and production requirements
under the State of Alaska program. The clearing and
production requirements were administered by staff
from the SOA, Division of Agriculture (DOAg) and
Alaska Revolving Loan Fund (ARLF) based on clearing
and development loans for dairy operations.

1982 — This sale program was implemented using a 20
year lease. The lease provided the option to exercise the
right to obtain the Agricultural Rights by Quitclaim
Deed upon meeting completion requirements based on
the approved farm development (70% of Class Il and 111
soils) within 6 years and payment of six (6) annual lease
payments calculated as 8% of the sale bid price. If the
timeframe was met, 50% of the sale bid price was
applied as a credit to the purchase. The 6 lease payments
were applied to the purchase price, and the balance of
2% was paid before the Quitclaim Deed was signed and
recorded. The declaration of conditions and restrictions
affecting all parcels in the program year was recorded as
a single document prior to the leases.

1983 - This sale program was also implemented using a
20 year lease. The lease provided the option to exercise
the right to obtain the Agricultural Rights by Quitclaim
Deed upon meeting completion requirements based on
the approved farm development (70% of Class 11 and 111
soils) within 6 years and payment of six (6) annual lease
payments calculated as 8% of the sale bid price. If the
timeframe was met, 50% of the sale bid price was
applied as a credit to the purchase. The 6 lease payments
were applied to the purchase price, and the balance of
2% was paid before the Quitclaim Deed was signed and
recorded. A declaration of conditions and restrictions
affecting all parcels in the program year was recorded
prior to the leases. The declaration of conditions and
restrictions that affected all parcels in the program year
was recorded as a single document. The document
contains some subtle differences in definitions and
process from the 1982 program.

1986- Because of the serious economic downturn in
1985, the assembly adopted non-code Ordinance 86-78
for the 1977, 1981, 1982, and 1983 programs. It
clarified some clearing and use definitions, expanded

some uses and provided a way to request up to 3
deferments from the financial and development
deadlines looming in all of the sales.

1991 - The borough

A adopted non-code

I 'l Ordinance 91-054, as a

— I financial  reorganization

-\I TI program for the 1982 and

1983 Lease/Purchase

programs. These parcels

had strict development requirements based on

interpretation and analysis of soils maps that proved in

some cases to be in serious error. The Ag

Reorganization Program allowed the lessees to obtain

tillable acreage adjustments to their lease contract, then

convert the lease to a Quitclaim Deed for Agricultural

Rights, and finance the balance due on the sale to a

Deed of Trust. Provisions also allowed a completion

credits to be applied on a sliding scale to the principal

due, once the revised acreage development was
completed.

1991-1997 - The borough spent a great deal of time and
resources during this period recovering agricultural
parcels that were in default under either the lease or
deed of trust programs.

1994 — Title 13 was repealed and Title 23 was adopted.
The first Borough-owned Agricultural Land Sale under
Title 23 and its policies and procedures was held in
1999. The borough’s fee estate is conveyed by
Quitclaim Deed, and the title is subject to a recorded
Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions
to promote Agricultural Use. The programs under title
23 do not represent farm capability or impose
development requirements.  The CCRs do limit
improvement sites, residential locations, and subdivision
of the original farm unit. They also restrict use of some
resources, such as gravel, to on site development. The
CCRs can not be summarized here and should be read in
its entirety to understand the long term implications of
the program to future use and enjoyment of the parcels.
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