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SUMMARY: LAND OWNERSHIP PATTERNS AND THRIR IMPACTS ON APPALACHIAN COMMUNITIES
A Study by the Appalachian Land Ownership Taszk Force, 1981

This study is an attempt to document land ownership patterns in the Appalachian
region and to analyze their impact on rural communities. Representing the most
comprehensive such stndy to date, the project was initiated by residents of the
region in fall 1978, to examin® whether and how land ownership patterns-- - especially
corporate and absentee ownership - - underlie or contribute to many of the policy
issues that the region faces: property taxes for local services, continved econo-
mic underdevelopment, loss of farmland, inadequate housing, energy production,
environmental damage. ’

Conducted by the Appalachian Laid Ownership Task Force, a coalition of com—
munity groups, scholars and individuals, associated with the Appalachian Alliance,
vhe study has involved the work of some sixty people in six states. With county
tax rolls as a data base, over 55,000 parcel~ of property in 80 counties were
studied, representing some 20,000,000 acres of land and mineral rights in parts
of Alabama, Kentucky, North Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia and West Virginia. 1In
addition, over 100 ecomonic and social variables were compiled for the counties

surveyed, in-depth county case studies were conducied in 19 counties, ard state

reports were prepared for each of the states.
The findings of this study are presented in a regional overview, and six

— &

supporting volumes of state and local material, altogether amounting to over 1800
pages. A brief summary of the regional overview is found below.

LAND OWNERSHIP PATTERNS

In general the study found ownership of land and minerals in rural Appalachia
to be highly concentrated among a few absentee and corporate owners, resulting in
little land actually being available or accessible to local people.

1. The ownership of land and minerals in Appalachia is highly
concentrated in the hands of a few owners. Only 1 percent cf the local
population, along with absentee holders, corporations, and government
agencies, control at least 53 percent of the total land surface in the
80 counties.* Forty-one percent of the 20 million acres of land and
minerals owned by 30,000 owners in the survey are held by only 50 pri-
vate owners and 10 government agencies. The federal govermment is the ,
single largest owner in Appalachia, holding over 2 million acres.

* Using 1978/1979 property tax records, the survey recorded all local individual
owners with holdings above 250 acres (repiresenting 1% of the local population) '
and all corporate, public and absentee owners with holdings above 20 acres in
the unincorporated portions of the counties. The survey covered 53% of the
total surface of the 80 counties. Percentages are based either on the total
land in the counties or on the total land recorded in the survey (specified
in cach case).

10) |
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CHAPTER I: LAND OWNERSHIP AS A NATIONAL ISSUE, AND AS AN APPALACHIAN ISSUE

In a rural area, land joins capital, labor and technology as a crucial ingre-
dient for economic growth. The land and its resources provide the underpinning
upon which development occurs. The ownership and use of the land affect the op-
tions available ror future developments. For rural people, their relationship
to the land takes on a special meaning in their work, culture and tcommunity life.
"Throughout history," writes one land economist, "patterns of land ownership have
shaped patterrs of human relations in nearly all societies."1

In the United States in recent yéars, the question "who owns the land?" has
been raised from a number of directions. Gene Wunderlich, an economist for the
U. S. Department cf Agriculture, describes the trend: "Many groups in recent yeart
have been concerned about the concentration and distribution of wealth in America.
This concern often involves the land. Ccrporate farming, ownership of property
by aliens, accessibility of new single family housing, the effects of real estate
investment trusts, and tLa role of many large American corporations in natural

resource and land development--all are phrases which recall the various foims

this concern has taken over the last decade."2 ‘1

The development of a concern with issues of land ownership represents, to
some degree, a logical =avolution in the nation's conceptions about the possession
of land, arnd the rights and responsibilities which accompany it, Much of the
early settlement and development of the nation's land carried with it a fierce
ethos of the rights of the private property owner. Still today as cne land use
scholar writes, 'those who control much of our privately held land place extremely
high value on individual freeaum in doing with and t the land what the owner
chooses, often without regai:d to the effects on the ecological system, neighbors,
or the general public."3 In the twentieth century, though, these laissez faire
attitudes regarding land ownership have been challenged by new attitudes which
recognize that the use of tne land by one owner may affect the livelihoou and

well-being of others. A complex body of land use regulations has evolved, seeking
to balance the rights of ownership with r~sponsibilities to the environment,

the society, and to future generations who must use and live upon the soil.
As we move toward the twenty- first century, debates over use of the land,
and distribution of its benefits, have again led to questions about its ownership.

On. advocate of land reform in America hr< argued the essential connection between

14




land use and land ownership:

It is ownership--and the economics that surround ownership--
that determine whether land is farmed or paved, strip-mined or
preserved, polluted or reclaimed. It is ownership that determines
- wher2 people live and where they work. And, to a great degree,
it is cwnership that determines who is wealthy in America and
who is poor, who exploits and who gets exploited by others.

Wunderlich, the USDA land e-onomist, puts the implicutions of land cwuership5
even more broadly, "Land is a means for distributing and exercising power."

In theory, the United States is well-endowed with enough land nd resources
to meet the needs of its people. Marion Clawson, a leading land use scholar, points
out that "In 1970, the average persor in the United States had the products3 and
the use of about eleven acres of land.... This land is owned by individuals, by
groups and by governments, and it is used by various persons or groups, but all
of us benefit, in one way or another, from its existence and from its productivity."
While all may benefit, studies suggest that some are more likely te benefit--or
to control the benefits--than are others. Most of the populition lives on the
two percent of the U. S. land which is classified as residential, and ownership
of that land is widely distributed. Bu., according to best estimates, of all the
private land in the United States, some 95 percent is owned by just three percent
of the population.7 Various governmental agencies own almost 42 percent of the
land including vast public lands inAlaska. As few as 568 corporations, according
to a U. S. Department of Agr culture study, own or control some 30.7 million acres
of land, almost a quarter of all the U. S. land in private hands. Worldwide,
these same corporations control almost 2 billion acres--an area larger than the
size of Europe.8

In many countries of the world, both agrarian and industrizl, such concen-

trated ownership has led to land reform policies aimed at redistributing the land,
or at expanding control by the public sector over allocation of its Lenefits.
Overseas, the U. S. government has openly supported such land reform policies.
Domestically, however, land reform as such has not emerged as a major policy issue.
This prompts one student of rural development to argue, "Ironically the U. S. has
been preaching the virtues of land reform to less developed countries since the
end of World War II. The forces that resist land reform in Latin America and

Asia are similar tu the foirces that have prevented it from becom’'ng a subject of
serioug discussioa i~ this couutry. But for better or for worse, land reform 1is

as much a key to the elimination of rural poverty in America as it is anywhere

else on the globe."9

[ ]
.
()]




In contrast to the lack of public debate ¢n land reform questions in the

U. S., land use issues in the 1970's have aroused public and governmental concern.

Increasingly, uses of the land for agriculture, energy or recreation compete
and conflict with one another. Increasingly decisions about land uses involve
more public scrutiny and regulation. These conflicts and debates have led to
the question ''who owns the land?". There is growing consensus on the need to
know tke answer. f[his chapter will review in brief the questions abcut land

ownership, as ther have been ceflected in discussions of these competing land

uses. Then we will return to vhat is known about who owns one part of rural

america, the region called Appalachia.

Agricultural Lands

Perhaps the most volatile of land-i2lated issues in recent years has been in
the area of agriculture. According to one source, "in the last twenty years, the
nation has lost 60 percent of its farms. Ten farmers i day leave the land, and it
is estimated tha. 200,000 to 400,000 farms will disappear for the next twenty years
if presert trends continue-"lo Behind this picture is both an internal restructuring
of farming (especially a trend toward fewer and larger farms), and a loss of farm- T
land to non-farm uses. Both are associated with a changing pattern of ownership
of U. S. farmland.

There are a number of complex reasons for th. changing ownership, including
urban sprawl, the economics of farming, and land speculation by non-farmers. The

consequences of the changing ownership are far-reaching. They have to do with

such questions as the most efficient size and location of farms for production of

the naticn's food supply; the social and political, as well as economic consequences
of concentrated or monopoly control of food production; the environmental impacts
of large-scale agriculture and farm ard timber technologies; and the effects of |
ownership patterns on farm families and farm comr-~ities. Such questions cannot

be fully explored without the amsivers to the antecedent question : 'who doe: own
America's farmland?"”

The 1974 Census of Agricultur: found that almost 40 percent of all private |

farmland in the U. S. is owned by non-farmers.ll But there is yet no complete
or satisfactory answer to the question of ownership of farmland. Only the tvends are

visibie, partially but incompletely documented. Among them are the following:

i6 .




1. Growth of Concentrated Farm Ownership, Especially Corporate

Ownership. One trend which is clear is that farms are increasing in size,
"a trend pushed along as much by little farms beccming larger as by big
farms becoming bigger."l2 Part of this change reflects the entrance by
corporations and agribusiness into all phases of food production. In
California, for instance, a 1970 study by the University of California
Extension Service found that 3.7 million acres of California farmland
was owned by 45 corporate farms. Thux. one analyst concludes, 'nearly
half of the agricultural land in tle state and probably three-quarters
of the prime irrigated land, is owned by a tiny fraction of the popula-
tion."13 More recently, there have been widely publicized accounts of
growing investments in farmland by pension funds, insurance csmpanies,
and other non~-farm investors.14 A 1981 two-million dollar study by the
Department of Agriculture found that "government policies which are aimed
at helping farmers actually have hastened the trend towards bigger and

fewer farms, and jeopardized the future of family ownership."15

2, Concentration of Timberland Ownership. Some of the most concen-

trated ownership of land in America is foundin-the case of woodland.
Nationally, escimates suggest that over one-half of the forestland is owned
by the federal government. Of the remaining, much is held by timber and
paper corporations, with the degree of corporate ownership varying from
region to region. In New England, corporate ownership of timberland may

be the most prevalent. Estimates in Main=, for instance, suggest that a
dozen pulp and paper companies own 52% of the state.16 In upstate New
York, the New York Temporary Study Commission on the Future of the Adirona-
dacks found in 1970 that more than 50 percent of the private land studied
was owned by 1 percent of the landowners, with three timber companies
owning over 1 Y.000 acres each.17 Over hzlf of the 67 million acres owned
by the paper and pulp industry is in the south, though this represents

only 18 percent of the region's total timberland.18 Many observers expect
the control of timberlands by corporations to grow in the south, as com-
panies like Georgia Pacific move their headquarters from the northwest back

. 1
to the region,
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3. Minority Ownership: Blacx~Owned Land. The impact of farmland loss

has been particularly dramatic for certain grcups and regions of the

country. Black landowners in the South have been particularly hard hit,
especially given as land serves as one of the most basic resources for

the rural black community. '"The more than 12 million acres of land in the
South owned in full or in part by blacks in 1950 had declined to less

than 6 million by 1969. For the same period, the number of black full or
part time farmers declined from 193,000 to less than 67,0003'2%mile the
number of large farms has increased nationally in recent years, the pro-
portion of these owned by blacks remains miniscule. For instance, in
1969, 12 percent of all southern farms had sales of $20,000 or more, but
only 2 percent of non-white farms fell into this category. There is little
reason to believe that the trend has changed. While white landowners
<xperienced considerable losses during this time, the losses were propor-

tionately greater for black landowners.

4. Foreign Ownership. In the late 1970's, another public concern,

prompting quick Congressional response, involved the question of purchase

of farmland by foreign investors. The International Investment Act of 1977

authorized the President to "conduct a survey of the feasibility of estab-

lishing a system to monitor foreign direct investment in agriculture, rural I

and urban property...." A subsequent Survey by the Department of Agriculture

found the extent of foreign ownership to be less than one might have expected: '

less than one-half of 1 percent of American farmiand was in foreign hands

on October 31, 1979.21 While some 25 states developed some form of legis~

lation limiting foreign investment in U, S. farmland, at least some observers

question whether the matter of foreign owmership should be distinguished

from the broader question of absentee ownership. A Deputy Assistant Secretary

of the State Department testified before a Congressional Subcommittee,

"Foreign investment in farmland need not be regarded as a separate issue,

distinct from the more general issue of absentee ownership in land and its

effect on the viability of the U. S. farm." .
Yet the survey of foreign ownership has not been matched by a similar

investigation of absentee ownership with other holding patterns of U. S.

farmland. However one feels about the direction of the trends outlined

here, a fuller documentation of farmland ownership is needed before the

public policy questions can be adequately explored.
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Purposes of the Study

Issues related to the ownership and use of the land have long bean matters

of concern to people within the Appalachian region, as they have been to other
groups across the nation., Yet, at the time this study wﬁs begun, there had '
never been a comprehensive study of the ownership of land and resources in

the Appalachian region, nor of the related impacts of ownership patterns on
issues of economic and community development. For this reason, the Appalachian
Land Ownership Task Force proposed to the Appalachian Regional Commission in the
fall of 1978 to conduct a study with these purposes:

1. To document ownership patterns ot land in rural
Appalachia, looking at such factors as extent of corporate

ownership, extent of absentee ownership, extent of individual

or family ownership, extent of local ownership, descriptions
of principal owners, rate of change in ownership patterns,

relationships between ownership and land use.

2. To investigate the impacts of these land ownership
patterns upon economic and social development in rural Appalachia,
exploring the relationship of land ownership patterns to land
use, taxation structures, land availability for housing and
industry, coal productivity, agricultural productivity, econo-
mic growth and stability, social development and stability.

3. To develop action-oriented policy recommendations for
ARC, state, federal and local officials, government agencies and
the public to assist them in dealing with problems relating to

ownership patterns.

After two years of work, the Task Force is pleased to submit to the
Appalachian Regional Commission and to the public this report, which we feel has

accomplished these purposes.
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‘ Summary of Methods

The study of land ownership pattewns is a difficult undertaking. Across the
country there is a growing consensus on the need to know "who owns the land?."
However, there are only a few previous studies which suggest how co find that out,
or how to evaluate the effect of ownership patterns on other aspects of rural
development. Building upon the methods of these past studies within the region
and elsewhere, this study drew principally upon three types of data:

1. Survey of land ownership records in 80 counties: County tax

rolls were used to determine the primary land and mineral owners in rural
unincorporated areas of .ighty counties in six states. The eighty coun-
ties were chosen to represent a variety of land ownership and land use
patterns in the region. All absentee, corporate and government owners
with holdings above 20 acres, and all local individual owners with
holdings above 250 acres were recorded. Utilizing a standard coding
sheet, researchers documented: type of ownership, residence of owmer,

land use, mineral and surface acres held, type of mineral, land, building,

and mineral values, taxes paid, and the name and address of owner.

2. Case studies in 19 counties: Nineteen illustrative counties

] were chosen to describe land ownership and land use patterns more tho-
roughly and to explore their impacts upon aspects of economic develop-
ment and community development. Case studies were hased upon inter-
views with cross-sections of county residents, and use of other avail-
able information such a2 planning documents, census data, corporate
reports, and newspapers. While regional conclusions cannot be drawn
from the case studies, the case studies serve tc illustrate relation-

ships for further exploration.

3. Aggregate socio-economic data: To test the relationships

suggested from the case studies, other local and regional data was
gathered, including over 100 socio-economic indicators for the eighty
counties, This allowed correlations to be made between the land owner-
ship patt2rns and other characteristics associated with those patterns

for the eighty county sample.

N3
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The data collected in this fashion produced a vast body of material. From
the survey of landowners on the tax rolls, data was collected on over 55,000

parcels of larnd and minerals, representing some 20,000,000 acres. Hundreds of

people were interviewed. Field notes and drafts of case studies amounted to
some 1,500 pages. Some 100 socio-economic variables were collected on the 80
counties =tudies. The data was processed, syanthesized, and analyzed on four k
levels: 1) for each of the 80 counties, 2) for the portions of each state

studied, 3) for the regional sample, and 4) for types of counties, i.e. coal ,
counties, agricultural counties, and recreation and tourism counties. ( A com-

plete description o’ the methodology is found attached to the regional report.)

Structure of the Report

The overall firlings of this undertaking are reported in this Regional Report,

which is based upon a synthesis of the survey data, case studies and aggregate
analysis. Chapter I of this report reviews past studies of land ownership and
related issues, both nationally and within the region. Chapter II profiles patterns
of land and mineral ownership which were discovered in the study. Chapter III
profiles the findings regarding property taxation of land and minerals in the

states and counties studied. Chapters IV-VII then examine the relationship of

land ownership patterns to issue ¢ economic develupument, agriculture, housing,
energy development and the environmeut. Chapter VIII summarizes the findings of
the Regional Report and suggests recommendations for action. Finally, an Appendix
to this report describes in detail the methodology used in every phase of the two-
year study. A second Appendix provides an annotated bibliography of other works

on land ownership and related issues, with an emphasis on the Appalachian region.

This Regional Report is bused upon and supported by four further work products
which nave also been submitted to the Appalachian kegional Commission, together
amounting to over 1,500 pages of material and a computer tape containing raw data. |
These products, which are available from the Commission or frcm the Land Ownership

Task Force upon request, include the following:

1. <State Reports: Summary of ownership patterns, taxation patterns,

and key land related issues in the portions of each state
studied, Alabama, Kentucky, North Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia,
and West Virginia.
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2. Case Studies: Nineteen in-depth case studies reporting owner-

ship patterns more thoroughly with perceptions and ana.yses

.& the consequences of those patterns at the local level.

3. County Statistical Profiles: Six page summaries of land ownership

and taxation patterns for each of the eighty counties surveyed.

4. Computerized Data Bank: A computer tape containing a) thirteen
variables for each of the 55,000 parcels of land and minerals

studied; b) approximately 120 socio-economic variables for
each of 80 counties studied; c) additional data sets created

in the analysis, accompanied by a user's guide to the information.

Together, the Regional Report and the other wor products provide an inte-

grated approach to the study of land ownership which can be useful at local, state,

and regional levels.

Contributions and Limitations

This study has been a unique one in at least two respects: first, it is one
of the few studies which attempts to explore land ownership patterns and related
impacts comprehensively and syciematically within a given region of the United
States. Secondly, it was initiated and conducted by a team of citizens and
scholars of the Appalachian Region, who combined their first-hand knowledge and
experience of the region with in-depth, often tedious, research to produce the
report. From t! 3e unique features have been derived important contributionms,
as well as limitations, of the study.

In ‘e first respect, the study has made a significant step in documenting
land ownership patterns in cue region of the country, as well as demoastrating
that such information can be attained and analyzed through local research. Hope-
fully, this will stimulate further study in other places of "who owns the land?",
as well a3 iiiustrate one approach for finding out. In addition, the study has
attempted to analyze the impact of the ownership patterns on other aspects of
economic and community development, an undertaking which has previously received

even less systematic attention than documentation of the ownership patterns them-

selves. This emphasis on the impacts of land ownership at times has limited the

,";
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degree to which other factors of development, e.g. labor, capital, terrain, could
also be analyzed. While the study finds that considerations of land ownership
should be necessary components of local and regional policies, that findiag does
not imply that changes in land ownership by themselves would be sufficient for
solving the problems herein discussed.

Secondly, this project has been unique in that it has been one of the few
research projects supported by the Appalachian Regional Commission which was
inftiated and conducted by an independeant task force of citizens and scholars
within the region. The Task Force applauds ARC's willingneas to support such a
regional, "citizen-based" research model. Ti.e involvement of persons with first
hand experience, knowledge and demonstrated concern for the issues addressed hus
been a cruclal component of the research process. Such involvesn .nt, however,
carries with it a perspective upon the importance and urgency of the problems,
which is likely different from the perspective which would be embodied in the
study by another group, e.g. by a Washington-based, research consulting firm. To
recognize this is not to say one approach is a more or less valid form of inquiry
than the other, it is simply to acknowledge that each approach carries with it
differences in design. In those differences, nc doubt, will lie strengths of
this study to some, and limitations to others.

In sum, the Task Force sees this study as a beginning attempt, not as a
final word, to address land ownership patterns and related problems in the
Appalachian region. From our perspective, the study hopefully will foster furth:r
study, stimulate greater public debate, and perhaps even encourage changes in

patterns and problems long under-recognized in the policies that affect the region,

>
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' Land Reform. Actions must be taken which deal with the underlying
problems of concentrated and absentee owne ip. Mechanisms must be found
by which people of the region can gain aor. access io, control over, and

benefit from the land and its resources;

Mitigation of Impacts. Actions must be taken which mitigat: the

adverse effects of ownership patterns, even though they do not address

directly the underlying structures of ownership, Policies shruld insure
patterns of land use beneficial to the entire community, provide adequate
property tax revenue for the delivery of services; promote diverse 2conomic
development; provide adequate land for housing; and insure energy develop-

ment that is not destructive of local communities,

Land Retention., Policies must be developed tc prevent the rapidly

occurring loss of local land for local use, including economic and housing

development, as well as agricultural use.

- This regional report is backed by 1500 pages of state overviews, in-depth -~
county case studies, and county land ownership profiles for each of the 80 counties
surveyed, which are available uron request., ThLe study was funded, in part, by the
Appalachian Regional Commission and benefitted greatly from the participation of

dozens of people in the region,

Inquiries may be addressed to:

J John Gaventa or Bill Horton ‘
Regional Research Coordinators
c/o Highlander Research and Education Center

: Box 370, Route 3 .

‘ New Market, Tennessee 37820 Phcne: 615-933-3443
|
|
|

Dr. Pat Beaver, Project Administrative Coordinator
Center for Appalachian Studies

Appalachia State University

Boone, North Carolina 28608 Phone: 704-262-4089

Mr. Bob Gidez, Program Officer

Office of Planning and Evaluation
Appalachian Regional Commission

1666 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20235 Phone: 202-673-7349




PREFACE

Background

This study is an attempt to document land owmership patterns in
Region and to analyze their impact on rural communities. Representi
comprel-ensive such study to date, the project was initiated by z.asid
region in fall 1978, to examine whether and how land ownership patte
corporate and absentee ownership--underlie or contribute to many of
issues that the region faces: property taxes for local rervices, con
mic underdevelopment, loss of farmland, inadequate housing, energy p
environmental damage.

Conducted by the Appalachian Land Ownership Task Force, a coali
aunity groups, acholars and individuals, associated with the Appalac
the study has invrlved the work of <ome sixty people in six states,
field work was conducted in 197%, with most of the data analysis, w.
production of the report completed in 1980. The study consists of s
a regional overview (Volume I), and one volume for each of the six s
Alabama (Voluma II), Kentucky (Volume III), North Carn’ina (Vclume I
(Volume V), Virginia (Volume VI), and West Virginia ' ume VII). E
volume consigts of a state summary, in-depth case studies of several
the impacts of ownerslip patterns, and statisti<al profiles of land ,
each county 3tudied.

Major funding for this study came fr..x the #ppalachian Regional
to which the Task Force is grateful. Further _.nding was received f)
foundations to complete the project. Extensive in-kind con_ribution:
colleges, non-profit comrunity groups, and individuals 3. the region
donated time, office space, travel, computer processing and typing a:
hel; make the project possible. The project was administered by the
Appalachian St. dies, Appalachia State University, w*th resedarch roorc
the Highlander Research and Education Cer:er, New Market, Tennessee,
of citizens and scholars in each state. The project benefitted great

widespread participation of groups and individuals within ¢h: Appalac




2. Appalachia's land and mineral resources are absentee~owned.
Nearly three-fourths of the surface acres surveyed are absentee-
owned, i.e. held by out-of-county and out-of-state owners. Four-fifths
of the mineral acres in the survey are absentee owned. In one qi urter
of the survey counties, absentee-owned land in the sample represented
over one-half of the total land surface in the county. Contrary to ex-
pectations that absentee ownership would predominate only in the coal
counties of central Appalachia, the study found a high level of absentee

ownership throughout the 80 county survey area,

3. Large corporations dominate the ownership picture in much of
Appalach’a. Forty percent of the land in the sample and 70 percent of

the mineral rights are owned by corporations. Forty-six of the top fifty
private owners are corporations. Of these, 19 are principally coal and
coal land corporations, owning 1.5 million combin.? surface and mineral
acres, 11 are oil, gas and diversified energy companies owning 1.2 million
acres, 9 are timber companies owning 1.0 million acres, 8 are steel cor-
porations and metal corporations owning .8 million acres, and 4 are rail-
roads owning .6 million acres.

4. Little land is owned by or accessible to local people. Under
one-half of the land in our sample is owned by individuals, and under
one-half of that is owned by local individuals. Corporate ownership,
often fo. energy and rcaource exploitation, and government ownership,
with associated tourism and recreation development, threaten the access
people in the region have to the land and the control they exercise over

its use,

These ownership patterns are a crucial underlying element in explaining
patterns of inadequate local tax revenues and services, lack of economic develop-

ment, loss of agricultural lands, lack of sufficient housing, the development of

energy, and land use.

TAXATION OF LAND AND MINERALS. Despite the land and mineral wealth of Appalachia,

the region's local governments remain poor. Part of the reason for the lack of
county revenue, the study finds, lies in the failure of the property tax system
to tax the region's wealth adequately and equitably. The problems may be seen in
reference to privately owned mineral and surface lands, as well as government

owned, tax-exempt properties.

Mineral Taxation. Though values of mineral properties have 2scalated rapidly in

Appalachia, local governments have not experienced a corresponding increase of
property tax revenues. Generally, in fact, mine 11 rights are greatly under-

assessed for property tax purposes:




——Over 75% of the mineral owners in this survey pay
under 25¢ per acre in property taxes., Some 86% pay lese

than $1.00 per acre.

~-Using conservative calculations, in the major coal
counties surveyed the average tax per ton of known coal reserves
is only $.0002--or 1/50 of a cent.

The problem is particularly acute in eastern Kentucky: in the twelve counties
surveyed (which include some of the major coal producing counties in the region),
the average property tax per acre of minerals is 1/5¢ ($.002). The total property
tax received from mineral properties for thése 12 coal-rich counties was a meager
$1500 in 1979. 1In Alabama, the average tax per recorded acre of mineral rights
was 4¢, and minerals which are part of fee simple land are not considered for
property taxacion at all. In Tennessee, a directive of the State Board of Equali-
zation 9 years ago to apply a fair market value to mineral rights still has not beer
carried out. While West Virginia has made important strides in taxing mineral
properties, problems still persist there, 1s well.

o

Taxation of Surface Rights. In general, taxes paid on rural lands are also low

~hen compared to their rising market value. Overall, the amount of taxes paid per.
icre of surface in the survey is only 90¢. Almost a quarter of the owners in the
study pay less than 25¢ per acre. In general, the large and the absentee owners
tend to pay less per acre than the small, local owners pay.

Part of the reason for this state of affairs, the study finds, is that the
absentee owners are holding their property for its speculative value, or for the
value of the minerals underneach, and do not make improvements which would increasa
the value of the land. On the other hand, the local owners tend to build upon
their land, and to make more valuable improvements. In addition, in Tennessee,
Kentucky and Alabama, vast tracts of land have received tax breaks designed for
agricultural lands when, in fact, they are held for speculative pu.-doses or mineral

development, not for farming at all.

Tax~Exempt Lands. Many counties in the survey contain substantial federal or other

government holdings, which are exempt from local taxes. In the case of state-owned
lands, no programs were found in the counties studied that ~ompensate counties
for the loss of this land from the tax base. In the case of federal lands, "in-liev

of tax" payments are set at a minimum of 75¢ per acre, but this amount, the study

08 | |
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l finds, rarely is equal to the average tax paid by private owners. In Swain
County, North Carolina, for instance, where over 80% of the land in the county
ig federally owned, if federal agencies paid the same amount per acre as out-of-
state private owners paid, the county would receive over $150,000 annually in
new revenues.

Taken together, the failure to tax minerals adequately, the underassessment
of surface lands, and the revenue loss from concentrated ~ederal holdings has a
marked impact on local governments in Appalachia. The effect. essentially, is
to produce a situation in which a) the small owners carry a disproportionate
share of the tax burden; b) counties depend upon federal and state funds to pro-

vide revenues, while the large, corporate and absentee owners of the region's

r resources go relatively tax-free; and c) citizens face a poverty of needed services
despite the presence in their counties of taxable property wealth, especially in

the form of coal and other natural resources.

At a time of federal budgetary cut-backs, policies of seeking local revenues
from new or existing sources would seem prudent. By conservative calculations,
for instance, improved taxation of coal reserves in the major coal counties in
the sample would more than quadruple the mineral taxes currently received. The
new tax revenues would equal $16.5 million annually, or almost $300,000 per county.
Eight million dollars of the new revenue would be generated in eastern Kentucky,

l where they are dasperately needed.

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT. The study finds that land ownership patterns vary according

l to types of counties: corporate ownership is greatest in the counties with the
greatest coal reserves; government ownership is associated with tourism and

’ recreation counties; and individual owmership is highest in the major agricultural
counties. In each type of county, land patterns affect the course of economic

development which occurs.

Coal Counties. In the major coal counties in the sample, 50 percent of the land

: surveyed is corporately held (compared to 31 percent in agricultural counties and
23 percent in tourism counties). Some 72 percent of the land and 89 percent of the
= minerxal rights are absentee owned, and the ownership is highly concentrated in a
few hands. With absentee ownership, the wealth derived from the land and mineral
resources is drained from the region; with concentrated ownership, a few, primarily

corporate owners, can dominate the course cf a county's development.
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The study finds, for instance, thai these concentrated absentee and corporate

land ownership patterus serve as one limiting factor to economic diversification,

contributing to a lack of access to developable land, lack of locally controlled
capital, and lack of adequatelocal infrastructure (related, in part, to the
undertaxation of the land and mineral resources.) Without diversification, the
areas become more vulnerable to the "booms &nd busts” of the coal industry, and,
in turn, the concentrated land ownership patterns also contribute to the problems i
associated with each cy:le.
With "booms" come greater pressures upon limited land for housing, and

greater demands upon already strained county budgets for more services. When

"busts" occur, few non-coal jobs are available, use of the land for survival is

limited for most of the population (even for tilling the hillsides), and, for
many, outmigration becomes the only real choice. In faci, in the coal counties
surveyed, there is a strong association between the degree of corporate owner-
ship of a county and the level of outmigration between 1960-70 (a period of coal
decline), such that the greater the corporate ownership, the greater the percer.t

of the population who left the area.

Tourism and Recreation Counties. While coal crunties are characterized by patterns

of corporate land ownership, recreation and tourism counties are associated both
with large federal holdings (e.g. Forest Service, National Parks) and smaller.
individual holdings, usually absentee owners holding the land for speculativt
purposes or for second-home developments, While, on the whole, the evidence for
these counties does not indicate that land ownership itself limits economic diver-

sification, the tourism and recreation indvstry which springs from the use of the

land promotes a pattern of low wage and seasonal employment. At the same time,
local residents face ris’~3 prices for land, housing and other goods due to the |

spending and speculation of the usually more affluent "outsiders."

Agriculture. Traditionally, in Appalachia, the small farm has been important, both
economically and culturally. Using Agricultural Census records, the study has

found a dramatic declire of farming in the region: 1In the 80 counties surveyed, '
vell over a million acres of farmland went out of agricultural production between
1969-74, the latest year for which figures are available. Over 17,000 farmers

left farming in this period, about 26 percent of the farming population in these
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Energy Lands

While use of the land for agriculture (including cropland, grazing land and
timber land) represents the larg»st use of rural land in America, increasingly
important in this era of "energy crisis" is use of the land for extrac:ion and
production of energy, especieslly through mining coal and other energy sources.
However, 1f little is know about ownership of agricultural lands, still less is
known about energy lands in America, either their use or ownership. Marion Clawson,

in his book America's Land and Its Uses, wrote, for instance, "mining is an extremely

important, though highly localized, use of the land about which we have very little
jnformation. Almost no source of data about land use provides information on mining
as a leua use."22 In its multi-million dollar study, the 1980 President's Coal
Commission acknowledged the "land shortages" created in Appalachia, "in part attri-
butable to coal eccmpanies, railroads, and other corporations owning much of the
coal rich acreage." However, the Commission stopped short of complete analysis,
observing that "statistics for land ownership are often bu' “2d in inaccessible or
untraceable county records.

Slightlym re knowledge exists of who owns the U. S. energy reserves under the
land, though that is speculative. The last decade has witnessed growing national
concern over the concentrated ownership of these energy rescurces, parti-
cularly by energy conglomerates. As early as 1967, a Federal Trade Commission
study disclosed that five major oll companies had acquired coal rights to 2.5 million
acres of public and private land. "As of 1970, 29 of the top 50 coal companies had
become oil company subsidiaries, and oil companies were busily acquiring hundreds

n2é By 1980, oil and gas com~

of thousands of acres of additional coal lands....
panies owned 41.1 percent of all privately owned coal reserves in the country,
according to the President's Coal Commission. Six of the top ten national coal

reserve owners were primarily owned by ‘arger oil and gas companies.




Iin addition to these 0il and gas interests, the Federal government is a major '
owner of the nation's coal resources. In the West, wheras roughly half of the
nation's coal reserves are located, the fe deral government is estimated to own |
65percient of the coal and to control, indirectly, another 20 percent.26 Cver the
years, leasing policies allowing the development of these reserves by private
interests have become matters of public controversy. The government has developed
a "multiple use'" philosophy, which attempts to balance environmental, energy and
socio-economic considerations in the development of its lands. Currently, environ- I
mental interests are attempting to stall any further leasing, while development
interests, spurred on by the "Sagebrush Rebellion,”" are demanding more private l

access to federal reserves. Regardless of the outcome of this debate, it is

clear that whether and hnw th2se reserves are developed will have major effects
on U. S. energy policy.

In shaping this policy, at least some publi.. information exists on the locatio) |
of the federally owned coal lands. However, in the East, and in parts of the West
where federal ownership of energy reserves is not as extensive, little systematic ’
data is availableon the location of energy resources held in the private sector,
nor on the ownership of the lands above them., (In the Appalachian coalfields, in .
particular, there is extensive separation of mineral ownership from surface owner- 1
ship.) As will be seen in the next section, a few studies of coal land ownership
have been done in the Appalachian area, but these are scattered and incomplete. !
In other parts of the country, even less information could be found.

One study has been done autside of the Appalachian coalfields in southern l
Illinois.27 The study looked at 380,000 acres of corporately-owned coal land in
35 I1llinois counties., Of this land, 83 percent was owned by only six corporations. |
Over 99 percent of the total was owned by large absentee corporations. Small, inde-
pendent company landholdings were found in only six counties and accounted for !
only 0.7 percent of the acreage studied. In general, the ownership of land reflect 1
the national picture of growing takeover of energy reserves vy integrated energy
corporations. i

Despite the lack of systematic information, the question of ownership of
energy lands and reserves would seem to be an important cne for shaping national ’
energy policies. Coacenirated ownership uf reserves poses possihilities of monopoly
control of energy supply, similar to those raised by concentrated control of energy I
production, Ownership and leasing patterns of private lands, as of federal lands,
affect what can be mined, where, when and by whom. At the local level, literature

indicates that coal land ownership is associated with other policy questibns—-




how to tax coal reserves; conflict between use of land for energy or other needs,
such as agriculture; the impact of owmership patterns on local economic dcvelop-
ment. It was perhaps with these issues iu mind that Congress, in the Natioual
Energy Act of 1978, called for a study of the coal industry, including its Yand
ownership: "The study shall evaluate the econcnjc and social impacts upon ci.at
producing counties and states of prxesent and perspective land ownership pat:vrns...."zs

So far, the study has not been done.

Tourism ana Recreation Lande

Ore of the fastest growing demands for use of land in America is for purposes
of recraation and tourism. Clawson observes that "compared with the land used by
the 'big three' of grazing, forestry, and cropland, the fotal acreage of land in
recreation use is small-—about 40 million acres in the 48 contiguous states and
less than 50 million in all 50 states. But the number of people rather directly
roncerned is large--perhaps more than half th: population, the exact number is not

n29 In response to this demand, two broad changes in ownership patterns

known....
are occurring, each with considerable controversy. On the one hand, more private
land is transformed into public land to becume mcre widely available for public
ase; and, on the other hand, more private land is bought for purvoses of private
recreation developments,

The first transiormation is seen as more and more lands are taken for National

Recreation Areas, National Parks and National Forests. The purchase of private
land for public purposes, often carrying with it’the threat of imminent domain
by the government, has provoked considerable outcry from affected landowners.
The growing restrictions on the use of public land, usually to protect its environ-
mental and recreational qualities (e.g. RARE II), have angered private interasts
who seek to use the land for other purposes (e.g. mining or timbering.) These land
ownership and land use changes have major consequences for the economies and cultures
of the communities affected, including impacts on the use of land for agriculture
or private development, development of tourism economies, and loss of land from
the local tax base.

The second, often overlooked, effect of increased land use for recreational
purposes is on the land ownership patterns of private lands themselves. A 1976

study by the American Society of Planning Officials, Subdividing Rural America:

Impacts of Recreational Land and Second Home Developments, found that at least ten
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million recreational lots have been sibdivided in the U. S., to be used as specu-

lative investments, seasonal occupancy, or permanent occupancy.31 The phenomenon
of "recreational land" owmership is widespread. 'One U. S. family in 12 ouns a
piece of recreational property--either a vacant recreational lot or a second
home."31 Such transformation of ownership, in turn, can have an impact on the
future use of the land. The lots "can preclude alternative land uses and dictate
patterns of growth for years to come."32 Moreover, such recreational land deve-
lopments, while serving primarily the urban dweller, can have major consequences
for the (usually rural) communities where they occur. These impacts are environ-
mental (disruption of the land), economic (increased demands for lo al services,
loss of land for agricultural or other purposes), and social (disruption of life-

3 As in the cases of agricultural or energy lands, the

styles and communities).
full extent of these impacts is difficult to assess, without adequate knowledge of

the land ownership patterns which underlie them.

The N-=a2d to Know

Lanu ownership, then, is an important com)onent of the debates on land use.
Who owns the land affects how the land is used, and vice-versa. Changes in owner-
ship and use patterns can have dramatic consequences on the course of community
growth. Yet, despite the importance of land ownership, what is perhaps most abun-
dantly evident is how little is known about who actually owns rural America. In
his comprehensive article on American land, Peter Meyer summed up:

"Almost everything about American land is known except who

owns it. Somehow our vast mineral resources are assessed and

quantified, mountains are measured,and ground cover and soil

are . jalyzed.... The concept of land ownership is quite another

story. It isn't part of American topography, and no atlas charts

or maps the contours of proprietorshig that play such an integral

role in the shaping of the landscape. 4
Without such information, full assessment of the impacts and consequences of owner-
ship is, almost by definition, an impossible task.

Ironically, it may have taken t1e public outcry over foreign ownership te pro-

voke broader awareness of the need to know about domestic ownership as well.
The attempts to find out the rxtent of foreign investmeat indicated to a number
of officials how difficult such information is to obtain. A publication of the

Farm Foundation and the U. S. Department of Agriculture makes the point:

34
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That inqui.y (into foreign investment) highlighted what was
well-known by persons familiar with U.S. real estate: The systems
for recording, taxing and transferring land are not suitable for
assembling information on the ownership of land. The technical,
legal and economic features of the highly localized, individualized
and land records systems in the U.S. resist the aggregation of land
data. There was no simple, direct way of determining who owned
America's land. Yet there was, an concigues to be, a desire to
know how wealth in land is distributed.3

This study represents one attempt to document who owns the land wealth in
one important region of the country. From the examination of who owns thz land in
rural Appalachia can be derived further understanding of the effects of iand owner-
ship on the rural development of the region. Hopefully, also, from the inquiry will
come further awareness of the importance of knowing about land ownership in America--

and about how to find that out,

LAND OWNERSHIP IN APPALACHIA

The land ownership questions of the nation are mirrored in the Appalachian
Region, one of the most densely populated rural areas of the country. So also is
the Jack of systematic study of land ownership and land use, prompting one scholar
of the region to write in 1970, "although many writers in Apoalachia speak of the
outside control of wealth, the degree and extent to which this is true has been
only slightly and sporadically documented. There are no systematic, thorough studies
of the land and mineral ownership of the region."36

During the 1970's, little of a general nature changed to alter the accuracy of
this observation. However, several small, scattered studies emerged waich did
document the imporcance of the land ownership question, and which provide models
of methods for further study. (A summary of the methods used in these earlier
studies may be found in the methodological appendix.) As in the discussion of land
issues on the natir.al level, the review of relevant literature in Appalachia

involves lnokiug at agricultural lands, coal and mineral lands, and recreation lands.

Ag;igultural Lands

Appalachia is often thought of as the land of the small farmer. In fact, studies
by the Department of Agriculture in 1930 discovered that the southern regions of
Appalachia had the heaviest concentration of small farms in the country.37 Yet,
despite national interest in the loss of farmland and the decline of the small
farm, little systematic attention has been given to the contemporary plight of the

farmer in Appalachia. .
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In many areas, though, farmlands are being lost, subject to the same pressure
that affect farmlands nationally, as well as some particular pressures of the
region, For instance, the development of coal lands, particularly where strip
mining is involved, many limit the use of land for subsequent agricultural deve-~
lopment. Pressures to sell land and/or mineral rig - ilso may result in the loss
of agricultural land. Building of pump storage facilities or dams to produce
electricity take prime agricultural bottomland, often in areas where such land is
at a premium. Historically, for instance, TVA dams have flooded thousands of acres
of farmland in east Tennessee. Recreatisnal development and associated federal
acquisitions have placed undue pressures on farmland in western North Carolina, and
southwestern Virginia. The conflict between agricultural and other land uses is
enhanced by the fact that small farm agriculture in Appalachia is viewed by many
as conomically non~viable.

Despite the general knowledge of these pressures, few specific studies have
been done on the changing ownership of farmland in Appalachia, or on its related
impacts on the development of the region. An exception is the study on southern
Ohio, by Dr. Nancy Bain and associates. They discovered a "shift away from agri-
cultural land use...agricultural land use declined by 56.2 percent from 1900 to
1970."38 Accompanying the trend was the loss of resident farm owners and move-
ment towards absen.ece owncrship, much of it held for personal or recreational pur-
poses.

In turn, the patterns of absentee cwnership have had a marked impact on the

development of the area. Few of the non-resident owners have made any "improvement:

of the land or structures since purchasing them. The majority of parcels--60 percent—-

had no or an uninhabitable structure."39 As a result of the lack of development,
the absentee owned land contributed little to the local tax base. As one of Bain's
associates summarized, "The relative disuse of absentee land may...impede the

A
region's agricultural development as well as property taxes."

The quality of development in a rural agricultural community may be affecterd
by the size of ownership, as well as by absentee ownership (as was found in the
California study hy Walter Goldschmidt).qﬁn Alabama students atc the University of
Alabama compared the ten counties in the state with the smallest average-size
farms, with the ten counties with the largest average-size farms, in terms of
agricultural productivity, land use tenure patterns, and indicators of community

development. Almost every indicator of economic and social wel)'l-being was more

<
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favorable in the small farm counties. For example, the small farm counties had

twice as much revenue from ad valorem taxes and over 2% times as much total tax
revenues. Additionally, they had twice as many miles of county roads, and spent
one~third more on education. The median income was almost twice as high, thc poverty
rate and proportion of substandard housing was half that of the large farm counties.
The r-all farm counties were located predominantly in the Appalachian section of
northern Alabama.l‘2
In agricultural areas, then, two studies suggest that patterns of absentee
and large-scale ownership do affect rural development. However, little systematic
information is available on the extent of these patterns in agricultural areas of
Appalachia. The patterns are more completely documented in the case of coal and

mineral lands.

Coal and Mineral Land Owmership in Central Appalachia

Perhaps in no section of Appalachia has land ownership and its related impacts
been a greater issue than in what is known as central Appaalchia (eastern Kentucky,
suthern West Virginia, southwestern Virginiz, portions of eastern Tennessee). It
is in these areas where coal production is predominant. And i is also in these
areas where a pattern of absentee corporate land ownership has been verified in
numerous studies, historically and tuday.

In much of this region, purchase of land and mineral rights by absentee, cor-
porate interests began in earnest in the last half of the last century. Harry
Caudill, one of the best known writers of the region, describes the process in
this way, "After the Civil War indus“rialists were able to glimpse the outlines
of the nation's comirg growth and they foresaw the indispensability of Appalachian
coal. Agents of coal and iron companies and ambitious speculators moved in to

né3 Throughout

corner title to the mineral deposits the geologists had located.
much of the region, a rapid change in land ownership patterns occurred, often trans-
forming small agricultural and homestead holdings to large a»sentefe and corporate
hands. The change was greatest in the Central Appalachian coalfields, though it
extended to Southern Appalachian timber stands and to other resources as well.
Historian Ron Eller describes:
By 1910 outlanders controlled not only the best ctands of
hardwood timber and the thickest seams of coal but a large per-
centage of the surface land in the region as well. For example,

in that portion of western North Carol na which later becanc the
Great Smoky Mountains National Park, over 75 percent of the land




came under the control of thirteen coroprations, and one timber
company alone owned a third of the total acreage. The situation
was even worse in the coalfields. According to the West Virginia
State Board of Agriculture in 1900, outside capitalists owned 90
percent of the coal in Mingo County, 90 percent of the coal in
Wayne County, and 60 percent of that in Boone and McDowell coun-
ties, 84

Since the turn of the century, the land question has arisen again and again
in studies of the region. Por instance, the report of the 1926 Preaident's Coal
Commission referred to the concentration of corporate ownership, observing that
the U. S. Steel Corporation and its subsidiaries owned 750,000 acres of coal lands
in Appalachia; Consolidation Coal owned 340,000 acres; and Pittsburgh Coal and
Coke, 164,000 acres (though, the Commission concluded, there were "relatively few
instancen where companies owned far in excess of what is needed to protect their
1nvescmchs.")45 In the 1930's, Watkins, a British analyst took a stronger posi-
tion: for the development of independent communities in Appalachia, he said, "a
necessary step...would seem to be much larger and stricter control over the owner-
ship of land, for in many cases the operating companies own all of the land within
cowwvenient reach of the mines.”

With the advent of the War on Poverty in the region in the 1960's, the issue
of ownership of the region's land and mineral wealth again began to be raised. In
every state in central Appalachia, studies of land ownership, varying in quality
and scope, questioned why such poverty existed amidst such land and resource

richness.

Kéntucky: One of the earliest such studies was done in 1969 by Richard Kirby
for the Appalachian Volunteers. Kir', .egan his study with the observation,
"Poverty in the United States has always seemed especially cruel and ironic
8o close to so much bounty. In eastern Kentucky, the paradox has yet another
layer of irony: some ot America's poorest people live literally on top of some of

4
America's richest land," 8 Kirby then asked "Who owns east Kentucky?" and searched

for an answer in county tax records of eleven east Kentucky courthouses. In answer., .

he found that some thirty one people and corporations owned about four-fifths of
east Kentucky 's coal. About 86 percent of the roal land was owned by 2bcentee
interests. While concentrared, absentee interests controlled the wealth, they re-
turned little in the way of property taxes to needy county coffers. About the same

time, a journalist for the St. Louis Post Dispatch found the same pattern of under-

taxation. In explanation, a Kcatucky tax commissioner was quoted as saying, "the

cnal companies pretty much set their own assessments.... We have no system for

4
finding cut what they own." ? .

128
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West Virginia. During the same period, the theme of poverty-amidst-vealth

was again echoed in West Virginia. Writing in the New Republic, Paul Kaufman

observed that "West Virginia is notorious not for the money it gets but for the
money that corporations take out of it." Looking at the nine southernmost counties,
Kaufman found that "nine corporations own more than one~third of the land in these
counties, and the top 25 landow.ers control more than half.. Of the nine dominant
corporations, only one is a West Virginia company doing business principally within
the state." ~ About the same time 3 public intarest research team headed by Davitt
McAteer at ché West Virginia University Law School surveyed the top fourte:n coal
producing counties in the state, and founa a similar pattern: twenty five landowners
owned spproximately 44 percent of the counties studied--yet payed only about one-
tenth of the real estate Caxes.SI
Some five years after the McAteer study, Tom Miller, a inve_tigative journa-

1ist for the Huntington Herald Dispatch conducted a further statewide search in

an attempt to answer the question, "Who owns West Virginia?". 'Certainly not West
Virginians," he found," more than two thirds of the non-public land in the state

is controlled by outside interests. These are giant fuel, transportation and lumber
companies."sy‘ Combining mineral and surface rights, he found the problem to be
pervasive. "In almost 50 percent of West Virginia counties, at least half of the
land is owned by the out-of-state corporate interests."'53 Direct ownership of land,
he found, was extended through control of land and minerals by leasing: citing a

1971 report by the West Virginia Publi: Service Commission, Miller said that- thirteen
companies leased 3.8 million acres in West Virginia, and that the amount was climbing
by one-half million acres a year. The combination of ownership and leasing meant
that absentee landlords, "own o. control two-thirds of the land ir this mineral-rich
state." At the same time, "they reap the benefit of low tax assessments, often
paying as little as two cents per acre in annual property taxes for valuable coal,

timber or oil and gas holdings." sh

Tennessee: Tue patterns of concentrated corporate and absentee own>tship of
coal lands, accompanied by low tax assessments, have also been found in the Tentessee
coalfields. In 1971, a study by three Vand=:hilt University students of the five
major coal producing counties in northeastern Tennessee found that nine lorge cor-
porations controlled 34 percent of the land surface, and approximately 80 percent
ot the coal wealth. Yet, in 1970, they accounted for less than 4 percent of the

property tax revenue of these counties. Most of the concentrated ownership was

‘h l‘)
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found in the portion of these counties with the major coal reserves,

remaining parts of the counties retained more dispersed, individual «

Virginia. The picture in th:. southweatern Virginia coalfields d
A 1973 study there found that fifteen corpezations owned 602,283 coal
accounting for from 10 percent to 69 pe-rent of the surface of the co
One company alone, Pittston Coal, ownes 41 percent of this acreage.
study by Dr. Carol Schommer in 1978 documented the inadequate asaessm
lands in giuthwestern Virginia. Noting the incresse in the fair mar}
coal over the previous ten years, she found that the assessed value o
rigen. As in the case cf in the other coalfield states, concentrated

ship carried with it underacsessment of mineral reserves§7

What do these studies tell us, in sum, of ownership patterns in 1
Apralachian coal counties? First, it must be recognized that the evic
present is still incomplete. The studies were done by different methe
ferent times, and for selected counties. They do not extend to many «
sections of the region, such as Alabama. Though the evidence is gtil]
the picture it paints is a consistent one. It is a picturc of cencent
rate ownership, with a great extent of absentee owmership, In his stu
Amidst Riches: Why People are Poor in Appalachia, John Wells summarize
studies say: 'Corporate entities own at least 4,340,142 coal-rich acr
tral Appalachia. Of this total, the top five corporations have 1,594
37 percent; the top ten control 2,442,635 acres or 56 percent; the fif
own 2,977,798 or 68 percent; the twenty majors control 3,274,770 acres

of 75 per:cenc."s8 As for the rate of absentee ownership, more than 77
3,357,491 acres, is held by firms located out-of-state. This ranges f
37 percent in Tennessee to a high of 85 lercent in West Virginia, In

concluded, "We have found that a small minority ofmighty corporations

J
wealth, and that most of these are absentee...." -

Recreation and Tourism Lands

If the coalfields of central Appalachia are assoc‘ated with absent
rate owuership, other parts of the region are atfected by absenteeism c
sort: that connected with second homes and development of the recreatio

trade. Some two decades ag~ as part of a "definitive" study of southerx

10
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SUMMARY

In sum, a review of previous studies around the nation and within the Appa-
lachian region suggests the importance of land ownership as one ingredient of
rural development. Again and again, the question of "Who owns the land?" emerges,
be it in reference to use of the land for agriculture, for energy, or for recreation
purposes. The debates on the national level over land ownership and land use are
mirrored in rural Appalachia, where a number of studies have examined ownership of
the region's farms, energy resources, and recreation areas. In general, in review-

ing these studies, we find:

1. Thcugh there have been a number of studies on ownership of rural
Appalachia, these have been localized, uneven in quality and varying in
approach. Remarkably little sy:tematic, comprehensive attention has been
paid to ownership questions. However, the smaller stud-.es have suggested
the importance of the land ownership question in the region, and have demon-

strated methods for its study.

2. While the study of land ownership has been important but limited,
there has been even less systematic investigation into the consequences
of the ownership patterns. Many studies within the region have suggested
characteristics that go along with land ownership patterns--e.g. under-
taxation of mineral lands, loss of farms, drain of economic wealth, etc.
However, exactly what these impacts are and how they are (or are not)

related to the land ownership patterns need further examination.

This study, then, will turn to the two-fold task of 1) documenting ownership
patterns in rural Appalachia based upon an in-depth study of land records in eighty
counties in six central and southern Appalzchian states; and 2) examine the related
impacts of land ownership, particularly the areas of a) property taxation and delivery
»f services, b) economic development, c) agriculture, d) housing, and e) energy and

enwironment.
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CHAPTER TI: Who Owns the Land and Minerals?
A Profile of Ownership Pat.erns in 80 Appalachian Counties.

My wife was named Anna Morla. She was the third
daughter of a poor farmer and I was the third son of a
wealthy one, and our families lived near each other in a
mountain valley with a little river running through it,
one deep enough for swimming, an idyllic place, and that
river was our courting road, our site of poetry and dream-
ing.... And when finally we ran off and got married, my
father on our return, after much lecturiag in his anger,
did let me have sixty rocky acres of land for my own, and
did come together with others of that mountain community
to build us a small house, and did lend me a plow and a
hoe and an ax and a cow and an ox, so in April we took our
broken things to our own land and built our first fire in
our own place together.

—-=John Ehle, Time of Drums, 1970

The image of Appalachia as the land of rvzged individuals, owning and
working relatively small family holdings, is a strong one in the literature about
the region. But unlike the young couple in Ehle's novel, today the image for so
many remains a dream. The reality, documented in this study, is one of a region
where the ownership of land is concentrated in a relatively few hands, dominated
by abrentee and corporate holders, with little available for local families to
work, farm or otherwise to enjoy.

For this study, data was collected on the ownership of over 20 million acres—-

13 million acres of surface rights and 7 million acres of mineral rights--in 80
Appalachian counties spanning six states. Using county courthouse records, the
information was gathered on over 55,000 parcels of property, owned “y some 33,000
owners. To the knowledge of the Land Ownership Task Force, this data bank is the
largest ever collectzd on the ownership of Appalachia, and ssibly of rural
America. As such, it will help to fill the information gap on land ownership
which has been described in earlier chapters. (Tables I1-1 and 11-2 examine the

number of surface and mineral acres examined irn each state.)#*

*Using 1978~79 property tax records, this survey recorded all corporate,
public and absentee owners above 20 acres and all local individual owners above
250 acres in the unincorporated portions of the county. Percentage figures refer
either to the percent of the land in the survey, ov the percent the survey repre-
sents of the total county surface. (The survey covered 53% of the total surface
of the 80 counties.)

.
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Before providiang more detailed findings of this ownership survey, a thumbnail

sketch can give the basic picture:

The ownership of Appalachia's land is highly concentrated in a few hands.

Only 1% of the local population,along with absentee heliders, corporations, and
goveinment agencies, control at 1. ast 532 of the total land surface in the

80 counties. This means that 99% of the papulation owns, at most, 47% of the
land. Of the twenty million acres of land and minerals owned by over 30,000
owners in the survey, 41%--~ver 8 million acres—-are held by only 50 private
owners and 10 goverr .ent agencies.

Appalaciia's resources are absentee owned. Of the 13,000,000 acres of surface

sampled, 72%-—almost three-quarters--was owned by absentee owners; 47% by out-of-
state owners and 257 by owners residing out of the county of their holdings, but
in the state. Four-fifths of the mineral rights in the survey are absentee owned.

Increasingly, large corperations dominate the ownership picture. Almost 402

of the land in the sample, and 70% of the mineral rights, are corporately held.
Forty-six of the top 50 private owners are corporations, among them some of the
largest corporations in the country. (See Tables 13 and 14 and “ection C

in this chapter for a profile of these owners). While some 45% of the land in
the sample is owned by individuals, well over one-half of :his is owned by ab-
senti:e individuals. The remaining portion of the land in the sample (16%) is
owned by goveirnment and non-profit bodies--ten government agencies account for
97% of this public ownership.

For many areas of Appalachia, who owns the miperal rights is just as importan*
as who owns the surface. Despite the fact that millions of acres of minerai rights
in Appalachia are simply not recorded for tax purioses, the study discovered al-
most 7,0,000 mineral acres, equal to 28% of the total surface area of the 80 coun
ties. A large portion of these mineral vights is held separately from the surface
land, and bought or sold as a separate commodity, consequertly having major impacts
on the use of the surface land.

The remaining portion of this chapter will examine these ownership patterns
more closely, looking not only at their extent, but also at where in Appalachia
each pattern is most likely to occur. In the following chapters, the report will
then turn to an examination of the ‘mpact of these patterns on rural Appalachian

communities.

i
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SURFACE ACRES OWNED BY TYPE OF OWNER

TABLE 11-1
State Number of Acres Number of Acres Number of Acres  TOTAL
Individual Corporate Government/
Private Non-Profit
«.abama 2,003,106 1,260,162 313,487 3,576,755
(56%) (35%) 9% (100%)
(28%) (18%) (4%) (50%)
Kentucky 708,262 665,517 208,423 1,582,262
(45%) (42%) (13%) (100%)
(23%) (21%) (7%} (51%)
North Carolina 601,579 267,761 592,087 1,461,427
(41%) (18%) (41%) (100%)
(21%) (9%) (20%) (50%)
Tennessee 1,118,457 1,041,212 281,165 2,440,R34
(46%) (43%) (11%) (100%)
(29%) (27%) (7%) (63%)
Virginia 900,581 539,140 389,987 1,829,708
(49%) (30%) (21%) (100%)
(26%) (15%) (11%) (52%)
West Virginia 593,485 1,369,203 352,659 2,315,347
(26%) (59%) (15%) (1007%)
(13%) (30%) (8%) (51%)
TOTAL 5,925,470 5,142,995 2,137,868 13,206,733
(45%) (39%) (16%) (1007)
(24%) (217) (8%) (53%)
The percent in the upper bracket refers to the percent of the land sampled for each state.
The per cent in the lower bracket refers to the percent of the total surfacé in the sample counties
in each state,
Source: Appalachian Land Ownership Study, 1980. r
AQ 50
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TABLE II-2 MINERAL ACRES OWNED BY STATE AND TYPE OF OWNER
’ 1
] State Number of Acres Number of Acres " Nuuber of Acres TOTAL
l Individual Corporate | Gover..ment/ i
| ! Private Non-Profit . .
i + :—- 4 =
} Alabama 710,839 870,073 | 716 1,582,528
? : (452)1 . (55%) ' (,052) ; (1002) [
: | (10%)2 (12%) ! (0x) (220)
_ Kentucky 3 246,772 357,576 11,182 . 615,530
| (40%) (582) ‘ (2%) (1002) ;
! v ' 19
'ﬁ (62) (112) N (.4%) L (192) |
North Carolina 128,671 78,659 ; 0 L 207,330 |
| (62%) (38%) 0 . (00n) |
X (42) (3%) : 0 . %
) : !
! Tennessee 202,753 435,046 ' 0 637,799 t
: (322) | (682) 0 (002) |
; (5%) [ (11%) ! 0 (16%) ‘
! Virginia 96,180 557,588 } 0 653,768 !
: (15%) (85%) i 0 (100%)
P | (3%) (16%) i 0 (19%
' Hest Virginia ’ 774,032 2,458,299 : 27,345 3,259 613 .
: . ) : (1box
(242) (75%) | (13 ‘ a3
) | (17%) (552) ! (1%) : A
: " | !
i
i TOTAL : 2,159,247 4,758,141 } 39,243 | 6,956,631
: (312) ‘ (68%) i (1%) (100%)
(9%) (19%) | (.2%) (28%)
1. Percent of mineral acres samples in state
i. Percent of totyl surface acres in sample counties in each state

Sonrce

—B1—

Appalachian Tand Oumershin Studv. 1980.

Kentucky total does not include mineral acres in several counties not available at the time of study.
These were lacer obtained and are included in county profiles.

52—
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Concentration of Ownership

Of all of the indicators of land ownership, perhaps the most significant {is
concentration--the degree to which land is held by a relatively few owners, or
the degree to which it is dispersed among the many. From other studies, one can
sugpect that the greater the concentration of land ownership in an area the great-
er the ability of a few owners to dominate tbz area's development; the more dis-
persed the ovwnership the more likely that economic power will be dispersed. The
extengive study of land ownership in California, The Poiitics of Land, argued, for

instance, that "almost by definition, highly concentrated ownership and control of
land mean more political and econcmic power and greater ability to oppcse contrary
interests than do widely diffused ownership or control. Large landholders direct
a greater portion of their earnings toward political ends than do smaller holders.
And the large owner's land use decisions have greater public impact, thus giving
him greater bargaining power with officials.“l

In this study, measures of concentration will necessarily underctate the ex-
tent of concentrated ownership actually present. First, the concentration of
ownership can be given only amongst the owners sampled, not for all owners in a
county (as this informati<n was not collected). Secondly, on the aggregate level,
it was not always possibie to combine all parcels owned by thz same owner, across
all counties, due to ownership under different names (though this was attempted
where possible).

Despite the methodological problems, the point stands clear: the ownership
of land in Appalachia is highly co- ~entrated in relatively few hands. The top
1% of the owners in the sample ov 4% of the land in the sample--over 1,400 times
what is owned by the bottom 1% of the owners in the sample. The top 5% own 627
of the land, contracted to the bottom 5% who own .25%,0r about 250 times less than
what the top 5% own. The top ..alf of the owners in the sample control 947 of the
land, the bottom half control under 6%. (See Table 1V-3)

TABL® 11-3 Concentration of ~ mership: Surface Acres

Percent of Percent of Percent of Concentration
Owners in Surface Acres Total Acreage Index*
Sample in Sample in 8C Survey
Counties -
Top 12 43.5 21.9 1,450
Top 5% 62.2 31.3 249
Top 252 54.9 42.7 45
Top 50% 94.4 47.4 17
Bottom 17% .03 .02 -
Bottom 5% .24 .13 =
Bottom 25% 1.9 .95 -
Bottom 50% 5.6 2.82 -

* % of acres in the sample owned by top X% of owners, divided by % of sample
owned by bottom X7 of owners.

=1



the ownership data for mirersis is more incomplete than the data
Nevertheless, the pattern of ¢ ncentration remains. The top 17 wui ti
mineral owners control 30¥ of the mineral rights in the sampie--some
greater than what is owned by the bottom 1X of the mineral owners. 1
of the recorded mineral owners own 622 of the recorded minerals; the

97z L]

Table I1..4: Concentration of Ownership: Mineral Acres

Percent of Percent of Mineral Acre: Cor
Owners in dMineral Acres As Percen: of Inc
Sample in Sample Total 3urface
Land
Top 1% 30% 92 J
Top 5% €27 17%
Top 25% 902 252
Top 50% 972 275
Botror 1% .002% .N006
Buttom 5% .05% .01
Bottom 252 .66% .08
Rottom 50% 3.2% .89

*Percent of samp.2 owned by top X% of owners divided by percent of
owned by bottom X% of owners.

In order to make comparisons amcngst counties and types of coun
possible o develop ar index which measures the degree of concentrat
cal of land and minerals among owners. For the stvdy, several such
calmlated.2 The simplest, however, is obtained by dividing the per
owned by the top X percent of owners by the percent of land owned by
X percent of owners. The higher the index, the greater the concentr
lower the index, the lower concentration. For instan.e, in the over
top 25% of the owners own 85% of the land; the bottom 25% own 1.9%,
of concentratic. (at tne 25% level) is 45, For the recorded mineral
index is 136.0.

Using this index (at the 252 level), one finds that land ownei:
concentrated in the counties with the highest coal reserves: In the
the top 25% of the “andholders own 5¢ times the land owned by the <
of the owrers in t.e sample, This may be contrasted with the count:
kno'm coal reserves, where the index is 31. For counties with a hi;

of tourism as its economic base, the index is 40. For the high agx.

e
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i counties, the concentration of ownership is lowest. There, the top 25% of the
\ owners own 35 times that owned by the lowest 252 of the owners.
!
i
Table 17-5: Concentration of Ownership ir 80 Appalachian Counties
CONCENTRATIOI] OF LAND CONCENTRATION OF MINERALS
Percent of Land Percent of Land Percent of Minerals Percent of Minerals
] Owned by Top 25%  Owned by Bottom 252  Owned by top 252 Owned by Bottom 25%
of Surface Owners of Surface Owners of Mineral Owners of Mineral Owners
‘ 100%
H
90% —
| —
807
! 70%
: 602
50%
407
307%
207
10%
1
( ] 07 —
| (85%) (2.0%) (90%) (0.7%)

Using the index, it is also possible to identify counties where concentra-
tion is like’v to be high, and thus where a few landholders are likely to be
able to dominate the county's d= :lopment. (See Table II-6). In six counties--
Swain, N.C.; Raleigh, W. Va.; Harlan, Ky.; Wisé, Va.; Sequatchie, Tn.--the index
is over 100, i.e. the top 25% of the owners own over 100 times what the bottom
25% own. In 28 of the 80 counties, or 35%, the top 25% of the owners own 50 times
that of the bottom 25% of the owners. Five of the top six counties are in the

coalfields, primarily with corporations as large owners. Swain County, where

)




Table 17-6: Goucentration of Land Ownership: Most Concentrated and Most Dispersed Counties*
A. Most Concentrated Land Index of B. Most Dispersed Land Index of
Ownership Patterns—-Top Conce tration Ownership Patterns--Top Concentratio:
29 Counties in Sample ' 20 Counties in Sample
1. Swain, NC - 150 1. Mineral, W. Va. 9.0
2. Raleigh, VA 135 2. Ashe, NC 9.6
3. Harlan, KY 116 3. Jefferson, W. Va, 11.0
4, Kanawha, West Va. 115 4, Watauga, NC 11.1
$. Wise, VA 108 5. Ohio, W. Va. 11.5
6. Sequatchie, TN 103 6. Russell, VA 11.7
7. McDowell, W. Va. 96 7. Allegheny, NC 11.9
8. Logan, W. Va. 89 8. Marrow, W. Va. 13.7
9. Bell, KY 87 9, DeKalb, Ala. 14.7
10. Van Buren, TN 86 10. Lincolna, W. Va. 15.8
3 11, Campbell, TN 83 11. scott, VA 17.3
[ 12, Scott, TN 78 12. Blount, Ala. 19.2
13. Mingo, W. Va,. 66 13, Henderson, NC 19.2
k 14, Mitchell, NC 65 14, Lamar, Ala. 19.5
15, Marion, IN 62 15. Roane, TN 19.8
' 16. Dickenson, VA. 61 16. Madison, NC 19.8
17. Avery, NC 61 17. Breathitt, KY 20.9
[ 18. Braxton, W. Va. 60 18. Wayne, W. Va. 21.0
i 19. Anderson, TN 59 19. Knox, KY 22.2
20. Walke-, ala. 57 20. Lee, VA 22.8
| _.
| * The Concentration Index is the percent of the sample owned by the top 25% cf owners divided by percent of
| sample owned by the bottom 25% of owrers. The correlation between this measure and the more complircated
i Gini coefficient, which was also computed is high: .735 at the .0C1 level of probability. .
y El{fC“ " Source: Appalachian Land Ownership Study, 1980 5 a



concentration is highest, is affected by the vast holdings in that county.

By no means is the concentration index as high for all of the counties sur~-
veyed. In 16, or 20%, of the counties surveyed it is under 20. In two counties--
Mineral, West Virginia and Ashe, North Carolina, it is under 10. In other words
in these counties we can find a relatively equal distribution of land. Both of
these counties lie outside the coalfields, have little government ownership, and
are principally agricultural in base. Both, however, are Sezing increasing

second home and corporate buying.

Absentee Ownership

A private owner will use something, take care of it and
keep it. But a large corporation does not have the same feel-
ings. Nearly all of these corporations are absentee and their
purposes are explriting the land. When the coal is gone, there
won't be much left.

--a Harlan County resident

Like concent:-ation, the resideace of an owner can be highly significant in
determining tne impact of ownrership patterns in a local community. In this
study, residence refers to whether an owner lives in the county, out of the
county but in the state, or cut of the state altogether. All owners living out
of the county in which thcir property was located were defined as being absentee.
Not only are Appalachia's land and mineral resources tightly held, they are also
held primarily by absentee owners.

The extent of this absentee ownership in the region is enormous, beyond
even what the previous studies of land ownership in Appalachia might have sug-
gested. Of the 33,465 owners in the survey, 81%, controlling 72% of the acreage
sampled were non-local. Some 47% of the land sampled was owned by out-of-state
owners: 25% was owned by oyners living in the state but out of the county.
Altogether, this absentee owned land in the survey is equivalent to 36% of the
total surface of the land in the survey area. (See Table [1-7)

The pattern of absenteeownership persists--and grows stronger--when mineral
rights are considered. Of the almost 7 million acres of mineral rights in the
sample, 79% are absentee owned--52% by out-of-state owners and 27% by in-state/
out-of-county owners. Expressed in terms of the land surface in the survey arca,
22% of the total area of the 80 counties is underlain with absentee owned minerals
(and this, it should be remembered, ircludes only those mineral rights which are
recorded.) When mineral and surface acres are combined, one finds that 15.1
rillion acres, or some 75% of the acreage surveyed is absentee owned.

!': 0
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TARE %1-7:

ABSENTEE OWNERSHIP OF SURFACE ACRES AND MINERAL ACRES, BY STATE

ERIC

IText Provided by ERIC

SURFACE MINERAL
ACRES ACRES
STATE Surface Acres | Surface Acres TOTAL Mineral Acres Mineral Acreas TOTAL
Owned By: Owned By: Surface Acres Owned By: Owned By: Mineral Acres
Out-of-State Out-of-County, Absentee--Owned Out-of=-State Qut-of-County, Absentee-Owned
Owners In-State Owners In-State
Ouners Owner ;.
Alabama 1,281,170 1,147,225 2,428,395 605,257 724,507 1,329,764
(362)1 (32%) (68%) (38%) (46%) (84%)
(18%)2 (16%) (34%) (9%) (10%) (19%)
Kentuck, 878,894 363,624 1,242,518 342,417 151,244 493,661
(56%) (23%) (79%) (56%) (25%) (81%)
(28%) (12%) (40%) (11%) (5%) (16%)
North Carolina 970,162 319,338 1,289,500 127,705 66,348 194,053
(66%) (22%) (88%) (62%) (32%) (94%)
(33%) (11%) (447%) 4%) (27%) (6%)
Tennessee 905,749 788,384 1,094,133 329,599 203,084 532,683
(37%) (327%) (697% (52%) (32%) (84%)
(23%) (20%) (43%) (8%) (5%) (6%)
Virginia 991,509 314,638 1,306,147 429,132 127,483 556,615
(54%) (17%) (71%) (66%) (17%) (83%)
(28%) (9%) 37% (12%) (4%) (16%)
West Virginia 1,206,539 384,070 1,590,609 1,781,870 632,522 2,414,392
(52%) (17%) (69%) (55%) (19%) (74%)
(27%) (8%) (35%> (40%) (14%) (54%)
TOTAL 6,234,023 3,317,275 9,551,302 3,615,980 1,905,188 5,521,168
(47%) (25%) (72%) (52%) (27%) (79%)
(25%) (13%) (38%) (147%) (8) (227%)
“. ( %) represents p.rcent of surface acres in the sample for that state,
2 (%) represents percent of total surface acres in the survey counties in that state. E;()
] .

Lvurte: appalacuxan Lauu Owhecship—wcoudy,~xyd0. ——

e

£t




34

The vast majority of these ahsentee owners--877 of them--are ln the category

of relatively small owners, owning between 20-250 acres. However, the total
acreage these small owners control is relatively low--representing only 18% of

the absentee owned acres in the sample. In fact, when acres controlled are
examined rather than nuczber of owners, one finds that as the holdings in Appala-
chia get larger and more concentrated, so also are they more likely to be absentee.
Of holdings between 20 and 500 acres, 64% are locally held. But, of holdings
above 1,000 acres, the reverse is true-~75% of them are held by out-of-state

or out-of-county owners.

From previous studies of land ownership in Appalachia, one might have expected
absentee ownership to predominate primarily in the major coal counties. The expecta-
tion does not hold. Absentee ownership is pervasive throughout the region, regard-
less of the rural economic base. In fact, of the counties with no coal reserves or
only minimal coal reserves,73% of the land is absentee held, compared to 72% for
the major coal counties. Outside the coalfields, absentee coal owners are replaced
by giant timber companies, federal holdings, second home owners or recreation
developers.

In one-fourth of the counties in the study, the absentee owned land in the
sample represented over one-half of the total land surface in the county. The
counties are indicative of the kinds of absenteeism found throughout the region.
(See list of these counties in Table II-8 ). 1In Swain County, vast federal holdings
are joined by corporate developers and second home owners to leavelittle land held by
local individuals: in that county, for instance, 80% of the land is in the hands
of the federal government. Of the remaining land, 23% is owned by 21 companies,

15 of which are Florida based land developmeni companies; and 40% is owned by
out-of-county individuals. 1In the plateau counties of Sequatchie and Van Buren

in Tennessee, the holdings of one timber company, J. M. Huber Corporation, account
for much of the absentee owned land. In the mountainous coal regions of McDowell
and Mingo or Logan co'inties in West Virginia; Knott, Harlan and Martin, Kentucky;
Wise, Virginia or Campbell, Tennessee, absentee based coal and energy companies

dominate the scene.
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Table I1I-8; Counties with Greater than 50 Absentee Ownership of County Surface
Percent of County Percent of Sample Number of }_
County Surface Absentee Absentee Owned dAbsent ce
Owned Owned Acrer |
1., Swain, NC 94.0 99% 315,139
2. Sequatchie, TN 81.1 98% 141,692
3. McDowell, W, Va,. 79.3 94% 270,647
4, Mingo, W. Va. 67.9 90% 183,717
5. Van Buren, TN 66.8 1% 108,578
6. Clay, NC 63.6 977% 85,048 |
7. Logan, W, Va. 63.0 717% 149,891 |
8. Marion, TN 62.9 85% 203,864
9. Dickenson, VA 60.6 927 128,845
10. Campbell, TN 58.3 76% 168,299
11. Shelby, Ala. 58.0 877% 297,026
12. Knott, KY 57.6 82% 131,195 l
13. Harlan, KY 57.6 78% 172,757
14. Martin, KY 57.2 91% 24,590 ‘
15. Bledsoe, TN 56.8 15% 146,946
16. Winston, Ala. 56.1 867 206,202 I
17. Morgan, TN 55.9 81% 192,926
18. Jackson, NC 55.3 897 173,700 |
19. Wise, VA 54.6 85% 143,723 |
20. Scott, TN 52.6 707 181,217
21. Bland, VA 51.4 737% 123,080

Source: Appalachian Land Ownership “tudy, 1980
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Corporate Ownership of Land and Minerals

"Somewhere we lost ourselves. I think it was when

the companies bought up the land."
--A West Virginia farmer

The largest, anh most likel to be absentee, of Appalachia's non-government
owners are corporations. Altogether, corporations own 5,142,995 acres of the
land surveyed, amounting to 20Z of the land ®mass in the eighty counties. The
corporate land is held by some 3100 owners, with a relatively large average
holding of 1,660 acres each. Of these 3,100 companies, the top 46 own 567 of
all of the corporate land in the sample. In 24 of ¢'2 80 counties, corporately
owned land accounted for more than 50X of the surface acres surveyed.

In addition, the corporations own 4,758,141 acres of mineral rights, repre-
senting 68% of the mineral rights surveyed. Expressed as percent of the surface
land in the counties, these corporately-held mineral rights underlie 197 of the
surface, The mineral rights are held by fewer owners and in larger parcels than
the surface. Only 1,100 owners own this almost 5 million acres of minerals, an
average plot of 4,087 acres. Ove.all, in 46 of the 64 counties where data on
mineral wea.th was recorded, corporations own cver one-half of the mineral aczes.

While much of Appulachia's land and mineral wealth is thus corporatciy owned,
little of it is held by local businesses. Of the just over five million corporate
acres in the survey, 84X are absentee owned; 602 by out~of-state owners. For
the mineral wealth of Appalachia, the relationship hetween corporatism and absen-
teeisn increases. Of the 4.8 million zcres of corpecrately owned mineral acres in
the survey, 89% are absentee owned; 62% by out-of-state corporations.a These
absentee corporate owners are also likely to be the larger of Appalachia's owners.
Overall, 46 of the top 50 owners in the survey are corporations--only two of them
have their head office in the county in which their major holdings are found.
While the average plot of land held by locally owned corporations is only 75 acres,
it is 1,400 acres for the out-of-county corporation and 2,670 acres for the out-
of-state corporations,

While absentee ownership is found to be pervasive throughout the region, cor-
porate ownership is more predominant in certain pottions of the region
than in others. In the "high coal" counties in the sample, 50% of the land in
the sample is corporately held, compared to 31% in the high agricultural counties,
and more than double the rate of corporate ownership in counties with tourism as

its base. (See Table TI-9). Not only dc the coal counties have greater corporate
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ownership than the other county types, but the level of corporate ownership also l

increases with the level of coal reserves. In the high coal couaties, with over 100
million tonsin reserves, 50% of the land in the sample is corporately held. 1In l
the medium coal counties, with 10 to 1,000 million tons of known reserves, 31X of
the land in the sample is owned by corporations; and in the counties without coal
resources, 20%--only two-fifths the rate of corporate ownership in the high coal l

counties. The same pattern is true for mineral rights. Four-fifths of the

mineral rights in the survey are found in the 33 counties with a high level of

known coal reserves. Of these, 722 are corporately held.

Table yj_g9. Ownership Patterns by Nature of Owner and by Type of County

Type of Acres Owned Acres Owned Acres Owned
County by by by Government/ TOTAL

Individuals Corporations Private Non-

Profit Owners

High Coal ©,920,090 3,652,272 752,919 7,325,281
Counties (4055 + (50%) (10%) (100%)
(33) (212)« (27%) (6%) (54%)
High Agri- 1,109,262 1,775,043 928,402 5,812,707
culture (53%) (31%) (16%) (100%)
Counties (25%) (15%) (87%) (48%)
(30)
High 1,871,352 882,717 1,098,548 3,852,617
Tourism (487%) (23%) (29%) (100%)
Counties (292) (14%) (17%) (60%)
as) i l i

1. Percent of land in sample for that type of county.
2. Percent of total surface in counties of that type.
3. Number of counties in sample,

High coal counties have xnown reserves greater than 100 million tons.

High agriculture counties have annual sales of over $5 million (based on
1974 Census of Agriculture).

High tourism counties have more than 25% of their service industry in tourism
and recreation oriented services (based on 1974 Census of Services).
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If corporate ownership of land, with its related characteristics of beli.g
absentee held and in large plots, is most likely to be extensive in counties with
the most coal reserves, a list of the 10 most corporately held counties in the
sample should come as no surprise. (See Table II-10). Four of the top five most
corporately held counties are in southern Wesc Virginia, the so-called "heart
of the billion dollar coalfields." In these four counties, almost 90% of the
land in the sample is corporately held, accounting for over two-thirds of all
of the land in those counties. Campbell County, Tennessee is dominated princi-
pally by one corporate owner, Koppers Company of Pittsburgh, which owns 96,000
acres in the county which it plans to develop for synthetic fuel production.

Wise County, Virginia and Harlan County, Kentucky, are owned by an assortment
of coal landholding companies and Shelby County, Alabama, by the vast holdings
of four paper companies, U. S. Steel, and Southern Railroad. Of these 10 most
corporately held counties, only %an Buren and Sequatchie, Tennessee do not appear
in the 1list of counties with high coal reserves, though they are affected by the
ownership of the J. M. Huber Corporation, a timber concern and the largest corpo-

rate holder found in the survey.

Table II-10: Counties with Major Corporate Ownership of Surface Land

COUNTY Percent Percent Number of
of of Corporately Owned
County Sample Surface Acres
1. McDowell, W. Va. 75.9% 89.9% 258,984
2. Logan, W. Va. 67.2% 92,6% 196,239
3. Raleigh, W. Va. 64.4% 91.8% 249,334
4., Mingo, W. Va. 62,5% 82.67 - 169,228
5. Sequatchie, TN 60.67% 68.2% 105,923
6. Campbell, TN 57.5% 75.37% 166,000
7. Harlan, XY 55.22 74.7% 165,733
8. Van Buren, TN 50U, 9% 63.3% 2,719
9. Shelby, Ala. 45.7% 68.7% 233,527
10. Wise, VA 45.2% 70.2% 118,944

Source: Appalachian Land Ownership Study, 1980.
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In the case of mineral rights, corporations may own several scams of minerals

at varying depths. When the acreage of these seams is combined, the result is
greater than 100X of the total surface acres of a county. Thus, in looking at the
10 counties with the highest degree of corporately held mineral rights (Table II-.J ,
one can see that in Lincoln and McDowell counties, West Virginia, corpor- :ly owned
mineral rights are equivalent to 1202 and 105%, respectively, of the total land !
surface in each county! One can also see that 8 of the 0 counties with the great-
est degree of corporation ownership of minerals aj: in Wost Virginia. More than
anything, this may be due primarily to the fact that the mapping of mineral rights
for tax purposes is more extensive there than in other states. As discussed ear-
lier, in many counties, mineral rights simply m.s not be reported to the assessor,
or if they are, they are vastly undersiated. In Perry County, Kentucky, for in-
stance, the Kentucky River Coal Company reports owning 26,272 acres of coal for
tax purposes, while in actuality it owns over 75,000 acres of minerals in the

county.

Table II-11: Counties with Major Corporate Ownership of Mineral Rights

County Corporate Mineral |[Cerporate Mineral TOTAL
Acres as Percent |Acres as Percent of Corporately :
of County Surface |Mineral Acres Sampled]| Owned i
Mineral Acres
1. Lincoln, W, Va. 120.4 91.8 337,385
2. McDowell, W. Va. 104.9 86.2 357,935
3. Mingo, W. Va. 97.5 8§5.9 264,046
4. Mariom, W. Va. 89.7 83.1 178,519
5. Raleigh, W. Va. 87.1 88.7 357,272
6. Logan, W. Va. 84.8 74.3 247,595 !
7. Marslall, W. va. 77.7 99.1 151,219
8. Ohio, W. Va. 77.1 39.2 52,284 I
9. Dickenson, VA 71.7 96.2 152,422
10. Buchanan, vaA 65.5 74.6 213,165 !
11. Martin, KY 59.6 60.2 88,070 I

Source: Appalachian Land Ownership Study, 1980.




Regardless of the case of underreporting by corporations of their minerals,
the case studies make cle~r that the ownership of minerals underground may
strengthen and expand the corporate contrcl gained through surface ownership. In
the case of Lincoln County, West Virginia for example, corporations own only 10%
of the surface in the county, while they control mineral acres equivalent to 120%
of the county's total land mass--and the cou :ty has suffered, as a consequence,
the same negative impacts experienced by counties with extensive corporate domi-
nation of surface lands. Of the 64 counties in whi~h minzral rights are recorded,
bowever incompletely, corporately controlled mineral rights represent a greater

degree of tne county's surface than does corporately held land in 26 of them.

Because the ownership of minerals may extend the control of an area gained
through surface ownership, the two may be combined to give a more complete Index
of Resource Control (the percent of surface owned + percent of minerals, expressed
as percent of surface).6 The Index for corporate ownership is 39, meaning that the
combined mineral and surface ownership of corporations in the sample is equal to
39% of the total surface of the 80 counties. For the counties with the greatest
known coal reserves, the Index rises dramatically to 56-—i.e. corporately owned
surface-and nineral acres are equal to well over one-half of the total land mass
in thes¢ counties. Tn eight of the counties, the combined surface and recorded
mineral acres owned by corporations is equivalent to 100% or more of the coun-'s
surface acres, These are McDowell, W. Va, (1§1)‘ Mingo, West- Va. (161); Logan,
West Va. (152); Raleigh, W, Va. (151); Lincoln, W, Va. {130); Dickenson, VA (115);
Sequatchie, TN (104); Martin, KY (100Z).

C. A Profile of the Ton Corporate Sumers

Who are these top corporace owners of Appalachia? Tables I1-13 and I1-14
provide a listing of the 50 top non-governmental surface and mineral owners in
the survey.7 Twenty-four of the toy mineral ownersz are not among the large sur-
face cwners. Together, %hese 4 top private owners ( the 50 surface and mineral
owners and the 24 additional holders of minerals only) contrsl almost onz2-third
of the 20,000,000 acres surveyed. Of the top 50 surface holders, 46 are corpo-
rations, owning 2,884,569 acres——over half what is owned by the 3,100 corporations
identified in the survey. Of the top 50 mineral owners, 42 are corporations,owning
2,815,790 mineral acres or 60% of all the corporately held minerals in the sample.

ol
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TABLE II-12

Top " 2rivate Surface and Mineral Owners
By Type of Business Activity
Number of Number of )
Surface A~res Mireral Acres s
K
»
Coal and coal lands 764,333 755,928 '
(25.47) 1 (2¢.,42)
(17) « (14)
011, gas, other energy 294,323 945,375
(9.82) (30.52)
(6) (8)
Wood and timber 898.158 151,562
products (29.92) (~ 9%)
(9) (3)
Steel and other metals 444,910 317,531
(14.82) J10.2%)
(5) (6)
Railroads 255,280 326,232
(8.5%) (10.5%)
(2) {4)
Miscellaneous 227,559 219,162
Corporatiuns (7.6%) (10.32)
D) (7
Individuals 121,753 279,706
(4.0%) (9.0%)
(4) (8)
TOTALS 3,006,322 3,09.,49,
(200.0%) (99.8%)
(50) (50)

————

1. Percent of total surface o;-

<. Number of holders,

mineral acres held by top 50 hold.rs.

Source: Appalachian Land Ownership Study, 1980.
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Some of these large owners in Appalachia represent the largest and most
well-known corporations in America. Others are relatively small and anonymous
nationally, yet like the larger corporations they possess through their vast
holdings tremendous ability to irfluence both the exploitation of nationally-needed
resources and the course of community development where their holdings are located.
For this reason, public policies in Appalachia must take 1into consideration the
plans and powers of the corporate owners of the region's land ..d mineral wealth.
In order to do so, knowledge of who these m-jor corporate owners are and why
they are holding the resources 1is essential.

As can be seen in Tuble II-12, of :-he top 50 surface owners, 9 are wood and
timber companies, owning an average of almost 100,000 acres each. The next largest
owners of surface lands are companies whose principal business is coal mining or
holding coal lands. Some 17 of these coal companies own 764,323 acres, followed
by steel and other metal companies (444,910 acres), oil, gas and energy companies
(294,323 acres), railroads (255,286 acres), miscellaneous corporate holders (227,559
acres), and iudividuals (121,753 acres).

For the mineral owners, the picture changes--o0il and gas companies account
for 910,309 acres of mineral rights, most of which are not oil and gas, but coal.
Coal and ccal land companies come next with 764,609 acres; railroads have 326,232
acres, and steel companies 257,331 acres. Timber companies, who are principal
surface owners, have far fewer acres of mineral rights recorded on the books (though
they may, in fact, own them).

A better understanding of these corporate holdings can be gained by looxing
more in depth at each corporate type.

Coal and Coal Lands

When surface and mineral acres are combined, 17 coal mining and coal land
owners own 1,520,261 acres. The surprising characteristic of these owners is
thet only three: Pittston, Alabama By-Products, and Blue Diamond Coal Company
are engaged primarily in the business of mining coal. The others gimply lease
their iand and minerals to coal operators who do the mining.

1. 196., Dun's Review of Modern Business wrote of these coal land corpo-
rations, "for all their small numbers...these coal royalists hold what may be
one of the most lucrative investments in all of America."B The "coal royalists,”
as they are called, simp’v oversee their land ( usually through a local managet )
negotiate leases and collect the royalties, currently as high as $2.00 .o $3.00
per ton. The companies who lease the land for the mining incur most of the

risks.

RY



TABLE 11-13

50 Top Surface Owners

! In 30 Appalachian Counties
NAME ADDRESS OF HEADQUARTERS PRINCIPAL BUSINESS TYPE OF TOTAL SURFACE DPRINCIFAL LOCATION
OF COMPANY COMPANY ACRES OF HOLDINGS
1. J. M. Huber Corp. Rumson, New Jersey diversified pro- family 226,805 Tennessee,
ducts, expecially Kentucky
timber & wood
prodncts
2. ,Bowaters Corporation London, England wood gproducts public 218,561 Tennessee
(Hiwassee Land C
3. N & W Railroad Roanoke, Virginia railroad, public 178,481 West Virginia,
(Pocahontas Land & transportation Kentucky,
Pocahontas-Ky) Virginia
4. Koppers Co. Pittsburgh, PA diversified public 169,796 Tennessee
chemicals &
metals, coal
gasification
5. U. S. Steel Pittsburgh, PA steel public 168,911 Alabama, Kentucky
Tennessee,
West Virginia
6. Georgia Pacific Atlanta, GA wool products . public 139,441 West Virginia,
Virginia,
Kentuck,
7. Pittston Corporation New York, NY 2oal public 137,650 Virginia
8. Tenneco, Inc. Houston, TX oil, land, public 98,751 Alabama
(Tennessee River, Paper packaging
and Pulp) .
[
71 &
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[ERJ!:)urce: Appalachian Land Ownership Study, 1980.
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In 80 Appalachian Counties
Page ¥ Z
NAME ADDRESS OF HEADQUARTERS PRINCIPAL BUSINESS TYPE OF TOTAL SURFACE PRINCIPAL LOCATION
OF COMPANY COMPANY ACRES OF HOLDINGS
9. Continental 0il Stamford, Conn. oil, gas, petro- public 84,403 West Virginia,
(Consolidated Coal Co.) chemicals, coal Virginia,
Kentucky
10. Gulf States Tuscaloosa, :la. puper & wood public 78,054 Alabama
products
1i. Chessie Systems, Inc. Baltimore, MD holding company, public 16,805 Keatuzky,
(Western Pocahontas, transport, West Virginia
C&0 Railroad) petrochemical
12, Weyerhauser Seattle, Washington wood products public 65,005 Alabar .
13. Coal Creek Mining & Manuf. Knoxville, TN coal and land private 64,3574 Tennessee
14. Champion International Stamford, Conn. building materials, public 63,405 Alabama,
paper, furniture North Carolina
15. Penn Virginia Corp. Philadelphia, PA coal land public 62,893 Virginia
16. Berwind Land Co. Philadelphia, PA coal and natural private 60,881 West Virginia,
(Kentlead Company) resources; other Kentucky
diversified Virginia
products
17. Kentucky River Coal Lexington, KY coal lands private 56,279 Kentucky ’
18. Bethlehem Steel Bethlshem, PA <teel and steel public 47,132 Kentucky,
. products West Virginia
19. Mead Corporation Atlanta, GA paper and wood public 46,765 Alabama
(Georgia Krafr Co.) products
20. Rowland Land Company Charleston, W. VA coal land family 44,867 West Virginia
21. Bruno Gerrt Estate Allardt, TN coal & timber family 42,317 Tennessee
S
73
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50 Top Surface Owners
In 80 Appalachian Counties
Page # 3

NAME ADDRESS OF HEADQUARTERS PRINCIPAL BUSINESS TYPE OF TOTAL SURFACE PRINCIPAL LOCATION
OF COMPANY COMPANY ACRES OF HOLDINGS
22. Union Carbide New York, NV chemicals, public 41,060 West Virginia
carbon products
23. Brinmstone Company, Dover, Delaware coal land private 40,261 Tennessee
24. Scterra, Inc. Delawar:, Ohio unk.nown private 39,917 Alabama
25. Stearns Coal and Lumber Stearns, Kentucky coal land, timber fanily 38,934 Tennessee
26. The Southern Company Atlanta, GA utility public 38,736 Alabama
Alabama Power)
27. Plateau Properties Crossville:, TN land and mining private 38,430 Tennessee
28. Lykes Resources, Inc. bittsburgh, PA steel public 36,071 West Virginia,
(Youngston Mine) Virginia
29. Alabama By-Products Birmingham, Ala. coal, coke, public 34,365 Alabama
chemicals
30. American Natural Resources Detroit, Michigan gas & coal public 33,155 Virginia,
(Virginia Iron Coal & Coke) Kentucky
31. Beaver Coal Company Beckley, W. Va. coal lands family 32,994 West Virginia
32. St. Joe's Mineruls Jasper, TN coal, other public 32,323 ‘ennessee
{Tennessee Consol.daced minerals
Coal)
33. Hugh D. Faust Knuxville, TN coal land & individual 32,021 Tennessee
timber
34, Jim Walter Corp. Birmingham, Ala. pipe, metals, coal. public 31,721 Alabama
building materials ~
. )
Dingess Rum Coal Co. Huntington, W. Va, coal lands private 31,282 West Virginia

o ¥
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50 Top Surface Owners

In 80 Appalachian Counties

Page ff 4
NAME ADDRESS OF HZADQUARTERS PRINCIPAL BUSINESS TYPE OF TOTAL SURFACE PRINCIPAL LOCATfEE
(OF COMPANY COMPANY ACRES OF BOLDINGS

36. C(Crescent Land Co. Charlotte, NC land development private 31,200 North Carolina

37. Carolina Rite Company Miami, Florida timber/pulp private 30,330 North Carolina

38. Mower Lumber New York, NY timber, coal private 29,792 West Virginia

lands

39. Cole Interests Huntiniton, W. Ve, coal lands private 27,385 kest Vicginia

40. Albert *clman Tuscaloosa, Ala. coal lands individual 26,284 Alabama

41. Kentenia Corp. Boston, Mass coal lauds private 25,335 Kentucky

+2. Cotiga Development Cory Philadelphia, PA coal lands private 25,081 West Virginia

43. Eastern Gas & Fuel Co. Boston, Mass. coal, coke, gas public 24,516 West Virginia
(Eastern Associated Coal)

44, American Electric Power New York, NY utility public 22,775 Virginia, Kentuiky
(Franklin Real Estate)

45. Blue Diamond Coal Co. Knoxville, TN coal and land private 22,206 Tenness-<e

46. Eastern Prope.ty Trading Atlanta, GA real estate private 22,120 Alabama
Company

47. Quaker State 0il 0il City, PA 511 public 21,175 West Virginia
(Kana' ha Hocking and

Valley Camp Coal)

48. Wilson Wvatt Louisville, KY attorney individual 21,131 Tennessee

4¢  Grandview Minring Co. Chattanooga, TN coal & land family 21,116 Tennessee

50. National Steel Pittsburgh, PA steel public 21,000 Kentucky

‘ - &

TOTAL 3,006,322
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TABLE 11-14

50 Top Mineral Owmers

In 80 Appalachian Counties

NAME ADDRESS OF HEADQUARTERS PRINCIPAL BUSINESS TYPE OF TOTAL MINERAL PRINCIPAL LOCATION
OF COMPANY COMPANY ACRES OF HOLDINGS
1. Columbia Gas “ystem Wilmington, Delaware natural gas, public 342,236 West Virginia
holding company
2. N & W Railroad Roanoke, Virginia railroad public 201,950 Kentucky
(Pocahontas-Ky. transportation West Virginia
Poc ahontas Land)
3. Continental 0il Stamford, Conn. oil, gas, petro- public 193,061 West Virginia,
(Consolidation Coal) chemicals, coal Kentucky
4. Pitts .n Corporation New York, XY coal public 185,254 Virginia
5. Occidental Petroleum Los Angeles, CA gas, oil, petro- public 144,741 West Virginia,
(Island Creek Coal) chemicals, coal Kentucky, Virginia
6. Berwind Land Company Philadelphia, PA coal and natural private 108,561 Kentucky
resources
7. Amer” 1in Natural Resources Detroit, Michigan gas and coal public 80,705 Virginia
(Virginia Iron Coal and
Coke)
8. U. S. Steel Pittsburgh, PA steel public 71,601 Alabama, Tennessee
West Virginia,
9. Republic Steel Cleveland, Ohio steel public 67,252 Alabama
10. Georgia Pacific Atlanta, GA timber public 67,027 West Virginia
11. First National Bank of Birmingham, Ala. bank, holding private 66,991 Alabama
Birmingham company
:\‘
Q@  ~Source: Appalachiar Land Ownership Study, 1980. 79
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Page # 2
NAME ADDRESS OF HEADQUARTERS PRINCIPAT BUSINESS TYPE OF  TOTAL ™ (AL PRINCIPAL LOCATIO
OF COMPANY COMPANY AC. . OF HOLDINGS
12. Diamond Shamrock Cleveland, Ohio oil, gas, public 66,928 Kenrucky
(Falcon Seaboard) chemicals, coal
13. Deep Water Properties Birmingham, Alabama financial trust private 66,038 Alabama
(held through First
National Bank, Birming-
ham)
14, Cherokee Mining Houston, TX coal individual 60,294 Alabama
15. National Steel Pittsburgh, PA steel public 60, 000 Rentucky
16. Reynolds Metals Richmond, VA ore, chemicals, publ 58,000 “orth Carolina
(Reynolds Minerals) aluminum
17. Wilson and Maryanne Wyatt Loulaville, KY attorney family 57,614 Tennessee
18, Chessie Systems Baltimore, MD holding company, public 56,830 West Virginia,
(Western Pocahontas or transportation, Kentucky
C&0 Railroad) chemicals
1y. Rowland Land Company Charleston, W. Ya. coal lands family 54,474 West Virginia
20. North Alabama Mineral no address minerals unknown 50,141 Aiabama
Division Company
21, J. M. Huber Rumson, New Jersey diversified public 47,759 Ternessee
products, extensive
timber & wood
products
22. Quaker State 0il Co. 011 City, PA oil public 47,711 West Virginia
(Kanawha Hocking and
Valley Camp Coal) .
23. Wesley West Houston, TX coal land individual 46,682 Alabama
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50 Top Mineral Owmers

In 80 Appalachian Counties

Page # 3
NAME ADDRESS OF HEADQUARTERS PRINCIPAL RUSINESS TYPE OF TOTAL: MINERAL PRINCI™ L LOCATION
OF COMPANY COMPANY ACRES OF 40LDINGS
24. Beaver Coal Company Beckley, West Va. coal land private 44,807 West Virginia
25. Plateau Properties Crossville, TN land and mining private 42,038 Tennessee
<b. Union Carbide New York, NY chemical, carbon public 41,689 West Virginia
products
27. Alabama By~Products Birmingham, Ala. coal, coke, public 41,001 Alabama
chemicals
28. Charleston National Bank Charleston, W. Va. bank, holding private 40,566 West Virginia
29. Cotiga Development Co. Philadelphia, PA coal lands private 39,68 West Virginia
30. Mower Lumber New York, NY timber, coal private 36,776 West Virginia
lands
31. Eastern Gas & Fuel Co. Boston, Mass- coal, coke, gas public 35,066 West Virginia
" (Eastern Associated Coal Co.)
32. Cun 0il Radnor, Pa 0il company public 34,927 West Virginia
(Shamrock (oal) i
33. Southern Railroad Washington, DC rail transport public 34,877 Alabama
34. Coal Creek Mining and Knoxville, TN coal lands private __ 34,042 Tenuessee
Manufacturing )
\
35. Lykes Resvurces, Inc. Pittsburgh, PA oil public 33,972 West Virginia
(Youngston Mine)
36. L & N Railroad Lexington, KY railroad public 32,575 Alabama
37. Penn Virginia Corp. Philadelphia, PA coal lands public 32,267 Virginia
38. Dayton Hale Tuscaloosa, Alabama banker, real individual 31,600 Alabama
estate .
O
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€" Top *“~era' ™mer-

Tn 30 AppalachTan Countiles

Page # &
NAME ADDRESS OF HEADQUARTERS PRINCIPAL BUSINESS TYPE OF TOTAL MINERAL PRINCIPAL LOCATION
0OF COMPANY COMPANY ACRES OF HOLDINGS
39. Julius Doochin Nashviile, TN contractor, individual 31,000 Tennessee
coal lands
40. Dingess Rum Coal Co. Huntington, W. Va. coal lands private 30,186 Wesc Virginia
41. Neva McMullen Washington, N.C. coal lands individual 29,901 West Virginia
42. Drummond Coal Co. Jasper, Ala. coal mining & family 29,038 Alabama
coal lands
43. W. R. Burt Lexington, KY coal and land individual 28,701 Alabama
44. Bruno Gernt Zstate Allardt, TN cozl & timber family 28,354 - Tennessee
45. Cole Interests Huntington, W. Va, coal lands individual 28,046 west Virginia
46. Southern Land and Tusccloosa, Ala. coal lands private 27,284 Alabama
Exvloration
47. Consolidated Gcldfields London, England multinational public 26,706 Tennessee
(Geldfield Mining Corp.) mining interests
including South
Africa
48. National Shamuts Bank of Bost -2, Mass. bank, holding private 26,453 Virginia
" Boston
49. Kentucky River Coal Co. Lexington, KY coal lands public 26,272 Kentucky
30. Hagan &state Tatewell, Virginia coal and land ndividual 25,854 Virginia
TOTAL 3,095,496
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On the national economic scen.. these coal land holding companies are small,
and often relatively unknown. Even their .rade group, the Natlonal Coal lLecssers'
Association is not highly visible. Yet, locally, these companies are often
viewed as having eno:mous power. Though single decisions of their offices, the
land use of huge portions of certain councies can be affected. Coal operators
are dependent upon good relations with them to negotiaté the leaseholds neces-
sary to mine the coal, which often provides the jobs in an are<. Tenants li.in8
in old coal camps on their property may also be dependent upon these companies'
good will for housing. Whole communities are potentially affected by the
taxes and economic base which their resources provide.

Despite their profitability and power, these coal royalists are often ab-
sentee and relatively anonymous. Only one of the owners, Plateau Properties, has
its headquarters in the co-mty where most of ics holdings are locatad--most are
headquarted outside the region altogether. Only three--Pittston, Penn-Virginia,
Alabama By-Products-—are public companies {in the sense that they have over $1
million in assets :nd over 50C sharehclders, and are thus required to register
public infcrmation wirh the SEC.) Others are often family owned, relatively
small operations with merely a post office box as their address or a small office
serving as their corporate -zadquarters. A l.wyer in West Vi:rginia describes
his attempts to research the Cotiga Nevelopmen. Company, a Philadelphia based
operation which owns 25,081 surface acres and 39,648 minersl acres in Minge

County:

Two v irs 230 1 wanted to 40 _ume research into the
background of Cotiga.... I wanted .0 seec the makeup of a
company such as Cociga. I went to Cuiiga's offi€e, which
you have some trouble finding because it's a one-room office
in a suburban home and not only is it the office for Cotiga

Development Company, one of the largest landowners in Mingo
County, it's also the office, accerding to the malllbon, for
several other land companies in West Virginla. Thompson wasn't

home and in talking to one of the secretarles in the offlce

next door, she said, 'Well, he ..omes in one or two -ays a wecek.

And sometimes there's a secretary that comes in to answer letters.'
But what was interesting to me was how litt%e it really took once
you've acquired the lar?, to keep it going.

According to interviews in Mingo Countv, the Cotiga holdings were .-quired by an

enterprising se 'ing machine salesman who travelled the hills of the ¢ nnty early
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in the century trading sewing machines for iand. Others of these compaales also

have interesting backgrounds:

Coal Creek Mining and Manufacturing: Along with its affiliates
Poplar Creek Coal and Winter Gap Coal Company, Coal Creek owns
64,374 acres in Anderson, Campbell, Morgan and Scott counties in
Tennessee. The company is headquartered in Knoxville and is con-
trolled by approximately 155 shareholders throughout the United
States. Most of its properties were acquired before the ‘turn of 16
the century, and have remained virtually the same since that time.

The Brimstone Company: Owned primarily by John Rollins, a Delaware
businessman and financier who also controls the ‘Orkin Pest Control
Cozpany, trucking lines, Jamaican resorts, and a series of television
and radio stations-—-to name a few. Rollins acquired the 40,261 acres
in Scott and Morgan Csunties in Tennessee from -he family of Senator
Howard Baker in 1972. Senacor Baker was a principal partner in the
operations until 1977, when charges of conflicts of intcrest were
raisad concerning mining and potential recreation develcpments on

the property and legislation supported by the Senator. 11

Kentucky River Coal and Coke Company: Located in Lexington, Ken-
tucky, Kentucky River owns thousands of acres of land ind mineral
rights throughout eastern Kentucky--as many as 180,000 acres accord-
ing to some published reports. This surv:y found 82,551 recorded

on the tax rolls. Most of this property was obtained by John C. C.
Mayo, a schoolteacher from Paintsville, Kentucky wiio in the late
nineteenth century received backing from eastern financierstzbe—
coming one of east Kentucky's most successful coal buyers.

Kentenia Corporation: Owning 25,335 acres, primarily in Harlan
County, this company is based in Boston, Massachusetts. The company
was founded in the early 1900's by Warren Delano, a wealthy northerner
and uncle of Franklin Delﬁg? Roosevelt, who invested heavily in

the eastern Kentucky Region.

Historically, most of these coal land compani:s have held their land and
minerals for decades, many since before the turn of the century. However, the
last decade has scen in Appalachia a new wave of corporate amalgamation in *he
coalfields. With the energy crisis, as more ,often multinational, corporations
have moved into the energy field, a number of these coal land companies have been

bought br larger interests. Look at scme of the examples of the trend:

—-In east Tennessee, the 50,940 acres of Tennessee Land and
Mining, owned for decades by a family.from Scarsdale, New
York, has been bought by the Koppers Company, a multinational
metal and chemical corporation from Pittsburgh. I[n 1980,
Koppers also bought the 36,092 acres owned by High Top Coal
Company, %iying it 169,376 acres in Zour eastern Tennessce
counties.
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--In Tennessee and Kentucky, the J. M. Huber Corporation
purchased the 65,000 acres of the Amerfcan association,
Ltd., a British owned firm formerly controlled by the
interests of Sir Denys Flowerdew l.owson, a former Lord
Mayor of London., American Association had developed
Middlesboro and Cumberland Gap in the 189('sl5 The largesc
owner found in the study, Huber owns 227,000 acres i the
survey area,

-~In Kentucky and Virginia, the properties of Virginia Iron
*Coal and Coke Company have been purchased by Bates Manu-
facturing Company. Shortly afterrards they were acquired
by American Natural Resources Corporation, a diversified
energy corporation from Detroit.l

--In Tennessee, a family held coal mining and landholding
company, the Tennessee Consolidation Coal Company, has been
purchased by St. Joe's Minerals. St. Joe's has also signed
an agreement with Scallop Coal Corporation, a subsidiary of
Royal Dutch Shell, jointly to develop its cnal properties
throughout the region, with much of the new production possibly
to be used for export.

--1n 1979, a tentative agreement was signed for the Blue Diamond
Coal Company of Knoxville to be acquired by the Standard 0il
Company of Indiana (AMOCO). The deal was later dropped by
Standard O1il, partially because of uncertainties suriounding
some of Blue Diamond's lease-holdings in eastern Kentucky.18
The trend towards ownership and control of Appalachia's land and energy re-
sources by larger, more multina _ional units, can be seen as we turn to ownership

by the second largest category of owners, the oil, gas, and energy conglomerates.

0il, Gas and Energy Companies

The last decade hzs scen growing national cor:ern over the extent of control
of the nation's ener3y resources by a small number of holders, particularly the
oil companies. In 1963. Gulf 0il took over Pittsburgh and Midway Coa' Company;
in the years following, other companies followed suit. According to the Offfce
of Technology Assessment of the U. S. Conmgress, thesc¢ “horizoatally integrated”
companies will mine about 38Z-405 million tons of coal by 1986, representing
almost ome-half of the total domestic consumption of c¢oal used for enerpy pnrposés.

As they acquired coal companies, oil companies also gained control over vast
amounts of mineral reserves. According to the President's Coal Commission, oil
and gas companies now own 41.1% of all privately owned coal reserves in the country,
concentrated primarily in the west. Six of the top ten national coal reserve

owners are partially owned by larger oil and gas companies: Continental 0il, FExxon,
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El Paso Natural Gas, Standard 01l of California, Occideantal Petrolcum (Island
Creek). The largest of these, Continental Oil, owns an estlmated 13.7 oillion
tons of coal, theoretically enough to supply the nation's needs for 15 years to
come.

Of these big oil companies, fontinental 0il (Consolidation Coal) and Occi-
dental Petroleum (Island Creek Coal) are in the list of the top 50 owners in the
survey area, together owning 422,320 acres of surface and mineral rights. They
control thousands more acres through leasing. Altogether in the survey area,
elevén oil and gas companies own approximately 1,239,698 acres of surface and
mineral rights combined, an average of over 100,000 acres each.

While controlling thousands of acves of coal reserves on the one hand, the
oil companies are now leasing thousands of acres of oil). and gas rights on the

other. According to the New York Times New Service, as much as 10 million actes

have already been leased in what is called the Eastern Overthrust Belt, a geo-

logic formation running 1,000 miles along the Appalachian mountains from Alabama
to New England%gExactly who is leasing how much of this oil and gas is difficult
to determine, as the rights rarely appear on the tax rclls. When the leases are

recorded in county deed books, they often appear in the names of individuals

serving as land agents for the oil companies. However, from other evidence, it is
cleur that the leasing activity extends well beyond the coalfields. Speculating
about the presence of oil atop "01d Smokey," South Magazine reports a "land war
going oa for drilliung rigits in the Appalachian region.... Gulf, Exxon,.Weaver

011 and Gas Corporatlons of Houston are all known to be crawling the foothills

0
in search of ’andowners." Already, for instance, Standard 011 of Indiana has

leased 122,C acres in just four western North Carolina counties.21

The oil and gas company presence is seen, *00, in the development of new
synthetic fuels plants in the region. In Wayne and Lincoln counties, West Virginia,
for instance, Columbi- Gas has borin exploring possibilities of synthetic fuel
development on its over 300,000 acres of min:rals. In Catlettsburg, Kentucky,
Ashland 011 has spearheaded a ~onsortium (which includes Mobil 011, Standard 01l
of Indiana, and Conoco) that has built a pilot liquefaction plant,_fundeh pri—
marily by Department of Energy funds. In Monongalia County, West Virglnia, Gulf
011 i{s building another liquefaction plant which wonld use 6,000 tons of coal a
day. The Koppers Company, already the largest developer of synfuels technology
in the world, plaas five plants on its Tennsssee properties. The synthetic fuel
industry is likely to have najor impacts on land use, as well as uilr and water

quality, employment and services in the communities where it 1is located.
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The scramble extends to oil shale, which also can be used to produce oil
and natural gaé. Until recently, oil shale development has only been consideved
a possibility ior the westurn states, though even there has faced majo; environ~-
meutal opposition. Now, the Department of Energy has established an Eastern
*Gas Shale Project in Morgantown, West Virginia to determine the location of
Appalachian deposits. Meanwhile, the leasing has already begun. In 1979,
Addington 01l Company had leased 150,000 acres of 0il shale in the Knobs gdelt
that lies just west of the coalfield counties of eastern Kentucky that this
survey examined. The company is owned by Larry Addington, one of two hrothers
who had been involved in strip-mining in northeastern Kentucky prior to selling
out to Ashland 0il Company for a reported $13 million., Controversy over the
terms of the leases led to an unprecedented order by the Kentucky Consumer Pro-
tection Division to allow landowners to cancel or renegotiate the agreemen‘ts.22

Timber Companies

While oil and gas companies may be scrambiing for the mineral rights under-

ground, there is also renewed interest by the timber companies in the south-

eastern and Appalachian forest resources above ground. Evidence of this shift to

he south is seen in the move of the headquarters of Georyia-Pacific, one of the iar

T

lanidholders in the survey, from Portland, Oregon to Atlanta, Georgla. According
to industry reports, other companies like Weyerhauser, Boise, Cascade, Crown
Zellerbach and Internaticnal Paper, are also expan g thcir h&ldings in the §outh—
east.

The timber companies already ow. substantial acreage in the region. In the
80 counties surveyed, seven companies--J, M. Huber, Bowaters, Ceorgia Pacific,

Gulf States, Weyerhauser, Champion Intermational and Mead--own 8%3,158 acres of

surface lands and 151,562 acres of miseral rights, much of it located in southern
Tennessee and northerpr Alabama. While using the land primarily for logging and
timber growth, they may lease the minerals for mining.

Much of this corporately-owned timber land was obtained at the turn of the
century, when railroads opened the vast Appslachian hardwoods to commercial ex-
ploitation. Another wave of tim r company buying occurred during the Depression.
Often, as the Alab.ma study shows, the timter interests were able to get the land
"for taxes' in court ordered sales. When these lands were timbered out, the com-
panies moved to the northwest for much of their production. In many countics
like Shelby County, Alabama, though, timber company ownership has continue¢ to
dominate the development of the local economy much the game as the coal company

ownership or oil and gas company ownership to the north.
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The new wave of timber industry expansion into Appalachia and the South

is brought on by a number of factors, including closer access to Atlantic ports
and cheaper labor. Land ownership patterns, however, are an important inpredient.
According to tac Southern Forest Institute, in the northwes®, wherc much of the
timber is in government ownership, the RARE II study (Roadless Area Review Evalua-
tion) and other énvironmental controversies are inhibiting timber production. 1In
Appalachia, even given the large holdings by the Forest Service and the timber
industry, other private owners still own a large majority of the forest lands
potentially available for commercial cutting. If present trends continue, the
timber companies will likely be seeking greater control, through leasing or buying,

of these timber resources.

Steel and Other Metal Companies

Traditionally in Central Appalachia, steel companies have joined tne coal
companies in the ownership of coal lands. Upon their properties, they have deve-
loped their own "captive' mines to gain the coal needed for steel processing.
Often coal camps or coal communities like Jes s, Kentucky, or Gary, West Vir-
ginia, were developed and owned by the steel companies. Five steel compunies—-

U. S. Steel, Bethlehem, Lykes Resources, National Steel and Republic Steel--own
342,000 acres in the 80 county survey area.

While the steel industry does not appear to be expanding its holdings, other
metals companies have been investing in the region's land and minerals, particu-
larly since he advent of the energy crisis, The largest of these is Koppers Com-
pany, which is,as mentioned, a diversified metals and chemicals company with exten-
sive holdings in Tennessee. Also in Teunessee, Cousolidated Goldfields, a subsi-
diary of lLondon, England-based Goldfield Mining Corporation, a company which has
major investments in South African gold mining, has recently obtained 26,706 acres.

Though the main concentr-tion of holdings by steel and metal comp. aies is in
the coal fields, ther: are corporate holdings of other minerals. Reynolds Metals,
for instance, owns 58,000 acres in Mitchell County, North Carolina where mica and
feldspar are prevalent. More recencly in the Grandfather Mcuntain and Spruce Pine
areas of western North Carclina, a number of companies have heen prospecting for
uranium. According to DOE the two areas have the potential of produc. g at least

14,000 tons of uranium annually.

Railroads

According tn the P:esident's Coal Commission, railroads are second only to

the oil and gas companies in ownership of coal reserves—--owning 17.47 of known
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reserves. Many of these are in the West, wherc lands were given to tlem a century
ago to encourage the building of rallroads. The railroads also arc large owners
in Appalachia, where they often joined other corporations in the development of
coal properties before the turn of the century on yhich they themselves mined the
coal needed to fire their steam locomotives.

Today the railroads in Appalachia primarily lease the coal to other energy
companies benefitting both from the royalties gained in mining and from rates charge:

for h-uling the resource. An example may be found in the Norfolk and Western Rail-
road (N&W) which through its subsidiary Pocahontas Land, owns over 280,000 acres

in the counties sampled in West Virginia, Kentucky and Virginia. In Martin
County, Kentucky, "Poky" (as Pocahontas is called) owns almost 50,000 acres of
surtace rights and 81,000 acres of minerals--together equal to 89% of the surface
acres in the county. The minerals are leas'd to subsidiaries of MAPCO 0il Com-
pany, who have recently ann: unced plans fo:: exporting Martin County coal, likely

using N&W's rail-to-port facilities to do so. Perhaps bz:cause of the anticipated

rise in the export market, N&W is reportedly obtaining new properties, such as
the Kentenia Corporation in Harlan County. When the holdings of Chessie Systems
(2 combination of Chesapeake and Ohio Railway “orpovation and Baltimore & Ohio o
Railway Company who operate the Western Pocahontas Corporation), Southern and
Louisville and Nachville Railroads are added, “our railroads in the top fifty

holders own 581,518 acres of combined surface and mineral lands in the survey I

24
area.

Miscellaneous

The miscellaneous category of corporations in the list f top 50 owners i
illustrate a diverse array of the other corporate interests with holdings in the
region. They include: a chemicals corporation (Union Carbide); a utility (the
Southern Company); general real estate and property developers (like Crescent
Land and Eastern Property Trading); and financial institution (like the.Bostdn
Shamuts National Bank).

Corporate Ownership: The Changing Trends

As has been seen earlier, the highest levels of corporate ownership in this
study were found in the counties with the highest levcl of coal rese-ves. In
these coal counties, 50% of the land in the sample was corporately held, comparea
to 317 in the agricultural counties and 23% in the tourist counties. M ny
of these major coal counties are located in Central Appalachia, where *he corporate

owners have been relatively unchanging for decades. Through this st nhowever,
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two trends have been identified which are likely to bring major changes in the
corporate land ownership patterns in the region.

The first trend is this: with growing competition for domestic exploitation
of energy and natural resources, corporate ownership and control of land and mine-
rals is rapidly spreading from the heartland of central Appalachiu to other parts
of the region. The study is replete with examples of such ccrporate expansion:
in the West Virginia Highlands in counties like Braxton and Randolph, Exxon and
other companies have leased or obtained thousands of new acres for coal develop-
ments; in southern Virginia and western North Carolina, as has beun reported,
numerous companies are scrambling for control of oil and gas rights or other
minerals 1like uranium; on the southern Tennessee plateau, AMAX has attempted to
develop the largest strip mine in Appalachia--thus far halted by citizen and
state opposition. In northern Alabama, traditionally a prime agricultural valley,
coal resources have been discovered, resulting in land speculation ale~g Sand
Mountain, in Dekalb County, or in the more developed areas of Marshall County.
Further to the west and south, in Alabama and Mississippi, three oil companies
have obtained control of millions of acres of lignite rights; while back into the
Kp'bs of central Kentucky, several hundred thousand more acres of mineral rights
have been leased by another oil company tor possible oil shale development.

Many of these areas on the "periphery" of central Appalachia have been cha-
racterized in the past by individual ownership of land, or possibly by government
ownership. The new ccrporate intrusion carries with it new conflicts, growing out
of a struggle over hcs the land is to be used and to whose benefit. As shall be
:1lustrated throughoit this report, the decisions to be made by these counties
are important ones, for the outcome of the struggles over the ownership and use of
the land and minerals in these areas will partially determine the area's future
course of development.

In many ways, the changes now occurring along the edge of central Appalachia
are similar to those undergone in the heartland of the region at the turn of the
century, when ocwnerchip of land and minerals there passed into the hands of the
corporations. Now, in these central Appalachian counties, another important tran-
sition is occurring, with potentially significant impacts in the future. As has
been seen in the discussion of the corporate owners of Appalachia, many of the
traditional land and mineral holders are being obtained by larger corporate units,
chiefly the oil, gas and energy companies. The new corporate owners bring to the
region an equally new scale of capital investment, tecanology and corporate power.
With the concentration of corporate control, single corporate'decisions will by

themselves be able to alter the course of an area's development more than cver
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before. Already such impacts can be seen in West Virginia, where Occidental
Petroleum's (lsland Creek's) plans for a 60,000 acre mountain top removal strip
mine will obliterate one community and physically alter parts of Mingo and Logan
counties. The far reaching corporate powar can also be witnessed in northeast
Tennessee, where a decision by Koppers to build five synthetic fuel plants on
the 200,00C acres it has quietly obtain~d in the area over the last decade, will
alter the employment, environment, and land use of the area for Years to come.

With “he new corporate control comes another factor, imnortaat to the response
of citizens or local governments. In the past, corporate decisions regarding the
development of land and mineral properties have involved a relatively simple cal-
culus of profitability, government regulations, labor supply and community relations
Now, more global factors will be brought into play, with corporate decisions taking
into consideration matters ranging from the state of iiiddle Eastern politics to
the relative profitability of multiple corporate operations in various countries,
As a consequence, the new ccrporate ownership brings to Appalachia greater power-
lessness of citizens or local governments to infiuence corpors e decisions, and
carries wvith it a greater dependency of the region's people upon the power of the
multinationale® like Koppers, Exxon, Gulf, Continental 0il, Occidental Petroleum,
St. Joes Minerals, Standard 0il, Royal Duich Shell, and others.

Go@ernment and Private Non-Profit Ownership .

.

Well, I tell you. I don't know if it has been very much
good or not. Just to be plain with you. The farmer can't haul
anything over it. 1It's a tourist road, and the farmers aren't
allowed to go on there with a load and a funeral procession can't
go on the Parkway. So, what benefit is it to the labor, commonplace
people.... The Parkway has brought a lot of tourists and maybe
som? money....I haven't scen none of it but I guess iz has. [ don't
use the Parkway though. It's only for sightseers and tourists. It
has added to their pl asures but as far as helping the labor class
of people, it ain't werth it, .

—-~A western North Carolina resident

Despiie the exteant of corporate control in the region, the Urited states
government is the single largest owner of land in Appalachia States =2lso own
large amounts of land, in parks and wildlife areas, as do private non-profit
institutions such as churches, universitics, or the Boy Scouts. How extensive is
this government and non-profit owneiship? Where is it the most prevalent?

0f the land surveyed, some 2,137,868 acres were owned by government or non-
profit groups with L 1ldings of 20 acres or more. Of these over 2 miilion acres,
some 97% are owned by only 10 government agencies (listed in Table T1-15), making

26
the private non-profit sector almost neglig ,ie. 0f these agencies, the U. S.
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Forest Service is the lar;est single owner of land in the Appalachian Re
owning 1.2 million acres in the surwcy area. The U. S. Department of In
owns land principally for national parks, of which the Smoky Mountain Na
Park is the largest. The Tennessee Valley Authciity land lies primarily
the rivers and the agency's dams in the valley; while the U. S. Departue
Energy land surrounds the top-secr>% nuclear processing plants in Oak Ri

Tennessee.

Tav.e 1I-15: Government Ownership of Land in 80 Appalachian Counties

1. U. S. ¥Forest Service 1,195,115 Alaba.ra, Kentucky, N
(U. S. Dept. of Agriculture) Virginia, West Virgi
2. Nationa' Park Service 317,111 North Carolira, Kent:
(U.S. Depnctment of Interior) Virginia
3. Tennessee Val'ey .uthority 175,556 Alazbama, Tennessee,
4, State of Tennessee 173,594 Tennessee
5. Army Corpsof Engineers 55,565 Kentueky, Virgir-
6. State of Kentucky 53,661 Keatuc'™y
7. U. S. Department of Energy 45,975 Tennessee
8. Cherokee Indian Reservation 29,405 North Carolina
9. State of Virginia 29,030 Virginia
10. State of Jest Virginia 8,486 West Virginia
2,083,4%0

Li:ke corporate ownevship, the extensiveness of public ownership var
greatly a~ongst states, pirticular counf..s and types of . unties. Gove
and private non -profit ownership is parti:ularly nigh in the western Mlor
mountains. Of the land sampled in 12 counties there, 40.5%--represeatirsg
the total land--is in this category of ownership, aost of it h. 4 by the
Foreot Service. Western North Carolina also tends more than 1iny c“her s
attract private, non-profit holdings such as religious groups who u:ze *h
for church camps, re:reats, and recreatijon pv~oses. Though nct in the

area, the case of Buncombe C.uaty in Necrth Carolina Is imstructive. Acc
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to the tax assessor, there are over 8,000 parcels of tax-exempt land held by
owners who claim a religious purpose.27 Table IF16 lists the counties with the
largest amount of land in government or private, non-profit hands. Of these,
Swain County, N.C. demonstrates the pattern most dramatically. There, 81.5%

of the county is owned by government agencies, including the National Parks and

Forest Service, and land held in trust for the Cherokee Indian Reservation.

Table II-16: Counties with Major Government and Private

Non-Profit Ownership
(Top Ten in Rark Order)

: Percent of Percent of Total
Name of County County Sample Acres
1. Swain, NC 81.5% 86.1% 273,201
2. Clay, NC 47.9% 73.1% 64,059
3. Randolph, W. Va. 30.0% 39.3% 180, 000
4. Smyth, VA 30.0% 45.5% 83,564
5. Bland, VA 29.6% 41.5% 70,060
6. Summers, W. Va. 28.3% 52.2% 63,380
7. Clcburn, Ala. 22.6% 31.3% 82,917
8. Winston, Ala. 22.5% 37.1% 88, 577
9. Marshall, Ala. 22.5% 52.3 82,259
10. Wythe, VA 19.9% 34.2 58, 678

The extent of public ownership is strongly associated with certain types of
counties, aud negatively associated with others. One might expect, for iastance,
that a high degree of government ownership, especially by such agencies as the '
park Service and Forest Service, would be associated with a high degree of tourism
and recreation. These government lands attract those interested in hiking, fishing,
hunting and natural beauty. 1In turr, commercial recreation and tourist industries
spring up to cater to the outside visitors, and may come to dominate the service
sector of the county. The data show this association to be the case. For coun-
ties where there is a high degree of the economy based on tour.sm, 29% of the
sample is publicly held. This is double the rate of government ownersiip in high
agriculture counties, and triple the rate in the major coal counties.

As in the case of corporate ownership, government ownership is expanding.

The TVA and the Army Corps of Enginecers seek more rivers to dam, and land to flood.

The U. S. Forest Service continually buys land in counties where it already has
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Ltarge holdings, or wherce it plans to develop areas like the Mount Ropers Recreation
Acea, to attract more tourists. The expansion of povernment ownership has been o
volatile issue, especially amongst local landowners, who like the lady in the

quote above, question who is to benefit. The impacts of government ownership will

be examined more fully ir later chapters.

Government Ownership of Mineral Rights

Ownership by government and private non-profit owners also applies to mineral
rights, though in many cases, the extent of mineral ownership is difficult to
determine. Of all of the public/non-profit acres in the sample, for instance,
only 39,243 acres of mineral rights were listed, held by 39 owners. Yet, other
data show that the government and private non-~profit ownership of mineral rights
is far more extensive than this, particularly under the U. S. National Forests.

In the West, federal leasing policy of government-owned minerals has been
a major issue. Local communities, environmentalists and others have been con-
cerned that nct enough attention is being paid in Fede:ai decision-making to
social and environmental impacts of mining activities.

In Appalachia, where government ownership is not as extensive as in the West,
concern over federal leasing has not been as widespread, though it has been an
issue in some communities. Often, companies are allowed todeep mine coal under
Forest Service land as long as entryways are driven from land owned by adjacent
private owners, and as long as the federal forest is not disturbed. With a new
wave of leasing in the region, pressure to exploit more of these government owned
minerals is likely to increase. The President's 1981 budget contains substantial
funding increases for the U. S. Forest Service, primarily to expedite energy
resource development on National Forest lands. Already, in southwest Virginia,
over 120,000 acres of federal forest land are under consideration for oi. and gas
leasing, and in western North Carolina, 122,000 acres, much of it also under
Forest Service land, has already been obtained by Amoco.

Controversy over mining in the U. $. Forests is also likely to rise in cases
where private owners lay claim to minerals under the government lands. [n several
well-publicized instances, conflict has emerged as to which interest should take
precedent-~private owners' desire to exploit their mineral claims, or the public's
claim to protection of the environment. In McCreary County, Kentucky, for instance,
the Greenwood Mining Company, owned by 3tearns Coal and Lumber, has fought to
strip mine coal it owns under the Daniel Boone Forest. More recently, in Scott

County, Virginia, controversy has emerged over a Forest Service decision to allow




a private owner claimlng mineral rights under part of Devil's Fork to prospect ’
for uranium,

The issue of private mining on public lands does not only affect federal !
holdings. In Tennessee, representatives of a number of state agencies have .
been meeting regularly to set up guidelines for the leasing of minerals under
state owned lands. Environmental groups are worried that such a move will open

the door for strip mining of the coal reserves which lie under the 173,000 acres

owred by the State of Tennessee along the Cumberland Plateau. In additiou to
government owners, several private non-profit owners of mineral rights were dis-
covered in the survey. The largest of vhese is Harvard University, which owns
11,182 acres of o0il and gas rights in Johnson and Martin Counties, in eastern

Kentucky, which were left to the university by a wealthy northeastern family.

Individual Ownership

"The land companies won't let private citizens have the

land at any price: a poor person can't deal with them."
~-a retired coal miner

The ownership of land by corporations and government leaves little for the

local Appalachian. Under one-half of the land in our sample is owned by indi- ~

viduals, and under one-half of that is owned by local individuals.

At first reading the data might suggest otherwise: over 30,0C0 individuals
in the sample own 5,925,470 acres, or 45% of the land sampled. This apparently
widespread iadividual ownership of land, however, is deceptive. The "irdividual"
category, it should be remembered, represents holdings of two types: the local
landholuers of 250 acres or more, and the out-of-county owners of 20 acres or
more. The vast majority of these individual owners--about 25,000 of them—-are
in the absentee category, owning 56% of the individual land in the sample. Some
90% of these absentee holders fall in the category of relatively small absentec

owners, owning between 20 and 250 acres. This category (which was not collected
for the local owners) accounts for 1,682,088 acres or 28% of the individuai land
surveyed.

A closer look at the data, then, does not necessarily support the stereotypi-
cal image of extensive individual local land holdings in he region. Only 5,079 !
of the 30,175 individual owners live in the counties where their holdings are
located. Their holdings (above 250 acres each), total just 10% of the total i
acreage in the 80 counties. In North Carolina, only 3.4% of the land in the 12
counties studied is owned by these local individuals; in Alabama, the figure rises
co 13.1%. 1In none of the counties do local individuals with over 250 acres account

for over 30% of the county surface. ' i
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Table 1I-17: Counties with High Percent of Local, Individual Holdings

Total Percent Percent
County Individual of of County

Acres Sample Surface
Jackson, Ala. 192,928 41.1 27.9
Tazewell, VA 85,040 41.5 25.4
Mineral, W. Va. 51,166 47.6 24.2
Fayette, Ala. 89,112 40.6 22.2
Scott, TN 66,802 25.7 19.2
Fentress, TN 60,464 25.6 19.0
Jefferson, W. Va. 25,569 52.4 18.9
Bland, VA 44,335 26.3 18.8
Cumberland, TN 78,123 27.9 18.0
Lamar, Ala. 67,333 31.2 17.4
Cherokee, Ala. 61,830 26.5 17.4

Just as coal lands have been associated with corporate ownership, and public
lands with recreation and tourism, so we might expect this individual category
to be associated with agricultural counties. On the whole, as the later chapter
on agriculture shows, farming in Appalachia has not been taken over by agri-
business, as it has in some parts of the country. Also, it is where mining and
federal ownership are not occurring that agriculture is still strong.

Generally, the expectations can be upheld. 1In the high agricultural counties,
53% of the land sampled is owned by individuals. This is substantially higher than
in the high coal counties, where only «0% of the sample is individually held and
slightly higher than in the high tourism counties, where 48% is individually owned.
Similarly the degree of individual ownership in the high agricultural counties is
much greater than the low agricultural counties: 53% compared to 38%. Perhaps
more appropriate is to see what percent of land in agricultural counties is
held by local individuals, as the local owners are the most likely actually to be
farming the land. This also shows the ame pattern: in agricultural couaties,
25% of the samplz is controlled oy local individuals, in tourism counties 20%,
and in coal counties only 18%.

In cum, then, the romantic image of owners living upon and working their
medium sized family holdings in Appalachia is not entirely accurate. Local

individual ownership, where it does still occur, is associated with agricultural
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production. But these landowners of the region are under pressure: Corporate ownership,

often for energy and resource exploitation,and government ownership, with asso- |

region have “o the land and the control they exercise over its use. While only |

ciated tourism and recreation developments, threaten the access people in the

1% of the local population joins corporate, government and absentee holders to own !
over half the land, the other 99 of the population are very much affected by
existing and changing ownership patterns. The nature of these effects of land
ownership upon rural Appalachian communities in areas of land use, oroperty taxa-
tion and services, economic development, housing and environment will be considered

in the remainder of this report.
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Chapter 11

FOOTNOTES

Robert C. Fellmeth, Politics of Land (New York, Grossman Publishers,)
1973), p. 1l4. |

The index used here was chosen for this study because of its relative simplicity.
The Gini coefficient, another concentration measure, was also computed.

The correlation between the Gini index and the index used here is quite

high: Pearson's R =.735 at the .0001 level of probability.

This relationship, e.g. the larger the holding, the more likely the owner
will be absentee, is statistically significant: Chi square = 445 at the
.0001 level of probability.

Statistically, the correlation between the percent of a county owned by
ccrporations and the percent owned by absentee holders is significant,
Pearson's R = ,593 at the .0001 level. In the 37 high coal counties in
the survey, the correlation between corporate and absentee ownership rises
even further, to .768 at the .0001 level. For mineral rights, the strength
of the relationship increases to ,967 at the ,0001 level.

Statistically, there is a significant relationship between the level of
corporate ownership of land and the amount of coal reserves in the ground,
such that the greater the reserves the greater the percent of the county
corporately owned. (Pearson's R = .368 at the .0015 level of probability.)
A stronger correlation is found with coal production, such that the greater
the corporate ownership of land the greater the coal production. (Pearson's
R = .463 at the .0001 level of probability).

The Index of Resource Control was developed fnr this study to deal with the
pattern of separated land and mineral ownership. It is admittedly crude,
and is affected by the degree of adequate renorting of mineral ownership in
the various counties.

Analysis of the top 50 owners in the 80 counties does not, o° course, pive
the complete ownership of these corporations in Appalachia--(uatinental 0il,
for instance, owns vast tracts of land not included in the survey area.
Similarly, other companies of a given type may happen to own tracts of land
in the sample area, which are smaller than those included in this listing.
Nevertheless, a look at the top 50 owners in the §0 countiecs provides a
cross sample of thc types of corporate ownzrs in the region, while not pro-
viding the full cxtent of their holdings.

Dun's Review of Modern Business, April 1965, p. 40.

Quoted in Charleston Gazette, January %, 1980.
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Blue Ridge Parkway, 8-27-74, pp. N16-17, Oral History Transcriptions for ‘
Mabry Mill, 1957-1977, in file box labelled "Original Oral History Transcripts ,
at Appalachian Resources Center, Oteen Maintenance Area, Blue Ridge Parkway,
Oteen, N.C.

26. Government and private non-profit owners were originally coded separately.
However, due to the almost insignificant acreage in the private non-profit
category, the two were combined for presentation. i

|

27. John Gaventa, "Property for Prophets,” Southern Exposure, Volume TV # 7,

P. 102. ’

28, Statistically, there is 3 significant corre!ation between the percent of

a county owned by government and private no: -profit groups and the level

of tourism in the county (measured by percent of services going to tourism
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Chapter III.PROPERTY TAX P..TTERNS IN RURAL APPA, ACHIA

Introduction

One of the major policy areas related to the ownership and use of land is
its taxation. Historically and today, the taxation of property is the primary
source of locally generated revenues for county governments, providing funding
for public services such as education, roads, welfare, health, sewage. In gene-
ral across the country, the proportion of the tax which actually falls on the
land is small, probably less than 20% according to some report:s.1 Buildings and
other forms of real property provide the bulk of the tax base. However, in rural
areas, where improvements have not been made upon the land to the same degree as
in cities, taxation of the land itself is a principal revenue source. In this
survey, 50% of the property taxes recorded were derived from the land surface;
taxes on mineral rights beneath the land accounted for 16%Z of the property taxes,
and taxes on improvements only 24%.

Across the nation, of course, rising property taxes have provoked citizens'
outcry, while at the same time lack of funds has thrown local governments into
fiscal crisis. In the last twenty years, according to the 1977 Census of Govern-
ments, property values for tax purposes have increased 339Z. From 1971 to 1976
they increased 71%. County taxes (about 81% generated from property taxes) rose
59% in the same period. Despite the rising local taxes, the proportion of county
budgets supported by the property tax declined from 41% in 1966, to 36Z in 1971,
to 31% in 1976. "As property taxes exhibit the conflicting trends of decreasing
proportion and increasing am0unt:,"2 local governments must either turn to federal
and state sources for additional support or cut existing services.

If anywhere, one might not expect the fiscal crisis of local governments
to be as great in Appalachia as in other parts of the country. Appalachia's mine-
ral wealth alone offers the prospect of significant income for local governments.
The owners of the wealth, as has been seen, are often large and profitable corpo-
rations, or absentee owners holdiag the resources for speculative value, offering
the possibility of increasing taxation without overburdening already pinched small
hcmeowners. A relatively sparse rural population way avoid some of the costly

demands of urban areas.
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Despite the wealth of Appalachia, however, the regions local governments re-
main poor. Funds are lacking for even minfmal services found in other parts of
the country. The reason for the disparity, as shall be seen in this chapter,
lies in the failure of the tax system to tax adequately and equitably the region's
property wealth. To explore the problem, the chapter shall examine taxes on gur-
face lands, taxes on mineral rights, and the problem of tax-exempt holdings.

Then it shall astess the impact of these patterns on distribution of the tax bur-

den and on adequate delivery of public services.

Property Taxation of Surface Lands

Table I provides a short sv mary of the laws pertaining to preferty taxation
in each of the Survey states. According to the law in each state, land is to be
appraised at fair and actual value. In Alabama and Tennessee percentage rates
are set to establish what proportion of the value of various classes of property
Ccan actually be taxed. 1In theory the assessment rate is to lower the burden
carried by the residential and agricultural owners, while raising the burden for
utilities and for commercial property. In actuality, of course, the "true and
actual" value of surface lands as recorded on the tax books is low. 1In Tennessee,
Kentucky, and Virginia, the average value of an acre of land in the sample was
under $100, while the going price of a piece of rural land can easily be 10-20
times as high.

Table I. Legal Basis for Assessed Value of Realty, by State: 1976 and Subsequent

Periods
State Basis
Alabama Fair and reasonable market value. Effective in 1972, the
following percentages thereof apply for the types of realty
indicated.

Class 1, utilities used in business--30 percent (except in
eight counties, where the level is 35 percent).

Class 2, property not otherwise classified--25 percent.

Class 3, agricultural, forest, and residential--15 percent.

Kentucky Fair cash value.
North Carolina True value in money .
Tennessee Effective January 1, 1973: Percentages of actual value, as
follows:
Public utilities.......... +sess435 percent

Industrial and commercial.......40 percent
Farm and residential............25 percent

N Y"C‘“‘C‘ Fair market value.
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Table I. (Continued)

West Virginia True and actual value, but four classes of property, each
subject to a specified rate limit as follows, amounts
per $100 of assessed value:
I-~personalty--50 cents
II-~owner -occupied rexidential property, including
farms~--$1.00.
III--all property ~utside municipalities, other than I and
II--$1.50

IV--all property inside municipalities, other than I and
11--$2.00

Source: 1977 Cersus of Governments

To deal with the problem of undervalued property appraisals, many counties
in the region recently have undergone reappraisal by independent outside apprai-
sal firms. Still, however, glaring examples are found of the failure of assess-—
ments to keep up with increasing values. One illustration is Martin Courty,
Kencucky where the Marciki Coal Company, a subsidiary of Mapco 0il Company,
bought 154.25 acres in five different transactions during 1978~79. The total
bill: $425,500 or $2,579 per acre. However, Martiki's entire 5,856 acres in the
county are only appraised for tax purposes at $50/acre--less than 1/50th of the

value of the recent transactions.

Valuatior, by itself, though is a crude means of comparing property tax
structures across state and county lines. One county may have a practice of
setting low values and compensating througa high tax rates; other counties may
asses; at a value closer to actual value, while setting the tan 7Taite at a lower
level. For this reason, the more accurate way to analyze taxes in a multi-state
and multi-county study is to look at the "bottom line': the actual taxes paid
per acre of land. In so doing, some clear patterns emerge about surface taxation

of rural land in the eighty counties studied.

In general, the tsxes paid on rural lands are relatively low. Almost a
quart °r of t?e owners in the study pay less than 25¢ per acre for their land;
only a little more than one-third pay over $1.00 per acre, Overall, the amount
of taxes paid per acre is only 90¢ per acre for the taxable land in the study.
In Alabama, the average tax per acre is only 49¢ (before the recent reassessment),

In North Carolina it rises to $2.07. In other states the average per surface

acre i1s as follows: Kentucky, 79¢; Tennessee, 79¢; Virginia, 84¢; and West
Virginia, $1.28 (see Table 1I),




Table 11I-2

Property Taxes Paid Per Surface Acre of Land by State, Type and
Recidence of Qwner

A. All Taxable Surface (Individual + Corporate _
In-County  Out-of~County  Out-of

In-State Sta‘e AL
Alabama .64 .42 .39 .49
Kentucky .69 .72 .86 .79
North Carolina 2.10 2.38 1.82 2.07
Tennessee .96 .81 .66 .79
Virginia 1.04 .85 .66 .84
West Virginia .84 1.61 1.51 1.28
Total Sample .87 .92 .90 .90
B. Individuals
Alabama .46 .42 .35 A3
Kentucky .63 .78 .59 .66
North Carolina 1.53 2.01 1.81 1.84
Tennessee .96 .87 .79 .89
Virginia 1.02 .86 .85 .94
West Virginia .51 .12 .71 .56
All
Individuals i .82 .84 .78
C. Corporations
Alabama 1.40 .43 .42 .59
Kentuc'ky 1.10 .59 .97 .92
North Carolina 3.26 3.18 1.82 2.61
Tennessee .96 .67 .62 .68
Virginia 1.12 .83 .53 .67
West Virginia 1.30 1.88 1.60 1.59
All
Corporations 1.37 1.06 .94 1.03

Source: Appalachian Land Ownership Study, 1980.
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Overall, corporations pay more per acre than do individuals, $1.
compared to 78¢. However, there is not a consistent patterc. In Vi
instance, corporations pay only 67¢ per acre, while individuals pay ¢
Tennessee, corporations pay 68¢ per acre, while individuals pay 89¢ ¢

When residence of the owners i{s considered, one finds that in fc
states, out-of-gtate owners pay less per acre than do local owners of
sample. In Alabama, local owners pay 64¢ per acre, while out-of-stat
pay only about 602 of that--39¢ per acre. In Virginia, there also is
large discrepancy: local owners pay $1.04 per acre. while out--of-stat
only 6(¢. Similar pztterns are found in North (.crol.aa and Tenncssec
Kentucky zad West Virginia do the absentee owners pay mnre per acre t
local owners(and in West Virginia it may be due to the fact that coal
in that state are sometimes reflected in the surface values).

When residencc is considered, one also gets a different perspe:t
taxes corporations pay: or the whole, out-of-state corporatisns--many
holding the land for {te speculative and mineral value--pay far less
than do local corporations, many of whom may be using the land for in
than  local individuals, many of whom are using the land for housing
for instance, out-of-state corpecrations pay only 42¢ per acre--less t
that paid by local corporations, and slightly less than the rate paid
individua_s. In Virginia, absentee corporations pay 53¢ per acre for
while local individuals and local ccrporations p. about twice =hat,
$1.12 respectively.

Not only do absentee owners pay less than local owners (with out
corporations often paying least of all), but another related pattern
found: larger owners tend to pay less per acrz than do the smaller o
Table 3 shows, 34X of the owners with over 1,000 acres each pay un
acre in taxes, while only 23Z pay more than $1.00 per acre. For the
owners with under 250 acres each the reverse pattern i{s true: only 20:
25¢ per acre, while 362 pay more than $1.00 per acre. This patzern--
the owner the less the taxes--holds particularly crue for the Teaness.
in the survey. There, of owners with more than 1,000 acres, 23% pay «
per acre, as in the overasl sample, but of the small owners with 250 .

less, 52% pay more than $1.00 per acr: of surface owned.
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TABLE III-3

Surface Taxes Pa2id Per Acre by Size ol Surfacc Owmner

*Number of Owmers i 250 251-500 501~ Over
**Row Percent Acres Acres 1,000 1,000 TOTAL
***Column Percent or Less Acres Acres
i ;
Under 25¢/acre I 5,052% 1,592 637 466 | 7,747 i
(65.22y* | (20.5%) (8.22) (6.02) | (23.4%)
(20.42)** | (30.6%) (34.22) ! (34.4%) i _
: : ; I
z . X :
126-50¢/Acre : 5,061 890 i 297 | 203 | 6,451
! H(78.42) ' (13.8%) | (4.6%)  (4.67) | (19.4%) |
l ; (20.42) 1 (17.12)  (15.9%)  (15.0%) |
, : L ! N
] i : .
i51¢-$1.00/Acre . 5,635 1,232 | 476 ' 366 | 7,707
; : (73.1%) a6.1z) | (6.12) bo(4.77) ) (23.2%)
: ' (22.87%) (23.7%) l (25.57) . (27.1%) !
| ! -
More than $1.00/Acre ; 9,013 1,480 | 545 | 314 | 11,263
‘ + (80.12) (13.1%) ; (4.0%) , (2.8%) (34.02)|
|(36.42) (28.5%) | (24.4%) , (23.4%)
: ! i X
! l g ,
"TOTAL i 24,761 5,194 )} 1,862 i 1,351 33,168
; (74.6%) (15.72) | (5.6%) . (4.1%) ~ (100.0% |
: ; ' | ! !
Chi Square = 628 Probability = .0001
‘“ource: Appalachian Land Ownership Study, 1980
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Why the discrepancy? Why do the absentee, and the large owners tend to
pay less per acre of surface land than the more local smaller owners? There are
a multitude of reasons, of course, but part of the answer lies in the use to
which the land is put.

The primary means by which rural assessors determine value is through recent
sales on the market. Value is fixed according to what willing buyers would pay
willing sellers in arms length transactions. However, this presents a prublem
in assessing the value of the vast tracts of land held primarily by absentee cor-
porations in many parts of Appalachia: large tracts of land may be traded rarely.
Interviews in the case studies show time and again that the large owners
have held the land for decades, and do rot want to sell. The assessments on the
land reflect past values for rural property, when land was abundant and relatively
cheap, not the values of today--where land is becoming increasingly in demand and
more valuable. At least some assessors have ruled that only one or two transfers
do not determine a pattern, and have refused to consider certain recent sales in
making their assessments, despite the fact that alone one transfer of these vast
sracts of land can affect large portions of a county. While the market yardstick
is used to value land, in some areas the concentrated control of land in a few
unchanging hands has, in effect, taken the land out of the market, thus rendering
the yardstick ineffective. As a result, not only doc larger tracts go underassessed,
but competition increases for the land that is being bought and sold, driving its

values higher and higher.
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The assessed value of the large absentee tracts remains low for another
reason——cn the whole these tracts are being held for speculative value, or for

the value of the minerals underneath (which, as shall be seen, is alsc under-

assessed). The owners do little to improve the value of the land——it {5 classed

simply as woodland or mountain land, receivinga low appraised value, and taxed 5
at an average of only 68¢/acre. On the other hand, local owners tend to improve

the land with homes 2, d other buildings, having the effect of increasing its

value. As can be seen in the chart below, for individually owned land, local

owners tend :0 build on their land, and to make more valualle improvements, thus

raising their property assessments. '

TABLE III-*
Rate and Value of Building Improvements on Individually Owned Land ‘

By Residence

In-County Out-of-County/ Cut-of-State
Individuals In-State Individealis '
Individuals

Percent of Parcels 92% 43% 33% I
with Buildings !
Property Taxes $101.5¢6 $57.50 $39.16
on Buildings(per
Parcel)

Even though the local land ir the survey was only the plots 250 acres or
or above, 92% of the locally owned plots have building improvements on them, with
an average tax of $101.06. On the other hand, only 33% of the parcels owned by
out-of-state individuals have buildings, taxed at a rate of only $39.16 each.
The pattern adds to the already regressive nature of the property tax: local

residential owners who have less land pay more for it —- an average of $1.16

per acre according to the survey.

It is partly to overcome this regressive nature of the tax that various
states have adopted classification svstems whereby land is assecsed at different
percentages of its value according to its use. In Tennessee for instance, com-
mercial and industrial land is to he assessed at 40% of its value, while resi-
dential land and agricultural land is assessed at only 25%. Alabama has a similar
classification system, and in Kentucky, an igricultural use provision jis meant
to give special reaks to sgricultural land. While the principle of classifi-
cation according to use is an accepted one, its misuse In Appalachia has increased

rather than eased the property tax inequities. Look at the data: ;
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——1In Tennessee, vast tracts of land owned for mineral deve-
lopment by coal land companies and energy producers have
been routinely assessed as "farmland", paying at a 25% rate
rather than the 40% assessment rate required for industrial
A citizen's complaint in 1978
resulted in a state ruling that commercial rates should he
applied wher the land is leased for mining purposes. However,
the de~ision may not lead to change: local assessors have
been s_ow to implement the rule, and may lack reliable infor-
matior. as to whis'. lands are actually leased for mining.

and commercial produces.

--In Kentucky, the legisiature in 1968 passed #n amend.>nt to
the Kentucky Constituiion, section 1724, which allowed assess-
ments at less than full cash value for land used for agri-
cultural or horticultural prmrposes. The purpose of the amend-
ment was to lessen the impact of property taxes on the farmer.
By statute, only corporations erganized primarily for agri-
cultural purposes and which .erive a substantial portion of
their income from farming or hcrticolture may benefit from these
reduced taxes. In practice, however, east Kentucky assessors
have applied the provision to any owners of more than 5-15

acres (depending on the county).
the practice, of course,

provision.

The majr beneficiaries of

are the energy giants and coal land
holders, who practice not a bit of agriculture. Since 1968,
in eastern Kentucky, these large coal and land owners have
received up to 50% reduction in property taxes due to this

--In Alabama,simila- current use provisions are at work. Specu-
latively held timber and mineral lands are given the low assess-

ment rate designed to protect forest dreas.

As a result, the

land is assessed at $22.70 an acre, and yields only 59c¢ per

acre in taxes.

The ultimate effect of this pattern can be seen in the chart beiow which

gives the taxes per acre of surface land by its use,

TABLE III-5
Surface Tares Per Acre By Land Use (Highest to

as defined on the taxrolls.3

Lowest)3

Surfa-e
Taxes/
Acre
Mineral Land $1.97
Under Development
Commercial/ 1.45
Industrial
Residential 1.16
Woodland/Forest .68
Agricultural .68

Number
of
Acres

680, 344
1,225,651

516,883
2,350,458

1,051,371
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Percent of Total
Classified
Land

97
407

18%



Wiile mineral land under development and commercial/i{ndustrial land are taxed
at a higher rate than woodland or farmland, retatively few acres--33%--are

classified in that category. The largest portion---58%--of the land is in the

woodland and agriculture category, despite the foct that, as we have seen in
the previous chapter, the principal owners of the land are holding it for energy
purposes, or for speculation, not for agriculture at all.

If the larger, absentee owners are the beneficiaries of surface taxation
patterns in Appalachia, they also fight io keep it that way. During the course
of this particular study, the tax issue was perhaps the most controversial in
Alabama, where in 1978 the legislature passed Amendment 373, a "Tax Relief Package":
which had the effzct of placing a "11d" on the amount values could be increased
through a court-ordered statewide reappraisal program. The Amendment was sup-
ported by a "grassroots organization" called the "Alabamians for Tax Relief Com-
mittee." Handsomely financed with a budget of $100,000, the group received
rmuch of its funding from the Farm Bureau, and from Alabama's large corporate land-

holders: the Gulf States Paper Company donated $3,650; Weyerhauser Company donated

$1,800; International Paper gave $5,000, and Champion International gave $1,900.
Though Alabama has the lowest property tax base in the country, a before aund
after study of the reappraisal program shows that as a result of the Tax Relief
Package the large landholders still pay little for their land. In fact, by con-
Servative estimates, Amendment 373 provided tax relief of at least one million
dollars a year to the 26 largest landowners in the state (see Alabama State Re-
port).

When looking at the taxation of surface landsg in Appalachia, then, a clear
pattern emerges. Large and absentee owners pay less per acre of land than the !
small and local owners pPay. While the reasons for the pattern may be numerous,

several have t en discussed: the relatively unchanging monopoly of large tracts,

rendering the a -ket approach to valuation ineffective; the failure of the large
and absentee owners to improve their properties; the "misuse' of the use principle;
and the organized pol.tical pressure of the large and corporate owners to keep
their taxes 1ow.
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Property Taxation of Hinerqlg

If there {s any place in the country, though, where one might not expect a
property tax crisis, it might be resource-rich Appalachia. Among other resources,

the region contains massive reserves of coal, the "black gold" of the energy |
area. 01l and gas deposits also stretch under a number of itg counties. With
the nation more and more turning to domestic energy source, the region's resources

h:ve gained more and . .ore value to the nation and to the warld  Due an- s, ..
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rapidly escalating values, Appalachia's mineral wealtn remains relatively--even
startlingly--property tax-free. The {.>res gained in this study speak for

themselves:

--Over 75% of the 3,950 owners of mineral rights in the sur-
vey pay under 25¢ per mineral a ce in property taxes. Some
86% pay less than $1.00 per acre 1In the twelve counties in
eastern Kentucky--which include some of the major coal producing
counties in the region--the average tax per acre of minerals
is 1/5¢ ($.002). The total property tax on minerals for these
major coal counties is a meager $1,500.

--Altogether the 80 counties in the survey receive only $5.1

million in properiy taxes from their enormous mineral wealth

(mostly from coal). Some 97% of this revenue comes from the

37 counties classified in this study as high coal reserve

counties (i.e., counties with over 100 million tons of re-

serves). Twenty-two of these counties are known to have over

one billion tons of coal reserves. By conservative calculations,

then, the average tax per ton of known coal in the ground in

these major coal counties is only $.0002 per ton--or 1/50th of

a cent.

What accounts for this situation in which Appalachia's most valualle resource--=

its mineral wealth--is taxed so low? Unlike surface taxation, in which pattcrns
could be found across the 6 states, the case of mineral taxation requires state

by state examination (see Summary, Table VI).

ALABAMA: In Alabama the average tax per recorded mineral acre is only 4¢. Even
that figure is deceptive, for it only includes minerals which have been severed
from the surface ownership. Minerals owned "fee simple" with the surface are
not valued at all--despite the Alabama Code which states that 'real and personal
property shall be estimated at its fair and reasonable market value--taking into
consideration all elements or factors bearing on such value."4 Even the severed
minerals are not taxed very highly. Usually the value of mineral rights is
self-declared by the owner. Most mineral acres are valued at only $10-$15/acre--
far less than its market value today. Moreover, most of these mineral acres

are assessed at only 10% of the fair market value--a rate specified for apri-
cultural, residential and timber land according to calculations for this study.
If the mineral rights in fifteen northern Alabama counties were appraiscd dat just
$100/acre, the taxes per acre would still be only 62¢, but over $50,000 a ycar

of additional revenues would be generated.
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TABLE II1I-6
AD VALOREM MINERAL TAXATION IN FIVE SOUTHERN APPALACHIAN COAL PRODUCING STATES
F State Pertinent Legislation Implementation Assessment IAverage Tax Current Estimated
: Procedures Per Mineral Mineral New Revenues
Applied to lAcre (For Property with }inimal
Minerals Sample Taxes Coal Taxation
.Counties) Received Program*
' (For Sam-
i ple Counties)
Alabama All real property should No assessment of | Assessment rate 4e $70,000 $670,000
be assessed at its minerals where of 10% is applied)
= fair and reasonable held "fee the rate for
& market value. simple"with land | timber. agricul-
- above. '"Self- tural and resi- ~
o assessment" of deatial land ;
3 severed mineral ! !
& rights : i
o
£ Kentucky Appraised at fair mar- | In hands of cound Most cozl land .2¢ $ 1,500 $8,102. 000
b ket value; but uniform | ty property valud assessed at "agri- ’ ’
g tax set by legislature | ation administrad cultural and
g on "unmined coal' at tor; lack of horticultural” !
° 1/10¢ per $100 valu- cooperation by rate--giving vp tq |
3 ation. companies; no 50% tax break. !
': state program.
T
£ Tennessee Developed and undeve- Formyla applied | Coal property 15¢ $94, 500 $835,500
8 loped minerals to be in only 3 coun- | assess=d as "agri-
© valued by formula ties; state has | cultural" (25%) i
& established by State discontinued except what is [
< Board of Equalization mapping program ! underlease to
5 for counties. mine (407).
U
§ Virginia Mineral lands and mine- | 1966 guidelines | Same assessment ;Minerals under | $1,421,000 | 52,579,000
& ral rights to be used for mineralq ratios as used con development
asscssed separately under development];surface are range from $10-~
at 100% fair market no guidelines for applied §76/acre
value. minerals not | 00| memeeeeeeeeo ~
under development. Minerals not ‘ 0
No state mapping under develop- ‘ 1 5
program for locall ment range from ' | K
- ——v __| assessors . ___ $S1-%1.75/acre _
Sk l , | |




State

TABLE II1I-3 (Continued)

West Virginia

taxed at an equal
rate to other land.

mapping and coal
vaiuation pro-
gram has been
established by
the state;
partially im~
plemented in

30 counties

county to
county. Most
assessors have
taken 50% of
values recom-
mended by state.

Pertinent Legislation Implementation Asgegsment Average Tax 'Qgrrent Estimated
'Procedures Per Mineral Mineral New Revenues
‘Applied to Acre (For Property with Mineral
;Miggrals Sample Taxes Coal Taxation
: Counties) Received Program*

(For Sam-
L ple Counties)
Mineral lands to be An extensive Varies fron $1.09 $3,559,000 $4,337,000

Source:

*See calculations, pp. 84-88,

116

Appalachian Land Ownership Study, 1980

08



81

KENTUCKY: If property taxes on minerals are low in Alabama, they are next to
nothing inKentucky--the leading coal producer in the country. In Kentucky, a
1978 state law established a uniform ratzs of 1/10 of one cent per $100 wvaluc on
all unmined coal. The result virtually eliminates property taxation on coal in
the ground: fc: instance, in Martin County, Kentucky, the largest coal producing
county in the state, Norfolk and Western Railroad (Pocahontas Kentucky) owns
81,333 acres, equivalent to 55% of the county's surface. The coal 1is valued
handsomely: $7,604,963, but the actual tax generated is only $76.05.

The 1978 legislation establishing the rate of taxation on coal reserves of
1/10 of one cent per $100 value came in the wake of failure by the state to develop
a mineral taxation program. In 1976, the legislature had enacted a property tax
on unmined coal of 31.5¢ per $100 value, to be administered by the state. Even
at this low rate, the program was marred: only four inspectors were hired to
assess the state's reserves. Unused to any taxes at all, the companies refused

to cooperate: