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PREFACE 

In June , 1979 , the Council on Environmental Quality and the United 

States Department of Agriculture agreed to jointly sponsor a national 

study of the availability of the nation ' s agricultural lands , the 

extent and causes of their conversion to other uses, and the ways in 

which these lands might be retained fo r agri cultural pur poses . 

The scope of the study was to determine and evaluate : 

1) The quantity , quality , location , and ownership of the nation's 

agricultural lands . 

2) The impacts of industrial , urban , transpor tation , and energy 

development , and other competing land uses on the future 

availability of agricultural lands and the impacts on related 

agricultural services (credit , marketing , etc. ) . 

3) The urban effects of agricultural land retention . 

4) The effects of federal and state programs , policies , laws , and 

regulations on agricultural land . (Such functions as community 

and rural development , public works constr uction , energy 

regulation , pollution abatement , and technical and financial 

assistance programs were to be consider ed , as well as the 

impacts of state and federal water and land use policies on 

the availability of agricultural lands . ) 

5) The impacts of agricultural land losses on the nation ' s 

capacity to meet future domestic demand for food , fiber , and 

energy . 
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6) The impacts of agricultural land losses on the nation's 

capacity to develop future foreign policies relating to 

international trade (including the balance of payments) and 

humanitarian assistance. 

7) The economic , social , and environmental effects of converting 

additional lands to agr icultural use . 

8) The economic , social , and environmental effects of alternative 

methods for preventing or retarding the conversion of 

agricultural lands to nonagricultural uses . 

9) Techniques and methods for maintaining agricultural land 

availability . 

10) The relative roles of the private sector , local , state , and 

federal governments in implementing methods for retaining 

agricultural lands . 

11) Ways in which federal agency programs and activities might be 

made more consistent \vith the objective of retaining prirae 

agricultural lands and with local and state programs designed 

to meet the objective. 

The study is to culminate in a report to the President in January , 

As a part of the total process , a public involvement phase was 

implemented in the fall of 1979 . Seventeen workshops were held 

throughout the country . Citizens representing many perspectives and 

interests regarding agricultural land attended these workshops . 

The responsibility for organizing and implementing the workshops 

was assumed by the four Regional Centers for Rural Development located 

... 
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at Cornell University , Ithaca , New York; Iowa State University, Ames, 

Iowa; ~1ississippi State University , Mississippi State , f1ississippi; and 

Oregon State University, Corvallis, Oregon . Funds for the workshops 

were provided in part through a cooperative agreement with the U. S. 

Department of Agriculture and the National Agricultural Lands Study 

Task Force . Eleven federal agencies participated in the study. 

This report summarizes the workshop held in Dubuque , Iowa , on 

November 7-9, 1979 . The Horth Central Regional Center for Rural 

Development at Iowa State University, in cooperation with the Colleges 

of Agriculture in the region , organized and implemented this workshop . 

January, 1980 Ronald C. Powers, Director 

North Central Regional 

Center for Rural Development 
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INTRODUCTION 

The Agricultural Land Workshops were designed to receive maximum 

input from participating citizens . Nearly 75 percent of the workshop 

time was allocated to small group discussion in groups of seven to 

twelve people . The agenda (Figure 1) was organized to accomplish four 

objectives : 

1) To identify the issues and concerns about agricultural land . 

2) To propose solutions to the priority issues and concerns , 

including identification of what should be done and who 

(individuals, private organizations , and/or levels of 

government) should be involved . 

3) To identify the underlying values which influence people ' s 

positions on agricultural land issues and the proposed 

solutions . 

4) To identify instances of success or failure in attempts to 

preserve or conserve agricultural land. 

The procedures used in the workshops--which were adaptations of 

the nominal group technique and force field analysis - -insured that all 

participants made input and had the opportunity to express their views 

about the product of the entire workshop . The procedures also insured 

that diversity as well as consensus would be reflected in the 

discussions and the summary . The rationale for this procedure, as 

opposed to a consensus - only approach, is based on the notion that 

policy makers-for whom this report is intended--need to see the range 

of opinion and extent of disagreement as well as the consensus in order 

to devise specific policy proposals which ultimately have to obtain 
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AGRICULTURAL LANDS WORKSHOP PROGRAM 

NORTH CENTRAL REGION 

Day 1 

2:00-5 : 00 p .m. 
Training for Discussion 
Facilitators and Recorders 

Robert Bright 
University of Wisconsin 

5 : 00- 8:00 p .m. 
Registration 

7 : 00- 9 : 00 p . m. 
Informal Reception 
for Participants 

Day 2 

7 : 00- 8:15 a .m. 
Registration 
Continental Breakfast 

8 : 30 
Opening Session 

Introduction 
NALS Staff Member 

Workshop Overview 
Ronald C. Powers, Director 
North Central Regional 
Center for Rural Development 

Agricultural Land: An Overview 
Raleigh Barlowe, Professor of 
Resource Development 
Michigan State University 

or 

Richard Barrows , Professor of 
Agricultural Economics 
University of Wisconsin 

10:00 
Break 

10: 30 
Concurrent Discussion Sessions 

Focus: Agricultural Land - What 
are the Issues and Concerns? 

12 : 00 
Lunch 

1 : 15 
General Session - Summarizing 
the Issues and Concerns 

2 : 00 
Concurrent Discussion Sessions 

Focus : What are people doing 
and what do they want to have 
done about the major agricultural 
land concerns? Who should be 
taking action? 

5:00 
Adjourn 

5:30 
Social Hour 

Day 3 

7 : 00- 8 :15 a . m. 
Continental Breakfast 

8 : 30 
Concurrent Discussion Sessions 

Focus: Experiences with agri­
cultural land conservation and 
retention techniques. How do 
they work? What values of 
importance are affected? 

10:00 
Break 

10:30 

' 

General Session - Summary of 
Discussion Groups and 
Individual Preferences 

12:30 
Adjourn 

Figure 1. Agenda for all Agricultural Land Workshops in the North Central Region. 

i 
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majority consensus . A shortcoming in most consensus - only pr ocedur es is 

the suppression of important diffe r ences , which in the aggr egate , may 

eventually overwhelm a "weak" consensus . 

The flow of the workshop also ·was deli ber ate . The opening session 

included a brief orientation to the role of the citizen involvement 

phase in the total National Agr icultu ral Lands Study and an Ove r view of 

Agricultural Lands in the United States , the North Cent ral Region , and 

the three to four states contiguous to the wor kshop site . Broad areas 

of concerns \vhich have been expressed by the public were identified , 

but there was careful attention given to not answering the question 

central to the first set of small group discussions , namely, the issues 

and concerns which the people attending the workshop thought were 

important . The orientation and overview presentation did broaden the 

agenda beyond the question of retaining farmland . That has been the 

central theme in the National Agricultural Lands Study Task Force . 

Early in the discussions which the Regional Centers had with the Task 

Force it was pointed out that participants in such workshops would have 

additional concerns beyond retention of prime land in agriculture . It 

was agreed that the charge to the workshops should be broader- -

allowing for any issues related to quantity and quality of farmland to 

be discussed . As will be noted in this summary report, participants 

did have high priority concerns which extended beyond ways to retain 

land in agriculture . 

In the first session of the discussion groups the charge \vas to 

identify all issues and concerns and then to prioritize these into the 

top three to five issues . These were reported back to the total work-
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shop i1nmediately after lunch. In the second session of the discussion 

groups, each group chose to \-Tork on one or t\vO of the priority problems 

they had identified in the morning. The objective was to analyze the 

reasons the problem existed and to explore possible ways to solve the 

problem. This culminated in a set of outcome statements (usually three 

to five) from each discussion group. An outcome statement was to 

reflect what should be done and who should be involved in the solution 

process. These statements were typed and reproduced overnight. At the 

final plenary session on the second day, each participant had the 

opportunity to indicate the extent to which he/she agreed or disagreed 

\vith each statenent and to write in additional comments. This data set 

is the base for the section of this summary report which analyzes what 

participants believe should be done to preserve and conserve agri­

cultural lands. 

The third and last session of the discussion groups focused on two 

questions. The first was related to techniques used to preserve and 

conserve agricultural lands. After identifying several of the 

techniques, each indivi4ual was given an opportunity to choose one or 

iaore of tl1e techniques and to reflect what he/she perceived to be the 

strengths and weaknesses of the technique. 

The second question pertained to the values which influence 

people's perception of the issues as well as their choices for 

solution. Each participant responded in his/her own words to this 

question. 

The remainder of this report is organized as follows: 

1) The Farmland Retention Issue: A Midwestern Perspective 
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2) Small Group Discussion Summary : Listing of Priority 

Concerns , Grouping of Priority Concerns , Analysis of Outcome 

Statements , Implementation Techniques 

3) Values Related to Agricultural Land 

4) The Characteristics of the Workshop Participants 

5) Acknowledgements 

6) Appendices : Appendix A - Total List of Concerns 

Appendix B - Total Outcome Statements 

Response Frequencies 

Appendix C - List of Participants 
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America's Midwest has often been called the nation's breadbasket. 

This description is appropriate because the 12-state North Central 

Region that stretches from Michigan and Ohio westward through the 

Dakotas , Nebraska , and Kansas contains nine of the nation's top eleven 

agricultural producing states . It accounted for 43 .7 percent of the 

nation's total reported value of farm marketings in 1977 and represents 

one of the world's most productive agricultural areas . 

Except for the forested counties of the three Northern Lake 

States , almost all of the North Central Region is well-suited for 

agricultural use . It has a higher proportion of its total area in 

farms than any other region; it contains an inordinate share of the 

nation's more productive soils; and climatic and precipitation 

conditions favor the culture of corn , wheat , sorghum, soybeans , and 

other temperate region crops along with the maintenance of a livestock 

economy . 

Explorers and f rontiersmen recognized the natural advantages of 

the region for agricultural use at an early date . This awareness 

pro1opted a steady flow of settlers into the region during the 1800s. 

Frontier families cleared much of the forest cover of the eastern 

states of the region as they carved farms out of the wilderness. 

Later settlers faced different challenges as they ploughed and fenced 

the open grasslands found farther west. Farm-making was a primary goal 

i1ith most of these pioneer settlers; most expected to live in an 

agrarian , agricultural production-oriented society. 
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The situation changed with passing time . Like the nation as a 

,-1hole, the t1id\1est can no longer be described as primarily 

agricultural . With the rapid growth of Chicago, the population of 

Illinois became more urban than rural in 1900. Other states followed 

(Ohio in 1910; Indiana and Michigan in 1920; Minnesota, :t-1issouri, and 

\visconsin in 1930; Kansas in 1950; and Io,-1a in 1960); and with this 

trend more and more farm people shifted to urban and suburban 

employment . Farm science has made it possible for those who have 

remained on farms to greatly increase total farm output; but a 

possible threat to the region's and the nation's future agricultural 

production capacity is emerging with increasing market demands for the 

shifting of agricultural lands to non- agricultural uses. 

Agricultural Land Use Trends 

Review of the agricultural land use trends for the United States 

shows that after a long period of expansion in the number of farms , 

acreage in farms , and acreage used for crop production that all of 

these totals have decreased in recent decades . Farm numbers exceed the 

six million mark in every census between 1910 and 1940 and reached a 

peak of 6.8 million in 1935 but have dropped steadily since then to a 

total of 2.3 million farms in 1974 . Total acreage included in farms 

rose from national totals of 294 million acres in 1850 and 841 million 

acres in 1900 to a high of 1,161 million acres in 1950 but then started 

a gradual decline to 1,017 million acres in 1974. Meanwhile, cropland 

acreage reached a peak of 409 million accres in 1950 and then gradually 



9 

dropped to 382 million acres in 1974 . Comparison of the census totals 

for 1950 and 1974 show that the nation lost 57 . 4 percent of its farm 

operators, 13 . 5 pe r cent of its land in farms , and 6. 6 percent of its 

cropland acreage in this 24 years . 

Farmland-use trends in the North Central Region have generally 

paralleled those for the nation as a whole . Some of the trends for the 

region and for specific states , however , differ f r om the national 

picture . In 1940, the region had 2. 1 million farms or 34 . 4 percent of 

the nation's total . By 1974 , this total had dropped to 1,017,367 farms 

but the region now had 44 percent of the nation ' s farms . 

Farmland and cropland acreage data for the 12 North Central states 

are reported in Tables I and II . These tabulations show that farmland 

acreages were at their peak in the eight eastern states of the region 

in 1945 while the peaks for North Dakota and South Dakota came in 1954 

and Kansas and Hebraska in 1964. Cropland totals were at their peaks 

in all but two states in 1940 and reached their highest levels in Ioi-1a 

and North Dakota in 1969 . 

All of the eastern states except Illinois experienced substantial 

decreases in farnland and cropland area between 1945 and 1974 . In 

t1ichigan, for example , total farmland dropped from 18 . 4 million acres 

in 1945 to 10 . 8 nillion acres in 1974 while total cropland declined 

from 11 . 9 million to 8. 0 million acres . Sraaller decreases occurred in 

most of the other states; but north And South Dakota added to their 

acreages of both farmland and cropland during this period while 

Illinois, Iowa , Kansas , and Missouri added cropland. 



State 

Ohio 

Indiana 

l1ichigan 

~.Jisconsin 

Illinois 

Iowa 

l1issour i 

Kansas 

Nebraska 

l1innesota 

North Dakota 

South Dako t a 

Total 

Table I . FarMland Acreage by Census Years, 1940-1974 , North Central States 
(thousands of acres) 

1940 

21 , 907 . 5 

19,800.8 

18, 038 . 0 

22 , 876 . 5 

31 , 032 . 6 

34,148.7 

1945 

21 , 927 . 8 

20,027 . 0 

18,392.2 

23 , 615 . 0 

31 , 602 . 2 

34 , 453 . 9 

34,739.6 35 , 278 . 3 

48 ,173. 6 48,589.4 

47,344.0 47,752.9 

32 , 607 . 0 33,140.0 

39 , 473 . 6 43,032.0 

37,936.1 41,001.2 

338,078 398,812 

1950 

20 ,969 . L~ 

19,658.7 

17,270.0 

23,221.1 

30,978.5 

34 , 264 . 6 

1954 

19,991.6 

19,232.8 

16,466 . 8 

22 , 507 . 3 

30 ,398. 5 

34,044.5 

35 ,1 23 .1 34 ,195.4 

48,611.4 50,023.5 

47,466.8 47,486.6 

32 , 883 . 2 32,284.5 

44 ,785 . 5 44 ,949. 5 

41,194.0 41,876.9 

396,426 393,458 

1959 

18,506.8 

18,613.0 

14,782 . 5 

21,156.2 

30 ,327 . 3 

33,381.0 

33,155.2 

50,152.9 

47,755.7 

30,796.1 

44,850.7 

41,465.7 

385,39) 

1964 

17,619.2 

17,933.2 

13,599.0 

20 ,377. 6 

29,957.5 

33,758.3 

1969 

17,111.5 

17,572.9 

11,900.7 

18,1 09 .3 

29,913.2 

33,569.6 

32,691.6 32,420.3 

50,271.1 49,390.4 

47,792.7 45,834.0 

30,805.0 28,845.2 

45,567.3 45,584.2 

42,717.4 43,117.8 

383,090 373,369 

1974 

15 , 668 . 2 

16,785. 2 

10 , 832 . 2 

17,624 . 8 

29,094.8 

33,044.8 

29,801.1 

47,945.7 

46,172.0 

27,605.2 

45,977.8 

42,387.4 

362,939 

I--' 
0 



State 

Ohio 

Indian-a 

Michigan 

Wisconsin 

Illinois 

Iowa 

Missouri 

Kansas 

Nebraska 

Minnesota 

North Dakota 

South Dakota 

Total 

Table II . Total Cropland Acreage by Census Years , 1940-1975 , North Central States 
(thousands of acres) 

1940 

15 , 658 

14 , 650 

11 , 899 

13, 038 

25 , 133 

27 , 548 

23 , 007 

34 , 193 

25 , 415 

22 , 974 

27 , l 01 

23,169 

263 , 785 

1945 

13 , 302 

13 , 540 

11 , 210 

12 , 683 

23 , 583 

24 , 942 

16, 857 

28 , 436 

23 , 429 

22 , 292 

25 , 103 

18 , 503 

233 , 880 

1950 

13 , 379 

13 , 828 

11, 043 

12 , 906 

23 , 943 

26 , 049 

18 , 757 

29 , 440 

23 , 776 

22 , 461 

27 , 628 

19 , 822 

241 , 032 

1954 

12 , 799 

13, 828 

10 , 788 

12 , 680 

23 , 745 

25 , 981 

17 , 705 

29 , 577 

22 , 868 

22 , 193 

27 , 700 

19, 628 

239 , 492 

• 

1959 

12 , 255 

13 , 660 

9, 957 

12 , 250 

23 , 960 

26 , 402 

21 , 930 

29 , 624 

22 , 828 

21 , 930 

27 , 707 

19 , 165 

237 , 908 

1964 

11, 864 

13 , 317 

9, 455 

12 , 043 

23 , 868 

26 , 356 

22 , 243 

29 , 421 

22 ,1 00 

22 , 243 

27 , 446 

18 , 707 

234 , 780 

1969 

12 , 447 

13 , 552 

8 , 580 

11, 564 

24 , 829 

27 , 739 

22 , 312 

31 , 768 

22 , 223 

22,312 

29 , 459 

19 , 883 

245 , 266 

1974 

11 , 766 

13, 198 

8 , 005 

11 , 669 

24 , 400 

27 , 278 

21 , 32 1 

29 , 984 

22 , 213 

21, 32 1 

29 , 185 

19 , 192 

237 , 550 

I-' 
I-' 
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Total area in farms dropped 33 . S million acres or 8 . 5 percent for 

the region between 1950 and 1974 . This was a slower rate of decline 

than tl1e national average and left the region with 35 . 7 percent of the 

nation's farmland in 1974 as compared with 34 . 1 percent in 1950. 

Meanwhile , the total acreage in cropland declined 3. 5 million acres 

(1.4 percent) . This rate of decline also was below the national 

average and left the region with 54.0 percent of the nation ' s cropland 

in 1974 as compared with 50 . 4 percent in 1950. 

Total cropland dropped 7.7 million acres between 1950 and 1974 in 

the five states of Indiana , Michigan, Minnesota , Ohio and Wisconsin 

while an increase of 6. 4 million acres was repo r ted for the five states 

of Illinois , Iowa, Kansas , Missouri , and North Dakota . The increase 

from 165.9 to 168 . 5 million acres of cropland reported for the West 

llorth Central states (Minnesota , Iowa, Missouri, lJorth Dakota , South 

Dakota, Nebraska, and Kansas) for this period came at a time \vhen only 

one other region in the nation, the Mountain Region, reported an 

increase in cropland area . 

Significance of Land Use Trends 

The significance of these land use trends for farmland retention 

decisions depends very much upon who interprets them. Proponents of 

farmland protection can view the decreases in farm and cropland area 

and the prospects of significant additional decreases in the years 

al1ead with considerable alarn1 . Others can speak with optimism of 

increases in cropland acreages in the nation's breadbasket area during 
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the 1950- 74 period . The problem of farmland losses is obviously most 

acute in the urbanized eastern states of the r egion. \-lhatever 

significance it has , however, affects the entire r egion and the 

nation. 

It is a normal reaction for people to ask : Where a r e these trends 

taking us? Do they pose a threat to our futu re pr oduction capacity or 

to the nation ' s welfar e? If the trends are temporary or a passing 

phenomenon, people may be well advised to ignore them. If, on the 

other hand, one accepts the premise that necessary farmlands are being 

lost and that programs are needed to insure their retention, it is easy 

to assume that we should pr oceed to discussions of policy alternatives 

and to the devising of possible solutions . 

Ans,.;ers to several other important questions should be sought 

before we proceed with discussions of what we can or should do in 

dealing with farralands . We need to know how much farmland we are 

losing , where and to what uses this land is going , and the potential 

effects of these losses on our agr icultural production capacity . 

Information and understanding is needed concerning the impacts of other 

f actors and forces on agricultural lands . We should also give careful 

consideration to the concerns American people have about the use and 

mana gement of agricultural lands . 

Primary e1nphasis will be given in the discussion that follows to a 

brief listing and analysis of some of the leading trends and concerns 

that impact on our use of agricultural lands in the Midwest . This 

• 
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discussion will be followed by a short statement identifying the 

alternative policy approaches various levels of government can and have 

used in dealing v1ith the farmland protection issue. 

Factors and Concerns Affecting Farmlands 

Changes in agricultural land use do not occur in isolation. The 

trends reported above reflect the response of thousands of individual 

operators to a wide assortment of differing opportunities, pressures, 

and perceptions of what they should do. Some of these relate to 

urbanization and off-farm work opportunities, some to reactions 

concerning <lomestic and world markets for farm products, some to energy 

and other input supply problems , and some to changing institutional 

a rranger:ients and popular perceptions of rural life. The past decade 

has witnessed significant changes in all of these major social and 

economic forces . Hov1 we will view our farnlands in the future also 

will be affected by concerns about the viability of our future 

agricultural production base, the impact of current and expected 

programs on the quality of this production base, the economic futu re of 

farming , and the values of rural living. 

Urbaniza tion 

Urbanization has l1ad a two-fold impact on the retention of land in 

farms . As the population of the nation and various states has becor.ie 

more urban , cities have en1erged and sprea d outward to cover areas once 

used for agri cultur e . Industrial and urban developments also have 

brought new employment opportunities that have induced large numbers of 

farm people to leave their fa rms. 
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ltost of tl1e land area now occupied by cities and towns was once 

used for agriculture . It is an expected feature of the land use 

succession process for towns to develop at strategically located sites 

in agricultural areas and then expand outward onLo f~rmlands . This 

expansion onto farnlands is necessary in some instances because the 

tm,ns and cities that start as trade centers for agricultural areas 

must expand on farmlands if they are to expand at all . 

Precise information is not available concerning the acreages of 

farraland that have been lost to urban developments in the P1idwest . The 

U. S. Department of Agriculture has reported data for the nation which 

shows that the total area classified as urban increased from 18 . 3 

million acres in 1950 to 31 . 0 million in 1969 and 34 . 8 million acres in 

1974 while the area used for airports , railroads , highuays and roads 

rose from 23 . 8 million acres in 1950 to 26 . 0 million in 1969 and 26 . 3 

million acres in 1974 . Taken togetl1er , tl1e areas used for these 

urban- associated uses increased from 42 . 1 million acres in 1950, to 

57 . 3 million in 1969 , and 61 . 1 million acres in 1974 . This represents 

an average shift of 792 , 000 acres a year between 1950 and 1974, and 

760 , 000 acres a year between 1969 and 1974 , most but not all of which 

involve lands taken from agricultural use . 

Studies conducted by the Soil Conservation Service suggest that 

substantially larger areas have shifted from agricultural to 

urban - associated uses . The differences reported stem largely from 

reliance on different definitions of what constitutes urban land use . 

• 
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The USDA definition limited urban places to areas included in central 

cities, suburban fringe zones , and other incorporated and 

unincorporated places with populations of 2 , 500 or more . The SCS 

definitions, in turn, went farther to include smaller suburban 

developments, scattered rural home sites , and in some cases farmlands 

that had been acquired for and were still awaiting development . These 

definitions are more inclusive because they recognize the dispersed 

nature of many of the conversions of farmland for urban uses plus the 

fact that large areas of farmland have been idled because of the 

urbanization process . 

General observations in the North Central Region suggest that 12 

to 14 million of the 33 . 5 million acres that dropped out of 

agricultural use between 1950 and 1974 were lands that shifted out of 

farming in the northern Lake States because their operato rs consider ed 

them as unprofitable for continued agricultur al use . Of the remaining 

20 to 22 million acres , around five or six million acres probably 

shifted to the USDA classification of urban areas . An additional area 

of between 10 and 15 million acres shifted to various suburban 

residential , industrial and commercial developments , rural homesites 

and industries, idled undeveloped speculation holdings, airports , 

higl1,1ays, park an<l recreational areas , and other urban- associated 

uses . 

A st,1dy of the aerial photographs of 53 rapidly urbanizing 

counties during the 1960s and early 1970s indicates tl1at only 35 

percent of the land taken for urban developments was cropland . This 
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suggests that only 250 , 000 to 300 , 000 acres of the areas that have been 

shifting each year into the USDA urban classification have been 

cropland . This standard is pr obably too low for use in the Mid~vest 

where high proportions of the land taken for ur ban uses have 

agricultural potential . Data from the Soil Conservation Service ' s 

Conservation Needs study shows that of the lands converted to urban 

uses between 1967 and 1975 , 82 percent in the Plains States (North 

Dakota , South Dakota , Nebr aska and Kansas) , 72 percent in the Corn Belt 

(Ohio , Indiana , Illinois , Iowa , and Missour i) and 69 percent in the 

Lake States (Michigan , Wisconsin , and Minneso t a) involved good 

agricultural land (SCS classes I - III) . 

In addition to the role it plays in cr eating demands that call fo r 

takings of agricultural lands , urbanization also has other distracting 

irapacts on farraing operations . Thr ee of the most impor tant of these 

involve the attraction good farmland offers for urban developments , the 

effects that the possible receipt of capital gains from land sales has 

on farming operations , and the impact scattered acquisitions of land 

for urban-associated uses have on local pr operty taxes . 

11uch has been said a bout the need for protecting prime and unique 

agricultural lands for continued agricultural use . Past experience 

shows , however , that even when developers have opportunities to use 

lands with low production values for agriculture , they frequently 

prefer locations on good agricultural sites . Flat, well-drained lands 

that are ideal for farming purposes usually involve lower development 

costs than hilly or rough areas . The market-minded developer also 

wants sites that are served witlt roads , schools , power , and other 
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public utilities and services . This community infrastructure is 

already available in good agricultural areas while its provision could 

involve added development costs if developraents were located on sites 

with lower potentials for farm use . 

Farmland owners often greet the approach of urban pressures with 

expectations of sizeable capital gains to be secured from the sale of 

their properties . The prospects for these sales are sometimes very 

real and sometimes merely i1nagined . In either instance , an owner's 

expectation that he may realize a substantial capital gain from the 

future sale of land for a nonfarm use can have a significant impact on 

managerial plans and decisions . An owner who hopes and expects to sell 

out in a few years may taper off or discontinue his normal outlays for 

repairs and maintenance . Buildings , fences , and drains may be allowed 

to deteriorate , and needed investments for improving farm productivity 

will be neglected . A chain of managerial decisions can logically 

follow that reduces the agricultural production value of the property 

and 111akes the land a prime candidate for redevelopment for another 

use . 

Purchases of farmland a reas for scattered homesites and 

developnents also can have important negative effects in blighting the 

use of areas around cities for continued agricultural use. This 

blighting process is caused in part by our property tax assessment 

standards which call for the assessment of real properties at their 

highest and best use values . Sales of scattered homesites and 

subdivision tracts often lead to higher assessed values for surrounding 

agricultural properties even when existing demands can be filled with 

the taking of only small segments of the total affected areas . The 
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movement of suburban families into fringe area communities can also 

lead to new pressures for schools and other public services which in 

turn lead to rising millage rates . Farm operators ,-1ho really want to 

continue their farming operations often find that this combination of 

higher assessed valuations and rising millage rates adds up to a 

growing economic pressure to liquidate their farming operations and 

either move to another area or turn to a different activity . 

Off-farm Employment Opportunities 

The bright lights of the city have long had a wagnetic appeal for 

farm people . Thousands of farm workers and farm families in the 

:tidwest have moved to towns and cities and accepted nonfarm 

employment . This acceptance of urban- oriented employment opportunities 

has played a I!lajor role in the past in drawing surplus workers out of 

agricultural communities and in providing attractive work alternatives 

to those operators who have found their operations unprofitable because 

of the inadequate size, undercapitalization, or low productivity of 

their farms . 

A new dimension of this phenonenon is now emerging with the 

tendancy of large numbers of operators to work both on and off their 

farms . Table III reports data from the 1959 and 1974 Census of 

Agriculture on off - farm work acitvities . In 1959 , 586,195 farmers , 40 

percent of the total number of oprators, reported some off - farm work . 

In 1974, 395 , 209 farmers , 39 percent of the total number of operators, 

reported si□ilar off-farm work activity . Neither total is complete as 

large numbers of operators did not answer this question . It is 



Table III . Operators Reporting Off-Farm ivork., 1959 and 1974, North Central States 

States 

Ohio 

Indiana 

l1ichigan 

vlisconsin 

Illinois 

Iowa 

}1issouri 

Kansas 

Nebraska 

t1innesota 

North Dakota 

South Dakota 

Total 

Total number 
of operators 

140,353 

128 ,1 60 

111,817 

131,215 

154 , 644 

17 4 ,707 

168 ,672 

104,347 

90,475 

145 , 662 

54,928 

55,727 

1,460,707 

~ - ~--- _:::---............... ""'Lf-.- ...._....,___.., __..... --- -- • ... ~ 

1959 

Reporting 
off-farm work 

71 , 886 

63 , 675 

60 , 626 

53 , 092 

58 , 527 

53 , 512 

74,044 

44,995 

25,500 

50 , 813 

15,936 

14,589 

586 ,195 

100 days or 
more of off-farm 

work 

53 , 272 

46 , 437 

47 ,1 61 

31,499 

33 , 815 

23 , 679 

50 ,148 

24,852 

10 ,1 67 

25,143 

5,812 

5,430 

357,415 

Total nur!lber 
of operators 

91,237 

86 , 898 

63 , 602 

88 ,4 24 

110,182 

124,675 

114,827 

78,355 

66,264 

97,693 

42,522 

42,224 

1,007,903 

1974 

Reporting 
off-farm work 

49 , 095 

44 , 590 

34 ,349 

33 , 542 

43,135 

38,253 

52,359 

29 ,601 

17, 251 

32,260 

10,568 

10,206 

395,209 

100 days or 
more of off-farm 

work 

41,773 

37 , 631 

29,418 

26 ,1 48 

32,053 

25 ,407 

42,829 

21,642 

10,548 

23,067 

5,742 

5,865 

302,123 

N 
0 
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significant , however , that two - fifths of the operators reported 

compensated work off their farms and that 61 percent of those who 

reported off - £ arm work in 1959 worked 100 days or more off the farm 

during the year \lhile 7 6 percent did so in 197 4. 

Substantial numbers of farm operators appear to be increasingly 

dependent upon off - farm employnent incomes . Much of this work is 

related to agribusiness and fa r m- oriented employment . But in many 

areas , farmers are working in nearby indust r ies or are commuting many 

IJiles each day to jobs in commerce or indust r y . Table III indicates 

that more than half of the farm operators in Indiana , Michigan , and 

Ohio and more than a third in Illinois , Kansas , Missouri , and Wisconsin 

reported off - farm work in 1974, and that more than 80 percent of these 

workers reported 100 days or more of off - farm work in Indiana , 

~lichigan , t-1issouri , and Ohio . 

Off-farn \vork can be used to support continued farming activities . 

This is the case when operators use their off - farm income to supply 

needed capital for their farming operations and when the work is vie\ved 

as a oeans to that end . A different outcome may result when operators 

become increasingly dependent on their off - farm jobs for living 

expenses , when jobs compete time-wise with farming activities , when 

operators cease farming operations on much of their agricultural land , 

or when operators stop farming altogether . One can assume that many of 

the part - tine farmers of 1959 had shifted to the "no longer farming " 

category by 1974 . In marcy instances , they still lived on the farms 

they had once operated . Insofar as they retained their farmlands or 
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leased them to others, their holdings could still be considered as 

f arn1lancl. When their new emphasis caused them to shift their holdings 

to other uses, however, the land was often lost for farming. 

Domestic and World Markets for Farm Products 

Adequate markets for farm produce that will insure reasonable farm 

prices have long been a concern for farmers. As Figure I shows, 

America ' s farmers have increased their total output sufficiently since 

1930 to more than keep ahead of population increases . This has 

resulted in agricultural surpluses and suggests the prospect of 

additional surpluses in the years ahead. Production surpluses have 

been a cor:rrnon occurrence in the past . Except for the World War II 

period and the world food shortage years of the early 1970s, surpluses 

have been a problem in almost all of the 60 years since the end of 

\lor ld War I. 

The handling of agricultural production surpluses has been the 

central issue in American agricultural policy since the 1920s. If no 

answers to or uncertainties concerning the surplus problem were in 

sight , argur,1ents fo r saving agricultural lands would lose much of their 

meaning . Analysis of the market situation for recent years, however, 

suggests that fo r eign markets can absorb our surpluses and that 

additional production fo r these markets is badly needed to help balance 

the nation's demand for imports. 

Foreign deinands vary f rom year to year in response to changing 

production conditions abroad. Overall, the prospects for a high level 

of foreign demand are good because the United States and Canada are the 
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only nations with much potential for producing crops for export. This 

demand should help keep American domestic prices high and at the same 

time provide farmers with market price incentives for increasing 

production. 

Much of the case for encouraging exports springs from the effect 

of large imports of petroleum and mechanical and transport equipment on 

our balance of trade. Prior to the 1970s, the value of America's 

exports exceeded the value of its imports in most years; but during the 

past decade we have had deficits in 1971, 1972, 1974, 1976, 1977, and 

1978 (Table IV). }1ajor trade deficits of $26.5 billion in 1977 and 

$28 .4 billion in 1978 have contributed significantly to the inter­

national decline in the value of the American dollar. A bright ray of 

hope in our total export picture has come with the increasing 

importance of agricultural exports. These exports have risen steadily 

in dollar value and accounted for $23 .7 billion in 1977 and $29.4 

billion in 1978. Since 1973, they have represented between 19.5 and 

24 . 8 percent of the nation's exports each year. With the prospect of 

increasing world population numbers and rising demands for food and 

feed exports, agricultural exports provide one of the best means we 

have for financing needed imports. 

Energy Costs and Input Supply Problems 

Farmers are willing to produce for donestic and foreign markets, 

but they need some assurance that they can secure necessary supplies of 

inputs at a reasonable price. Until recent years the cost of supplying 

petroleum products, natural gas , and electricity for farming operations 

has been low enough that separate classifications for these inputs 

I 
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Tabl~ IV . Vnlue of inports of the Unit~d Stat~s , selected years 
1960-1978 

1960 

1965 

1970 

1971 

1972 

1973 

1974 

1975 

1976 

1977 

1978 

Imports 
Total 

14 , 722 . 0 

21 , 366 . 4 

39 , 903 . 2 

45 , 562 . 7 

55,555 . 2 

69 , 475 . 7 

100,251 . 0 

96 , 116 . 0 

120 , 077 . 4 

147 , 685 . 0 

172 , 025 . 5 

(millions of dollnrs) 

Total 

19 , 402 . 0 

27 , 340 . 2 

43 , 226 . 4 

44 , 129 . 9 

/19 , 767 . 7 

71 , 338 . 8 

98 , 507 . 2 

107 , 591 . 6 

114 , 997 . 2 

121 , 212 . 3 

143 , 659 . 9 

Exports 
Agr icultu r al exports 

Value :r. of Totnl 

6 , 228 . 9 22 . 8 

7 , 173 . 7 16 . 6 

7, 698 . 0 l 7 . 4 

9 , 409 . 6 18 . 9 

17 , 680 . 6 24 . 8 

21 , 996 . 1 22 . 3 

21 ,885 . 7 20 . 3 

22,996 . 3 20 . 0 

23 , 671 . 0 19 . S 

29 , 406 . 9 20 . 5 
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have not been r eported by the United St ates Department of Agriculture. 

This situation is changing fast . As we look to the future, it seems 

almost certain that the cost of petroleum products will continue to 

rise . This will affect the cost and availability of numerous 

agricultural inputs such as commercial fe rt ilizers . But most 

important , it will affect the cost of farm power and make the cost of 

ene r gy a limiting and st r ategic factor that can seriously affect future 

agricultu ral production. 

Ene r gy shortages can have several other effects on farmlands. 

Should fuel shortages bring a cutback on automobile use, the ene r gy 

problem could bring pressures for recentralization of urban functions. 

Families would want to live closer to their work and cities would have 

incentives to become more compact . This trend would reverse much of 

the current suburbanization pressure for taking fa r mlands . Potential 

answers to the ene r gy problem also could call for the cultivation and 

use of large areas of farmland. This would be the case if the nation 

were to give heavy emphasis to producing crops for the manufacture of 

alcohol . Other types of problems for farmland can arise if the 

solutions for the ene r gy problem call for increases in strip mining . 

Productive soils can~ buried beneath overburden . Local water 

supplies also may be diverted away from agriculture if water is used 

for moving coal slurry or for the processing of energy resources. 

Changing Institutional Arrangements 

Government policies and regulations can have important 

implications for the saving of fa r mlands . Programs for draining or 

irrigating lands adds to the nation's stock of agr icultural lands. 
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Conservation and soil improvement programs can protect and upgrade 

the pr oductivity of lands now in use . Zoning ordinances , land use 

regulations , and designations of agricultural districts can be 

used to protect farmlands from possible development . Ordinances 

and court decisions that restrict farming practices and decisions 

to reserve areas with agricultural potential as parks , forests , or 

wildernesses can have adverse effects on agriculture . 

Most farm people support the goals of environmental enhance­

ment and protection , but many decisions and policies pushed fo r 

this purpose have resulted in constraints on agricultural 

practices . 

Most of the great forward strides in farm science since 1800 

have involved the acceptance of mechanical , biological , and 

chemical developments . Rising energy costs can have adverse 

effects on future mechanical developments . Fears and 

uncertainties concerning possible mutations pose barriers fo r new 

biological developments , and regulations affecting the use of 

chemicals can close the door for many new chemical developments . 

Concerns about the adverse effects of chemicals have brought 

regulations that limit or prohibit the use of certain growth 

stimulants , pesticides , weed killers, and fire retardants . 

Perceptions of Rural Life 

Another important group of factors that has bearing on 

farmland protection policies involves our perceptions of rural 
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life. Throughout much of the last century, far1n people have been 

attracted to urban life by tl1e glamour and bright lights of tl1e city. 

Since World \var II, this process has reversed itself. Central cities 

are no longer as attractive as they once seemed . Urban families have 

moved to the suburbs and to the open countryside where they could find 

space and privacy, enjoy nature, and hopefully escape the bustle and 

crin1e of tl1e cities . Hundreds of families have endorsed a 

back-to-the-land ethic and moved to situations where they can live and 

work in closer cor11mu11ion \vith nature . 

Reports on population trends throughout the region indicate that 

raost large cities are losin8 population and that the increases in 

population for metropolitan areas are coming in the suburbs. Rural 

counties that were classed as areas of declining population in the 

1950s and 1960s are experiencing a resurgence of growth . t1uch of this 

growth encompasses older and retired couples who are returning to the 

hom~s of their earlier year sand who are trying to escape the cities . 

Insofar as the return of people to rural communities continues and 

insofar as significant numbers of the returnees want to keep rural 

areas as they are, a strong force may be developing to protect large 

tracts of farmland in its present use . Public policies and programs for 

this purpose may generate support not only f rorn far1ners and local 

residents but also from the large nunbers of urban residents whose 

roots are still in the soil, tvho often \vish they could live and work in 

a 1nore natural world, and who cherish a very natural feeling that the 

agricultural countryside is a national heritage that should be 

protected for future generations . 
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Adequacy of Our Agricultural Production Base 

A major concern for proponents of farmland retention centers is 

the adquacy of our agricultural production base . The key questions 

here are : How much good farmland do we have , and ho\1 much do we need? 

Answers to the question concerning how much farmland we have 

depend upon the criteria of measurement . The 1974 census reported that 

the nation had 465 million acres classified as cropland . Of this total 

361 million acres were actually used for crops , 21 million acres were 

idle cropland, and 83 million acres were in cropland pasture . A Soil 

Conservation Service study of 1975 identified 400 million acres of 

cropland , 344 million acres or 86 percent of which was in the SCS soil 

capability classes I-III. (This study counted only short-term 

rotational pasture as cropland.) The Soil Conservation Service study 

indicated that the nation had an additional 111 million acres that 

could be converted to cropland use but that only 78 million acres had a 

high potential for converstion under 1974 price and cost conditions . 

f1ost of this high potential area was currently in pasture or range 

,1hile 13 million acres uere in forests . 

From these data it seems that the nation had around 400 million 

acres of good cropland in 1974, about 90 percent of which was actually 

used for crop production . Another 75 to 80 million acres had a 

potential for cropland use. It should be noted that these figures 

assume 1974 conversion cost, production cost , and the favorable 

commodity price conditions in that year . These assumptions constitute 
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an iraportant part of the measurement criteria since the supply of 

agricultural land will almost always reflect bo t h the cost of 

converting or developing land for this use and the pr ices people are 

willing to pay for it . 

Blessed as it has been with a bounteous supply of high quality 

agricultural soils , the United States has been able up until this time 

to take its supply of farmland as granted . Now that the limits of that 

supply are within sight , market price conditions may play a larger r ole 

in influencing land supplies . If farm commodity prices were to rise 

significantly relative to production costs , fa r mers would find it 

profitc1ble to expand their production onto large areas of land now 

considered marginal or submarginal for agricultural use . 

Answers to the question of ho\-1 much farmland we need call for a 

weighing of estimates concerning several present and future trends . 

Assumptions are needed on population trends , per capita rates of food 

and fiber consu1nption , ar.'lounts of food and fiber imports and exports , 

and proJuction trends . All of these factors are dealt with in 

agricultural production projection models , and the assumptions made in 

every case involve significant uncertainties . 

tb~t recent projections of the food production potential of the 

United States indicate that it can care for the do1nestic needs of its 

citizens until after the end of this century . \~l1en we consider the 

question of longer time periods , uncertainties cloud the clarity of our 

answers . 
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The population of the United States is still increasing . \vith the 

recent slowdown in the rate of growth , many demographers speak 

hopefully of the total population stabilizing at around 270 million . 

But we cannot speak with certainty about the futuT'e birth and 

immigration trends and thus cannot say for sure how cany people we r:rus t 

be prepared to feed . 

We know that our current volume of agricultural exports greatly 

exceeds our agricultural imports. With world population nunbers still 

climbing, ue know that the United States and Canada will be called upon 

to produce uore food for the world market . Huge questions exist , 

however, concerning the ability of hungry people in the less developed 

nations to pay for these food supplies and the year-to-year consistency 

of foreign demands for our agricultural surpluses . 

Other cajor uncertainties arise when we discuss expected trends in 

productivity and our assumptions concerning energy sources and the 

ueather . Past developments in faro science have made it possible for 

farmers to produce more and more food on less land with a smaller labor 

force . We have no guarantees that the flow of new technology will be 

as great in the future as in the past . Some observers claim that the 

flow of new knowhow is already slowing do,m because the biological 

growth potentials have been largely tapped through plant genetics and 

also point to constraints on biological and chemical developments as 

signs that in the future we must count on less help fror.1 ir.iprovcd 

production techniques . 
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Just as most typical projections of our production potential have 

tended to assume advances in farm science, they have also tended to 

assume low cost energy inputs and a continuation of favorable weather 

conditions. The events of recent years show that energy costs , which 

we once regarded as a necessary but not expensive input, have a 

potential for becoming the limiting and strategic factor around which 

numerous production decisions will be made. Assumptions about 

continued favorable climatic conditions may also prove tenuous should 

we experience a return of dust bowl conditions or should we experience 

a cooling or warming climatic trend as some meteorologists predict . 

Our inability to predict the size of the population we must feed , 

the extent to which we can depend upon new science in meeting our 

production needs , the cost of necessary inputs such as ene r gy , and the 

climate in which we will operate highlight the uncertainties that may 

affect the adequacy of our agricultural production base . Not knowing 

what the future may bring, it can be argued that we should insure 

ourselves against the risk of possible undesired developments by 

husbanding our present agricultural resource base. With this insurance 

process, programs 1:1ay be needed to discourage irreversible conversions 

of farmland to other uses and to prevent the taking of high grade lands 

for other uses when lower grade lands would suffice. 

Quality of the Production Base 

A closely related concern of Uidwestern farmers and others 

involves the effects of current farming practices on the quality of our 

agricultural production base. Two principal types of problems merit 
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attention . First , there is some evidence that current practices are 

contributing to increased soil erosion . A recent study, for example , 

indicates that pursuit of national policies for increasing food 

production during the mid-1970s has brought a 22 perc@nt increase in 

soil erosion losses in western Iowa . Secondly, as high grade farmlands 

are diverted to other uses, farmers must fall back on the use of 

residual lands which often have less inherent productive capacity for 

agricultural uses . 

Although there is little empirical evidence that shows that soil 

erosion is becoming a t'lore serious problem in the l·tld,i1est, certain 

important recent trends point in this direciton . Farming practices 

have changed in recent years throughout much of the region to favor the 

continuous planting of larger acreages to row crops and less use of 

crop rotations. Widescale acceptance of new machinery also has 

resulted in some abandonment of previous conservation practices and the 

re□oval of structures such as terraces which are incompatible with the 

use of large equipment . At the same time that these practices open the 

door for increased t1ater erosion, expansions of the cropland base of 

the Plains States have contributed to more wind erosion of soils during 

dry years . 

l~re than 70 percent of the farmlands that have shifted to urban 

uses in the rlidwest have had Class I - III SCS soil capability ratings . 

The conversion of these lands has resulted in many cases si□ply in less 

available cropland . Insofar as farmers have been able to bring 

replacement lands into cultivation , the areas claimed for cropland use 

have often had less inherent productive capacity than the areas lost. 
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Substitutions of this order reduce the overall quality of the 

agricultural production base because the new lands are less productive, 

have less ability to respond to agricultural technology, and are often 

fragile in the sense that they are more susceptible to erosion and to 

wearing out after continued use. 

Economic Future of Farming 

Another group of concerns tlid\vestern farmers have relate to the 

economic future of farcing. These concerns take many forns. Farraers 

generally have a major interest in cost-price relationsl1ips and the 

expected abilities of individual operators to realize a fair return for 

their labor and management. Family farmers have <loubts about the 

future of the family farm and the impact that pressures for bigness and 

farm expansion ui.ay have on their continued survival. t-Iany farrJers are 

perturbed by the rapid increase in farm real estate values and the 

seeming lack of a consistent relationship between annual agricultural 

rents and la11d values. Young farmers and those who want to enter 

farming also are concerned with their prospects for successful entry 

into farming. 

Some of these concerns are directly related to agricultural land 

while others are not. Some also seem to pit the interests of the 

sr.1aller and younger farmers against those of both the larger operators 

and older and already established farmers. In this respect, operators 

of family fdrms \Jho want to k.eep farms in their families and young 

workers who are seeking entry into farming have logical reasons to look 

at farmlands and possible regulations affecting farmlands in a 

different way than well-capitalized or established operators. They may 

i 

l 
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favor neasures that encourage farnily as compared \Jith expanded farming 

oper;1tio11s , programs for advancing financial assistance to young 

far11'\ers , and policies that discourage the conversion of far111lands for 

other uses . The larger and better established opeJ..-~Lv""c; in turn may 

argue for tax and marketing insLitutions that favor large-scale 

oper~tions and Lhat place a minimum of constraints on the opportunities 

individual owners have for selling their land to top bidders . 

LiLtle more needs to be said here about the national and regional 

need for sustaining agriculture as a viable industry and for giving 

nore th<ln lip service to the time-l1onored national goal of tostering 

family farms . Additional comments are in order , however , concerning 

ti1e prohletns youn . ..; \11ould-be farmers face in gaining entry to 

agriculture . Conc(>rn .ibou L these problems has caused ~1innesotc1 to 

enr1ct a Young Farmers Assistance Act , Wisconsin to undertake a study of 

credit availability , a,~ proponents of assistance for young farmers to 

propose legisl~ti.on in North Dakota and Iowa for this purpose . 

Young operator~ no longer find it easy to climb the "agricultural 

ladder" of the early 1900s . They often move directly fron work on a 

farnily fa r m or off-farn job to ownership . This move has been greatly 

co1t1plicate<l in recent years by the rising capital cost of establishing 

a ~oinp, far11ing operation , by inflation and the upward spiral in far1n 

land values , and by difficulties in acquiring adequate credit . These 

problerns have closed entry to agriculture to many promisin~ young 

people who have not had considerable savings or the good for tune of 

acquiring land or otl1er assets through fami l y help , inheritance , or 

marriage . 
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Clearly, we need to insure the continued move1nent of capable young 

farr1ers into agriculture. This ,neans that young operators must be able 

to obtain enough finanacial leverage to acquire farms, establish going 

farming operations, and avoid disastrous cash flow probleris in the 

early years of tl1eir operations. At the same tine, it must be 

remembered that not everyone who wishes to farn is a worthy credit risk 

and that we provide no favors in offering credit to operators ~10 are 

doomed to failure because of lack of farming experience, technical 

knowhow, or other characteristics needed for success. 

Protection of Rural Values 

A final group of concerns that will be discussed here involve the 

n1aintenance and protection of the values poeple associate with rural 

living. Acceptance of change l1as been an important characteristic of 

American society. This has been particularly true of our attitudes 

about land. \ve started with a \vilderness and converted it into a 

productive e1npire of farms and cities. The idea of continuous shifting 

of land tl1rough the marketplace to more intensive use is still very 

r.1uch with us, as is \Jell illustrated by the practices of land 

speculators and tax assessors. Yet it is inportant that we pause an<l 

ask: What do ,.,e want our countryside to look like in the future? Do 

\ve ,-1ant to er.1pl1asize a continued succession of rurdl areas to 1nore 

developed uses, or are tl1ere values associated with rural living \le 

want to protect and 111aintain? 

tlost people ,-1ill agree that soMe rural areas and son1e areas nO\.J in 

productive farms must be 3iven up for urban develop,nents. \Jith a still 

increasing population, our cities must have sites on which they can 

• 
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expand . Plore and more people have co~e to feel, however, that urban 

expansion need not continue as unorganized sprawl. Cooununities can 

plan for the orderly and efficient shifting of rural lands to urban 

development and in the process often direct urban growth to areas where 

its effects on agriculture can be minimized . Bringing order to the 

urbanization process could become a key feature of future land use 

policy . 

At the same time that emphasis is placed on avoidance of wasteful 

development practices, Consideration should be given to the need for 

protecting the values of rural life. Thousands of families live on 

farms and in rural areas because they like open space, they want to 

live near nature and participate in the unending spectacle of plant and 

ani1nal growth, and because they feel that rural life gives them more 

control over their oun lives . Cities benefit when they are surrounded 

by agricultural hinterlands that provide them with fresh produce , raw 

materials , and markets . They benefit from the greenbelt , esthetic 

outlet , and air cleansing benefits that plants and trees in rural areas 

provide . 11illions of urban residents also cherish rural areas as part 

of their national heritage: the soil that feeds them, the land from 

which they and their fathers sprang, and a spiritual refuge to which 

they can return when they feel need to escape from the busy canyons of 

the city. • 

Significant groups of farm people are intently interested in the 

perpetuation of their rural farm way of life. These rural 

fundamentalists often see values in farm life that go far beyond 

n1aximization of economic returns . To them, farming is a way of life , 
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not just a ,-1ay of making a living . Another rural group \vith a 

particular interest in farmland protection includes those who have a 

more commercial view of farming but who want to operate as farmers and 

maintain farming as a viable enterprise . Still others involve 

exurbanites who have moved to farms and rural corrununities because they 

dislike the city and appreciate the lifestyles they can enjoy with 

rural living . 

Continued urbanization, scatteration, and the leap frog activities 

of developers around cities represent a threat to the values held by 

each of these groups . They argue that the protection of rural values is 

important in our society and seek assu r ances that rural comfllunities 

will remain rural and that their values \vill not be upset by threatened 

urban encroachments . 

t1uch of what has been described here as values of rural life is an 

embodiment of a long held conse r vation and stewardship ethic . Pope 

John Paul II summarized this feeling at Des Moines in October 1979 , 

when he said: "You who are farmers today are ste\.1ards of a gift ••• 

which was intended for the good of all humanity ." No,.., that the limits 

of our natural resource base are in sight , farmers and citizens in the 

t1idwest and in the nation as a \vhole have a moral and ethical 

responsibility to pass our agr icultural resource on to future 

generations in as good or better condition than \ve received it . Should 

we fail in this duty, our heirs will be fu l ly justified if they see us 

as the wasters and destroyers of their rightful IIBritage . 
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Alternatives for Action 

Although the primary focus of this paper is on trends and 

conce r ns , it would be remiss to cut off discussion of the farMland 

retention issue without some mention of the alte r nat1 :P approaches 

gover nment s can accept in developing fut ure policies . Various infor mal 

actions such as education, persuasion, individual decisions , 

coopera t ive or group agreements , and peer pressur es can be used to 

promote far ~land protection. On a more author itative basis , fede ral , 

state , and local policies and pr ogr ams may also be pushed . These 

policies will al\Jays involve the exercise of one or mor e of five basic 

powers delegated under our constitutional system to the state and 

fede ral governments . These include the taxing power, the police power 

(or power to make rules and r egulations) , eminent domain (or the power 

to take private lands for public uses) , the spending power , and the 

pr op r ie t ary or public ownership power. 

Seve ral different policies involving the taxing power are 

cur rently in use in the region and othe r states . Minnesota has a 

special classification a r rangement that cal l s for the tax assessment of 

fa r m pr oper ties at lower pr opor tions of current mar ket value than some 

other classes of property . Homestead tax exemptions are used in some 

sta t es and partial or complete exemptions of assessments of farm 

inventor ies , equipment , and machinery also are widely accepted . 

Thr ee- four t hs of the stat es , including sever al in the Midwest , have 

use-va l ue assessment laws that provide for t he assessment of qualifying 

farmlands at thei r agr icultural values . Hichigan and Wisconsin have 

"circuit- breaker" arrangements that per mi t farmers with lands enrolled 

• 
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under farmland retention programs to secure credits against their state 

incoL1e taxes (or possible rebates) for those amounts by which their 

property taxes exceed given percentages of their household incones . 

Capital gains taxes and special arrangements in the taxation of 

estates and inheritances provide other examples of tax policy rneasures . 

Vermont has a capital gains tax that discourages land sales by 

inversely relating tax rates to the tine period of ownership . High 

federal or state capital gains taxes or the use of l1igher tax rates on 

lands converted to other uses than those retained in agriculture can be 

used to encourage farmland retention . Measures to soften the impact of 

federal and state estate and inheritance taxes on farmer heirs also can 

be used for this purpose. Hichigan ' s recently a□ended inheritance tax 

law does this by exempting family heirs who have participated in the 

operation of farms from taxes on half of the value of farm real estate 

and def erring (an<l writing off) the taxes on t11e re1naining half if tl1e 

properties are enrolled under the state ' s farmlan<l preservation program 

for at least 10 years. 

Zoning provides the 1nost ,.,idely recognized use of the police 

power as a means for directing land use . Other examples that can 

affect far1tland retention include subdivision regulations, fire and 

building codes, rent controls, sedimentation regulations , the 

enf orcernent of air and water quality standards , and the acceptance of 

land use ordinances to control suci1 varied subjects as landscaping, 

noise, billboards, weeds, oil well spacing, and manager11ent practices . 
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Agricultural districts can be designated under the police power as 

areas involving critical masses of farmland that should be protected 

for future agricultural use. 

Eminent domain is a necessary power of government that has strong 

implications for agriculture. It has been widely used to take 

farmlands for highways and other public uses. As yet, however, it has 

seldom been used to protect agricultural lands. Possible uses for this 

purpose could occur if it were used to acquire nonconforming uses in 

exclusive agricultural zones or agricultural districts. It might also 

be used to acquire properties or development rights to agricultural 

land in order to guide urban growth by carefully releasing the farmland 

for development as the need arises. 

Governments have long since discovered that they can use their 

power to spend money to either directly finance certain types of 

developments or to influence others to carry on specified types of 

activities. T11ey can use the power of the purse to finance reclamation 

developments and also to finance projects such as the acquisition of 

military or park reservations that take land out of agriculture. 

Cost-sharing arrangements have been used to encourage state and local 

governments to undertake highway construction, watershed development, 

water and sewerage plants, and other similar projects. Financing has 

been advanced to permit the development of public credit programs. 

Aids and paynents also have been provided to encourage citizen 

participation in soil conservation practices, energy conservation, and 

other progra1ns. 
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The power to spend money to influence land uses carries v1ith it a 

powe r to place conditions on the uses for which Money is spent and is 

also a power to withhold possible grants or aids . In the exercise of 

this option, federal agencies could refuse grants or loans for projects 

that involve the taking of productive agr icultural lands. Sanctions 

also could be used to v1ithhold federal grants and lor1.ns for cor:ununity 

facility and other state or local government proJraras if the 

governments in question do not adopt policies for protecting 

farmlands . 

Approximately 40 percent of the nation ' s land area is no\v in 

public ownership . The managerial practices and policies used on these 

lands find their basis in the propri etary power . Three major 

applications of this power occur witl1 the manageL1ent of the areas no\v 

in public ownership , the acquisition of additional lan<ls needed fo r 

public uses , and the leasing or sale of certain areas to private 

operators . Governnents could use this power to set a good example in 

land manageraent . The proprie t ary poiver also could be used in land 

banking operations to acquire farmlands to be sold (as in Saskat chewan) 

to young farmers or lands around cities that could be retained as farm 

or open spaces or be viewed (as in parts of Europe) as future sites for 

planned urban expansion. 

Another application of the proprietary power comes with the 

purcl1ase of development r ights. By sepa r ating the operator ' s r ight to 

develop land from the continued righ t to use it for farming pu r poses , 

this approach seems to offer a lasting solution to farmland conversion . 

It poses problems, however , one of the most important of which involves 
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the high prices often associated with land development rights . 

Development rights purchase programs have been proposed in the ~1idwest 

and adopted in several northeastern states . Conservation easements 

which limit the owner ' s development rights for given tir1e periods also 

have been accepted as a feature of farmland protection l egislation in 

many states . 

Two important issues often arise with plans to use public policies 

and prog r altl.s for protecting agricul t ural lands . One of these centers 

in the choice of the app r opriate appr oach to use . The best option 

often varies with the circumstances : with the specific nature of the 

problem , the political support for farmland protection , and attitudes 

of farmland owners . Where possible , the measures used should <leal 

specifically with the problem. Packages of policies often provide more 

comp r ehensive and meaningful solutions than single approaches . 

A secon<l issue concerns the choice of level of governnent to 

provide policy leadership . Many people feel that land use policies 

work best when they are developed with considerable local input and 

have local support . Far1nland pr otection, however , has federal and 

state as well as local implications . In this respect , it involves 

overriding concerns that may call for state or federal inputs and 

guidelines . How much responsibility these levels should take for 

devising and implementing farmland protection policies is still an 

unresolved question . 

The final decisions made on this issue and on the choice of policy 

techniques to be used deserve our careful attention . They can have 
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far-reaching impacts on the success of those programs that are 

undertaken, and they have major implications for the future welfare of 

the American people . 
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Sl'lALL GROUP DISCUSSION SU1-ft1ARY 

The Agricultural Land Study Conference was held in Dubuque, Iowa, 

November 8 and 9 with 84 participants. After a brief opening session 

these participants were divided into 10 small discuss10~ groups each 

with a designated facilitator and recorder. Each group was requested 

to list all of their concerns and problems relating to agricultural 

land and to identify their top priority concerns . 

The total unedited list of concerns as submitted by each group can 

be examined in Appendix A. The three priority concerns as submitted by 

each group in their order of priority are: 

Group 1 
1 . 
2. 
3. 

Group 2 

Listing of Priority Concerns 

Non-farm development pressures taking land out of agrict1lture . 
Who should control land use decisions. 
tfure than cost sharing is necessary to provide incentives for 
protection of land quality with erosion control and fo r estry 
manager.ient. 

1 . Unfairness to wido,,s inheritance tax on keeping land for next 
generation. 

2. Need to educate individuals to the needs and ways to preserve 
ag land. 

3 . Loss of prime ag land change to non-ag uses and poor land 
P1anagernent. 

Group 3 
1 . 

2 . 

3 . 

Soil erosion - funding , education about practices , tax 
incentives, etc . 
CoMpeting uses - strip mining, highways, business development , 
agriculture . 
Inconsistencies in federal/state/local agencies regarding 
conservation, developPlent, energy. 



Group 4 
1. 
2 . 

3. 

Group 5 
1. 

3. 

Group 6 
1. 
2 . 

Group 7 
1 • 
2. 
3 . 

Group 8 
1 • 
2. 

Group 9 
1 • 

Group 10 
1. 

2. 

3 . 
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Loss of agriculture land due to erosion . 
Loss of agriculture land due to conversion to other uses 
(non- farm uses). 
Lack of public concern for preserving agricultural land. 

Loss of Class I land to industries, highways, and urban sprawl . 
Loss of agriculture land due to conversion to other uses 
( non-£ a r1n uses) . 
Lack of public concern for preserving agricultural land . 

Need to educate the public about the issue . 
Adoption by national, state, and county governments of prine 
farmland preservation as public policy . 

Loss of prime agriculture land . 
Urban sprawl. 
Environnental effects of agricultural land use . 

Spread of urban development in a leapfrog pattern . 
Requi r e conservation 1neasures on steeply sloping land to 
prevent loss of topsoil. 
Concern about the uniform national definition of prime 
farmland - \./hat may be prime and important to one conmunity 
may not be in another. 

La,..,s to preve11t using farrJing as a tax loss for off - f ar111 jobs . 
Loss of topsoil , i . e ., e r osion and poor conservation 
practices. 

Loss of prime land to development causes : leapfrog 
development , urban sprawl , incompatability of urban and rural 
lifestyles , and forced relocation of farmers . 
Lack of stewardship and soil erosion losses cause : large 
units ,rl1ich have bad effect on soil conservation , declining 
productivity, and reduction in food producing capability. 
Loss of family farm structure caused by inflation , increase in 
farmland prices and inheritance tax structure which prohibits 
retention or transfer of family farms. 

I I 

i 
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Grouping of Priority Concerns 

It is apparent that some duplication of concerns exists among the 

10 gr oups . If the concerns were to be classified in general categories 

in accordance with their major thrust, the followi 1 ~ general groupings 

can be made : 

Priority 1 - conversion of farmland to non-farm uses (mentioned 
13 times) 

Priority 2 - erosion of soil productivity (mentioned 7 times) 

Priority 3 , 4 and 5 - inconsistent government policies in relation 
to farmland retention (mentioned 2 times) , local 
control of decision making relating to land use 
(mentioned 2 times), farm ownership land t r ansfer , 
family farm maintenance (mentioned 2 times). 

Other concerns which ,-1ere mentioned once were : the environmental 

effects of land use and prevention of tax-loss farming . 

Analysis of Outcome Statements 

After submitting their list of concerns , each small group was 

asked to develop from three to five outcome statements . An outcome 

statement was to be designed in a manner that would indicate what the 

proposed action was to be, who was to carry out the action , and how the 

action was to be implemented . After spending about three hours in 

discussion , each group submitted a list of outcome statements . The 

total list of outcome statements was submitted to the entire conference 

of 84 participants . Each participant then had an opportunity to 

indicate whether he agreed or disagreed with the outcome statement and 

the participant also had an opportunity to write his individual comment 

about the outcome statement . 
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A total list of these outcome statements along \1ith the percentage 

of the participants supporting each can be found in Appendix B. These 

outcome state1i1ents are placed in this report in precisely the identical 

manner they were presented to the entire conference for consideration . 

It is obvious that there are numerous outco1ne statements that 

share the same basic idea . The duplication and overlapping is an 

expected result when 10 small groups are operating independently . It 

is, however, possible to determine some primary ther1es running through 

the total list of outcome staten1ents. 

I . There was exceptionally strong support for stopping the 

conversion of farmland to non- farm uses . This particular 

"outcome" \vas mentioned more times than any other in the submitted 

outcome statements and was mentioned more times than any other in 

connection with the priority concerns . The farmland conversion 

problem was discussed in every group during the conference , 

although not all groups listed this problem among their top 

priorities concerns to receive action . Farmland conversion 

included all phases urban sprawl, industrial developraent , 

mining, hightvay construction, and flood control. 

It is interesting that there also was some objection 

expressed about converting non-farmland to farmland . Although it 

did not receive major attention at the conference, nunerous 

concerns were expressed regarding tl1e conversion of wetlands and 

fore st lands into farming i..rhich at best woul<l be mar6inal when 

operated as farmland . 
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The strengtl1 of the support for prevention of farmland 

conversion can be seen in the following statements : 

Local gove rnl'1ent should use adoinistrative and legislative 
actions to help preserve farmland. 93 . 5% agree , Si, disagree . 

Congr ess and the s tate should provide tax incentives and 
penalties to insure keeping land in agricultural use . 75 . 5% 
agree , 10 . li. disagree . 

The people of the United States should develop appropriate 
legislation to keep land in agricultural uses . 65 . 9% agree , 
17. 8% disagree . 

II . The second most popular "outcome" indicated was placing more 

etiphasis on conservation and maintaining the productive capacity of 

our food - producing soils . This outcome was listed in almost everv -
small group as one of its concerns but not as a priority concern in 

all cases . I{o\1ever , the number of outcome statements produced 

indicated that a high proportion of the actions considered were 

related to soil conservation . The strong support for soil 

conservation practices is indicated in the following : 

State and l ocal gove rnments should promote conser vation 
tillage through incentive payI!lents , tax credits and 
educational programs . 93 . 5% agree , 6. 3% disagree . 

State and local governments should require conservation 
practices through legislation and the controls appropriate to 
local areas . 67 . 1% agree, 25 . 4% disagree . 

Federal , state , and local government should promote conser­
vation practices through incoMe and property tax cre<lits for 
conservation techniques used by farmers . 89 . 9% agree , 5. 1% 
disagree . 
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III . There were numerous comments \Jhich were volunteered during the 

course of the conference -- comments which condemned regulation and 

controls and abhored the infringement upon individual rights . In 

view of this there seemed to be surprisingly strong support for 

these controls when the entire group voted on the outcome 

statements . It also seems apparent that -- if controls and 

regulations are to be used -- there is a slight preference that 

these controls and regulations be initiated and administered 

locally rather than on a federal level. However , this 

difference is not as pronounced as the verbal indications \vhich 

occurred during the conference indicated it r.right be. The 

preference for local action over federal action is indicated in the 

following two statements: 

Congress needs a better understanding of land use issues and 
should study input from agricultural land use policy groups . 
They should provide broad guidelines for land use policies to 
the states. States in turn should provide guidelines for the 
counties and accept localized guidelines from the counties 
based on county evaluation on land resource characteristics . A 
state plan should be developed using county input . 

App r oximately 75% of the participants agreed \Jith this 

statement . However, about 94% of the participants agreed with a 

similar statement based on local action: 

Local governments should use administrative and legislative 
actions to help preserve agricultural lan<l. 93 . 5% agr eed with 
that stateL1ent. 
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When the federal government alone is involved, even less 

support is indicated : 

Federal govennent should develop guidelines and policies for 
state and local government. Only 44 . 5% aqreed with this 
statement while 39 . 2% opposed it . 

IV . As would be expected , there was a strong preference for 

subsidies , incentive payments , and tax credits over mandatory 

regulations , penalties , and taxes as a means to implement a 

policy. 

The mandatory method is indicated in this statenent : 

Federal government should develop guidelines and policies for 
state and local governments . 44 . 5% agreed and 39 . 2% disagreed . 

The support was much stronger for this statement : 

Federal , state and local governnents should promote 
conservation practices through income and pr operty tax credits 
for conservation techniques used by farmers . 89 . 9% agreed , 
while only 5 . 1% opposed . 

V. In the srnal l group discussions , there was frequent mention of 

inconsistent and conflicting government policies particularly in 

r elation to farmland retention. This concern also was re flected in 

the priority concerns as well as the outcome statements . Specific 

raention was made of several policies where the actions of one 

agency were in direct conflict with the actions of another thereby 

canceling out effective land retention efforts . These programs 

included highway construction, flood control , and the rural water 

pr ogram of the Farmers Home Administration . The extent of the 

support for program coordination and consistency between 

governments and between agencies can be seen in the following : 
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Congress and state government should consider the impact on 
agricultural land when enacting laws or legislation or funding 
projections or programs that involve the destruction of land 
for food and fiber production. 98.,7% agreed, 1.3% disagreed. 

The Federal, state, and local governments should make their 
policies affecting agriculture consistent within and between 
tl1erasel ves. 88. 6% agree, 6. 3% disagree. 

There should be coordination of Federal agencies which have 
responsibilties v1hich relate to the preservation of prime 
farmland. This should involve development and inpler1entation 
of a national agricultural land policy. 87.4% agree, 6.3% 
disagree. 

VI. Progra1ns designed to present more information on farfllland 

conversion, conservation, and other land problens were highly 

popular. Information and educational programs received \-lidespread 

support with very little opposition. Apparently, information 

programs f rorn all sources ·were being recommended. 

Farm groups, extension agencies, SCS, and school districts 
should increase citizen awareness by developing continuing 
education programs related to agriculture land preservation, 
agricultural production, and efficient land use. 98.8% agreed, 
1.3% disagreed. 

Extension service should conduct programs of edl1cation on 
farmland preservation. 89.9% agreed, 2.5% disagreed. 

Education on land use and preservation should be included in 
the public schools curricula. 83.7% agreed, no one 
disagreed. 

In the discussion groups there seemed to be a prevailing belief 

(or a hope) that with more information and education gove rnment 

programs, particularly mandatory programs and regulations, would 

not be necessary. Support for this idea can be seen in the 

following outcome statement: 

I 
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The federal government should provide support for technical 
studies , research, and education but not put control over land 
use . 87 . 4% agreed , 11.4% disagreed. 

Although the support for information and education was strong, 

some skepticism was expressed regarding the probability of 

information and education solving the land preservation and land 

conservation problems . The following quote was made : "We have 

these pr oblems because people are reacting to the economic 

incentives in the market . It seems to me that more education and 

information would only make them more aware of the economic 

incentives and would increase rather than solve the problem." 

Throughout the discussion in the small groups there were 

statements implying that prices , difficulty of entry into farming , 

tax structure , and preservation of the family farm were somehow 

interrelated . Just how the relationship existed was never totally 

explained and remained a large area of confusion . The belief that 

farm prices are somehow related to soil conservation and farmland 

preservation was indicated in the following statement : 

Congress should keep the agriculture economy strong and 
profitable and promote agriculture exports to provide 
incentives for farmers to keep land in agricultural use . 83 . 5% 
agreed, 3 . 8% disagreed . 

The idea of lower capital gains tax and estate taxes provided a 

great deal of discussion. 

Lower capital gains tax for inheritance . 77 . 2% agreed, 7 . 6% 
disagreed . 

Some of the discussion , however , indicated a skepticism as to 

whether this particular outcome would achieve the desired results . 
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One co1t11'1ent was : "Lower estate taxes and capital gains taxes would 

per mit farms to get larger , and larger, and larger , when maintained 

within one family . This would develop the privileged class of 

landlords , an elite which we tried to avoid when this country was 

founded ." 

Although the general discussion was unanimously in favor of 

preserving the family farm, there was very little support for any 

action to break up large land holdings . 

State and federal governn1ents sl1ould iI!lple1nent land reform 
and breakup large land holdings through new legislation. 15 . 2% 
agreed , while 58.?% disagreed . 

Suppor t for the prevention of land conversion was in the 

majority as well as support for soil conservation . It seemed that 

the majority would also support government pro6rams to insure that 

the desired results were achieved . However, throughout the 

discussion there were numerous expressions of the danger of 

violating property rights and the importance of naintaining the 

rights of the individual. Some of this concern can be seen in the 

following statements. 

Interested parties (farmers , rural non-farr1s , etc . ) must be 
involved in policy determination. If they don ' t come fo r ward , 
efforts must be made to go to them. 82% agreed , 5% disagreed . 

Citizens should have more input and participation in gove rn1nent 
agency actions . 93 . 6% agreed, 1.3% disagreed . 

Individuals should develop and propose alternative solutions to 
the loss of prime farmland to elected officials act ion groups , 
etc . 91 . 1% agreed, 3.8% disagreed . 

The question of protection of the environment and damage to the 

envi ronrnent f os te red n1ore sn1all group discussion than is indicated 
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by the listing of concerns or the outcome statements . There tvas 

concern for the protection of the environment and there was also 

concer11 about excessive regulation and controls to protect the 

environment that infringed too severly upon individual action . The 

following state1nents indicate some of this discu~&ion . 

The Federal government should enforce and strengthen the 
existing strip mining act to protect farmland . 81% aereed , 
3. 8% disagreed . 

The state governnent should provide tax relief for land owners 
\Jho remove marginal land and wetland from production in order 
to economically allo,, those areas to be conserved . 81 . 1% 
agreed, 12 . 7% disagreed . 

Govern1nent agencies must be accountable to the people when 
decisions are made which affect the environment , our natural 
resources and agricultural land use . 87.3% agreed, 1. 3% 
disagreed . 

Implementation Techniques 

During the conference each small group was asked to list their 

concerns relating to the use of agrict1ltural land , to place priorities 

on their most crucial concerns, to select a goal which they deemed 

desirable , and to prepare outcome statements for a vote of the entire 

conference . In addition , each group was asked to select techniques 

which they might suggest for the implementation of their chosen goal . 

In examining each proposed technique, the groups listed the strengths 

and weaknesses which they perceived to be related to the suggested 

technique . 

Since most of the groups either chose preserving agricultural land 

for food production or conserving the productivity of the soil, only 

tl1ese two 3oals will be used in this report to indicate the suggested 

techniques and the1 · perceived strengths and weaknesses . 
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t~ny otl1er goals were proposed during the conference , but 

they were not selected as t he major goal to be examined by most of the 

groups . 

Selected goal : The preservation of existing farmland for food 

production 

(1) Technique : Local planning and zoning 

Strengths : 
- Can encourage development contiguous to gro\1th centers on less 

than pri11e land. 
- Can consider nee<ls and desires of conflicting groups and balance 

these fairly . 
- Can limit urban encroacho~nt on agricultural land . 
- Can encourage intercity development 
- Can promote the community \1elf a r e concept . 
- Can be done with local control . 
- Can save tax dollars and pr ivate dollars by designating areas 

where soil and geological cha r acteristics a r e suitable or 
unsuitable for certain uses. 

- Soil information is readily avai lable in nost counties . 
- Can mini1nize undesirable and urban envi r onmental impacts . 
- \Jould allow local citizen input. 
- Can require public hearings on zoning changes . 

Could provide for local, city, and r egional planning as a guide 
for local implementation . 

- Can require rural area housing to be clustered . 

\.Jeaknesses: 
- Zoning boards often submit to political pressures . 

Frequently has an untrained staff . 
Frequently lacks infor mation , or the desire to obtain it . 
Rural zoning does not cooper ate with urban zoning. 
Does not have control over sewer and water installations . 
Frequently supported by very weak ordinances . 

- A large degree of public misunderstanding . 
Frequently operates without any overall plan . 
It has not stopped the conversion of agricultural land to 
non-farm uses . 

- Most zoning does not prohibit residential development in rural 
areas . 

- Zoning frequently does not consider the land owner ' s rights . 
- Prevents the land owner from obtaining a capital gain. 
- Can restrict town and community grov1th . 
- Can cause financial hardship for some property owners . 

\ 

1 
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- Increases governnent control over private property and lives. 
- Too costly for sparsely populated areas. 
- Local officials lack knowledge and experience in planning . 
- Needs criteria from state or national level . 
- News media does not support zoning - - emphasizes the conflicts . 
- Local control is not sympathetic to ag land preservation. 
- Special interests pressures prevail . 
- Zoning ordinances are difficult to enforce . 

(2) Technique: Large lot zoning 

Strengths : 
- Easy to adQinister . 
- Easily understood . 

Fits well within traditional zoning ideas and enabling 
legislation. 
Limits the number of houses on good farmland and discourages 
residential development . 

- Preserves rural landowner control of township governn1ent . 

Weaknesses: 
- Could cause leapfroging of home building rather than a 

development 
- Could be discriminatory toward low income people . 

Acreages too small to farm in most cases therefore eliminates the 
source of food production . 
Reduces the individual opportunity for financial gain . 

- Causes problems regarding water facilities, transportation , 
protection , fire , police , road maintenance , etc . 

- Can take more land out of food production than with planned unit 
developments . 

(3) Technique : Agricultural districts 

Strengths : 
- Preserves agricultural land from development . 
- Encourages investment in the development of agricultural 

production . 
- Discourages urban type subdivisions . 
- Decreases investment in public services to scattered 

developments . 
- Reduces potential conflict between non-farm and farm uses . 
- Allows the farmer to be compensated for the preserving of 

farmland . 
- Eliminates the complaint on the part of urban people regarding 

farm smells and noise . 
- Farms would not be taxed at development prices , nor taxed for 

services such as sewer and water lines . 
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lveaknesses: 

Tends to lock land into agricultural uses causing economic loss 
to owner . 

- Could lead to dictated regulations upon tl1e land owner . 
- Decreases the chances of urban people livin3 in the country . 
- Most agricultural districts still permit the change of ag land to 

non- farm uses within a specified time. 

(4) Technique : Purchase of development rights 

Strengths : 
Program is permanent not temporary as with most land use 
programs . 

- It is adn1inist rati vely expedient . 
- Can be handled by any level of government. 
- Is the most effective land preservation technique . 
- It recog11izes the true market place value of land . 
- It need not involve any public expenditures . 
- It ca11 leave an option to the landowner . 
- It can assist in preserving the family farm . 

It requires no special legislation. 

lJeaknesses: 
- Suggested mandatory programs are constitutionally questionable . 
- Will protect only in urban settings. 
- Can protect only a limited amount of land due to cost . 
- Requires a st rong educational program to create more 

understanding . 
It must be preceded by technical economic research to make the 
system workable. 
No area has had much experience with the technique . 
It is a political liability if tax dollars a re used to p r ovide 
capital for purchases. 
It tends to subsidize speculation profits. 
Could affect the price of land due to anticipated sale of 
development rights. 
Possibility of political patronage in the distribution of 
development rights. 

(5) Technique: Use of tax credits 

Strengths: 
- Requires that a careful plan be developed . 
- Could require a local plan with state and federal guide lines. 
- It is a voluntary program with no requirement to participate . 
- The state provides funds for local implementation. 
- Provides tax relief to farmers in excl1ange for commitment to 

preserve land. 
- The cost can be spread out over all taxpayers in the state , 

rural, urban local property tax is not affected . 
- Provides funds for technical assistance to counties . 
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\.Jeaknesses : 
- Wisconsin program has income limit which is resented by some 

f ar1ners . 
- It is complicated - - difficult to explain -- relies on local 

commitments and leadership which is voluntary . 
- Some plans never get implemented . 
- Subject to much political jawboning and maPA.uvering . 
- Probably will not provide enough incentives in u1ban situations 

to stop the preservation of farmland . 
- Usually is too watered down by the time it gets through 

legislative procedure and becomes ineffective. 
- Can be manipulated by development interests . 

Selected goal : Conservation of soil to preserve its productivity 

(1) Technique : Use of tax incentives to secure conservation 
practices 

Strengths : 
- It encourages voluntary conservation. 

Has wide public acceptance both urban and rural . 
Some minimum of red tape , a ntlnimum of government involvement . 
Will attract all farmers whether interested in soil conservation 
or not . 
Can use either incentives of disincentives . 

- Credits for practicing soil conservation or lose credits for 
failure to practice conservation. 

- It can make conservation economically feasible for the farmer . 

Weaknesses : 
- It needs a legislative action , state or federal . 

Usually a long delay in receiving economic benefit . 
It affects the property tax structure which is a very political 
controversial issue. 
Administrative (checking compliance) may require additional 
staffing or a new agency . 
May not be effective unless the level of tax credit is 
substantial . 
Unless based on soil erosion potential it r:aay benefit farmers on 
level land at the expense of those on sloping land. 

- Some other group must pay the cost in terms of taxes . 

(2) Technique : Cost shar ing 

Strengths 
- Well established approach accepted by farmers and the general 

public . 
Allows society to share the burden in installing expensive 
control measures . 

- Can be used by a variety of governmental uni ts . 
- Il can be geared to public versus private benefits . 
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\veaknesses : 
- Attracts only the farmers wanting to practice soil conservation . 
- Level of funding is usually inadequate to encourage control of 

the problem. 
- It is looked on by urban public as a s ubsidy to the farmer . 
- It has in the past been used to promote production oriented 

practices . 
- It mieht in fact limit soil conservation practices if sharing 
funds are not available . 

(3) Technique : Establish mandator y soil loss limits 

Strengths : 
- Farmers n1ay meet the requirements anyway he sees fit \.lithout 

someone dictating the specific farming methods . 
- It can be based on a complete system rathe r than a policing type 

system. 
- It can be administered through existing offices and officials . 
- It permits local control versus state or federal . 
- There is a minimum of red tape. 

\veaknesses : 
- Usually used only with a complaint system and consequently has 

been very ineffective. 
- Very difficult to enforce . 
- Usually a lack of f unds for implementation. 

(4) Technique : Use of soil conservancy district laws (as in Iowa) 

Strengths: 
- Has the potential of s t opping soil erosion . 

Weaknesses : 
- It is not being enforced . 
- There ' s not eno ugh cost sharing available . 
- Does no prevent the landowner from damaging his ow·n land if 

another party is not offended. 
- Soil District Commissioners will not file complaints . 
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VALUES RELATED TO AGRICULTURAL LAND 

Policies, to be acceptable and effective, must link in a positive 

manner to the beliefs and values held by those affected by a policy--at 

least a majority of them. Thus , policy developer~ have an interest in 

trying to ascertain the beliefs and values people hold about the area in 

which policy is to be developed-- in this case agricultural land . The 

beliefs people have about agricultural land represents the knowledge and 

inf oraation \~hich individuals think to be true regarding agricultural 

land and the relationships between the land and the rest of the 

environment: economic, political, social, and physical . The values 

represent the general feelings people have about what is desirable and 

good or undesirable and bad . In general, people try to be consistent in 

their beliefs , values , and attitudes . 

The responses to the outcome statements produced by the workshop 

participants tend to suggest a high de gree of consensus regarding 

various policy alternatives . An examination of the content of the 

outcome statements gives cause for caution for several reasons . Many 

statements lack specificity in terms of responsibility and 

identification of beneficiaries, as well as payers . In s everal 

instances the statements are multiple in level of government or in mix 

of possible actors . Some statements just did not become clarified 

during the time available at the workshop. Nonetheless, the outcome 

statements and the responses to them contain many clues to what people 

generally feel is desirable or undersirable and consequently indicate 

some values. 
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In an attempt to augment the values of importance to participants , 

they were asked to specifically identify, in their own words, what 

values they felt to be most important as they considered the problems 

and solutions related to agricultural land . This input was collected on 

index cards . This summary is not a counting or verbatim reproduction of 

all the statements. It is an at tempt to identify the range of values 

expressed and to acknowledge those noted by substantial numbers of 

people . The "raw product" l1as been made available to the National 

Agricultural Lands Study Task Force for further study . 

One other caveat : Some participants found the concept of values 

difficult to understand . Others chose to use this opportunity to make 

expanded statements about their perception of the problem or recom~ended 

solutions . Values can be deduced from both such statements , but the 

caveat is that the following qualitative data should be used for insight 

and background--not as a quantatative analysis . 

At the Dubuque workshop the value statements about why agricultural 

land should be preserved and conserved tended to cluster around the 

following themes: 

1) Because it is a moral obligation to provide food for our 

country and others now and in the future . 

2) Because it is right to pass the land on to the next generation 

in as good or better condition than when it was obtained . 

3) Because land should not be viewed as a commodity as much as it 

is. 

1 
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4) Because land is an irreplaceable natural resource . 

5) Because land is the base for the rest of our social and 

economic system. 

In addition , several values were expr essed wr.ich spoke more to the 

means of maintaining the land base t han the goal . Illustrative of 

several of these were statements , phr ases , and questions such as the 

following : 

1) Farmer ' s ri ght to plant as he chooses , till as he chooses 

(within loss limits) , tile wetlands and raise livestock without 

interference from neighbors must be protected . 

2) Local decision making and controls should have priority . 

J) Part icipation in agriculture should be the survival of the 

fittest . 

4) Monetary gains should not blind us f r om the true nature of 

farming . 

5) The "good" \vay of life should be preserved for many 

generations . 

6) Preservation techniques should not be confiscatory. 

7) 11aintain the right to transfer the farm to heirs without 

excessive taxation . 

8) Guidelines and regulations seem to be necessary to achieve 

long- run prese r vation of land in agricultur e . 

9) Family farms are necessary to maintain an agriculture which 

will preserve and conserve the land . 
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10) Public decisions should be made as rarely as possible (interfere) 

as little as possible) and as democr atically as possible (hence 

the most local level appropriate) . 

11) There must be proper planning. 

Attempting to summar ize t he va l ue dimensions identified by tl1e 

participants is ve r y difficult . Pe r haps a key observation is to note 

the diversity and the cont r adic t ions . It is this character of people ' s 

views that makes policy formation and application extremely 

complex. 

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE WORK.SHOP PARTICIPANTS 

Eighty- four people par ticipated in the Dubuque workshop . 

Inf orrnation gatl1ered at the t i me of r eg i st r ation indicates the follo,1ing 

deMogr aphic data fo r the 78 who pr ovided the information : 

State of Residence 

Pr imary Occupat i on: 

Sex : 

41 Iowa 
20 Illinois 

8 tlinnesota 
6 \Jisconsin 
3 South Dakota 

2 Retired 
33 Farr,ri ng 

4 Agribusiness 
3 Other Business 

22 Government (includes 
planners , local officials , 
Congressional staff) 

3 Education 
7 Ho1neJT1akers 

59 tvlale 
19 Female 
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Age : 

Place of Residence : 

3 Less than 25 
31 25-44 
39 45-64 

5 Over 65 

39 Rural Faru1 
7 Rural non-farm 
7 ToWl. of less than 5 , 000 
6 5, 000 - 24 , 999 
3 25 , 000 - 49 , 999 

Almost half of the total participants were from Iowa . 

Approximately half were from farms . 

Examination of the registr ation forms indicate that all size 

communities and age ranges were represented, albeit not in proportion 

to the demographic characteristics of the population in the four - state 

area . 

Additional data were collected from those participants who 

completed the outcome statements on the final day of the workshop . 

Seventy- six par ticipants submitted raterial in time for it to be 

included in this report . The additional data indicated the following : 

Agricultu ral land ownership (n=76) 49 yes 
19 no 
9 no response 

Reside on the land owned (n=48) 33 yes 
13 no 

2 no response 

Elected official (n=76) 7 yes 
69 no 
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At workshop representing (n=76) 

Incon1e (n=76) 

A CLOS ING NOTE 

18 self 
29 special interest 
29 self and special interest 

5 less than $9 , 999 
17 $10 , 000-19, 999 
43 $20 , 000-49 , 999 
10 $50 , 000 or 1nore 

1 no response 

Readers of this report a r e to be cautioned about gene ralizations 

or implications which might be drawn f rom the report. The opinions 

expressed are those of the conference part i cipants and are not 

necessarily representative of the opin ions of the public at large . 

The announcetnent of the meeting s t ated that the purpose of the 

conference was "to discuss preservation and conservation of agr icultural 

land ." Therefore , a certain selectivity in the voluntary attendance is 

to be expected. 

The items presented for conference vote were selected and written 

by the conference participants . Some of the statements are complex, 

some have built -in conflicts , some have questionable assumptions . 

Consequently, it is difficult to know in some instances just what part 

of the statement received approval or disapproval. Finally , there are 

many contrasting views, opinions, issues, and methods of impler,1entation 

which were not presented to the conference . To what extent other 

alternatives might be preferred or accepted cannot be detern1ined . 
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A key element in the success of the workshop , besides the 

discussion leaders , was the training provided for the above workshop 

staff . A very special thanks is in order for Robert Bright , Community 

Dynamics Institute , Unive r sity of Wisconsin, who designed the workshop 

procedures and t r ained the staff. His deep belief , experience , and 

commitment to participatory processes was i nvaluable in setting the 

framework and the tone for the wor kshops . 

Three members of the Ad Hoc committee deserve added 

acknowledgement for their substantive cont r ibutions to the wor kshops . 

Raleigh Barlowe , Michigan State Unive r sity , and Richard Barr ows , 

University of Wisconsin , devel oped and pr esented the background paper 

on agricultural land which is contained in this report . This 

cooper ative effor t provided an excellent and uniform start ing point for 

all four workshops in the r egion. Dr . Eber Eldridge , Iowa State 

Untversity , gave cen t ral leadership to the preparation of the sumrnary 

reports for each workshop and an overall summary for the four wor kshops 

in the North Central Region . 

At every workshop loca t ion sever al additional people played 

important roles in assisting with arrangements , registration, securing 

workshop equipment , and getting mate r ials repr oduced overnight . At the 

workshop in Dubuque, Iowa , the following people have our thanks : 

Charles Colvin 
Extension Resour ce 

Development Specialist 
Dubuque Area Office 

Wayne P. Dietz 
Extension Soil, Water and 

Waste Management Specialist 
Dubuque Area Office 
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Area Extension Office - Dubuque 
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of the event . Our appreciation is extended to our administrative 

colleagues at Iowa State University who were both helpful and 

understanding . A special thanks goes to Joyce Shiers , Jean Merkley , 

Ruby Straker , }1ary Ann Sandvold , and Cynthia Dunlap whose willing 

assistance made it possible for us to meet the many deadlines . Larry 

Whiting , Center editor , and Anita Schultz also deserve our thanks for 

the final stages of report preparation. 

Finally , one individual stands out above all the rest. These 

workshops would not have been possible without the extraordinary 

commitment of Virginia Waggoner . Her capacity and willingness to take 

on this extra load , which necessitated long hours , travel to the 

workshop sites , and a myriad of complex details, was the essential 

ingredient which resulted in staff and participant satisfaction . 
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APPENDIX A. TOTAL LIST OF CONCERNS 

Note : Responses are verbatim statements from the ivorkshop participants . 

Dubuque 

Group 1 
1 . How to get meaningful information out to active farmers about land 

use, i11hen supply of food seems adequate , and low· prices are the 
result. 

2. Economic hardship imposed on landowners by outside restrictive land 
use policies. 

3 . Future use of prime farml and for coal mining . 

4 . Keeping any necessary controls close to l1ome . 

5 . Tradeoffs between industrial development and r etention of prime ag 
land. 

6 . Movement of ag land away f r om ag use. 

7 . Quality of protecting quality of farmland (erosion control -
forestry) . 

8 . Abuse of "environmental sensitive areas " in zoning classification. 

9 . Setting off land in rural a reas won't leave any for agriculture . 

10 . Federal & state rules & regulations conce r ning land going out of ag 
use. 

11 . tion - f ar1n development pr essures taking l and out of ag use (urban 
sprawl) . 

12 . Concentration of land in fewer hands as a result of SBA loan 
programs . 

13. Ho,11 to get non - farmer landowners to be active in soil management . 

14. National , state , and government policies which precipitate and 
perpetuate changes in land use. 

15. Identify ho,., much and what land should be saved for agriculture . 

16 . New far1n "ethic" promoted . Bigger is not necessarily better . 
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17. Protect livestock producers from urban neighbor encroachment . 

18 . Protection of water quality and its effects on ag land 

19 . Should we be helping needy farmers and young farmers by giving them 
preferential money considerations? 

20. Increased r esearch on production from good land . 

21 . Equitable sharing of costs for farmland protection . 

22 . More consistency amonr, federal programs with more weight given to 
long- term benefits . 

23 . ttore than cost sharing is necessary to pr ovide incentives (absentee 
landlords owner operato r s) for pr otection of land quality with 
erosion control and forest protection . 

24 . Lending institutions seem to have an effect on land prices and land 
use . 

25 . Effect of inflation on land prices . 

26 . All government a gencies should abide by local control . 

27 . Non- farm development pressur es taking land out of ag use (urban 
sprawl , coal mining, industrial development etc . ) . 

28 . Who should control land use decisions? 
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1. Loss of ag land prime and nonprine farm change to non ag uses . For 
poor 1nanagement. 

2 . Inefficient and illogical use of land. Failure of land real estate 
market to reflect social goals and certain physical character of 
land in its determination of highest and best use . 

3 . Over design by highway DOT taking out prime ag land . 

4. Loss of prime ag land from residential developm.ent and scattered 
nonf arrn dwellings . 

5 . The nun1bcr of farms and why decreasing . 

6 . Outside demand for ag land outbid by non- fa r m uses . 

7 . Real estate taxes on ag land in urban areas . 

8 . I . R.S. taxing on hobby farms and inheritances taxes . 

9 . The unfairness of widows inheritance tax on keeping the farm in 
next generation. 

10 . Protection of family farm with its immense capital investment froM 
city dwellers who move to the country (confined hog & cattle 
operations) . 

11 . Controlling erosion without mandates . 

12 . Control of septic systems within urban sprawl development . 

13. The balance of rights - landowner & public . 

14. Barriers to farm entry. 

15 . Failure of planning and zoning boards to enforce zoning 
ordinances. 

16 . Need to increase incentives to farmers for voluntary conservation 
practices. 

17 . The reason behind ag land prices other than inflation . 

18. Reduced availability of ag credit. 

19 . Environn~ntal restraints caused urban growth into prime land 
areas. 

20. Federal 1nishmash of export markets. 

21. Better cooperation between federal agencies and farmer . Reduced 
availability of markets. 
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22 . Edu ca t'e jud . and courts to value & preserving farmland . 

23 . Rail transportation impact on mar kets grain tnarkets on land values 
& land use. 

24 . Education of pt1blic on voluntary conservation practices . 

25 . Erosion of agriculture economy caused by population shifts . 

26 . Failure of cities to insist development before ne~ 8nnexation. 

27 . Need to educate individuals of local units of governments to the 
need and ways to preserve ag land . 

28 . Feasibility of gasohol and how much of a burden on farmer to 
produce . 

29 . Establish proper balance between best economic use for the entity 
versus best economic use to the society. 

30 . Urban people dictating to ag owners & operators through zoning and 
land use policies in urban areas . 

31 . t1ore funds , better balance of funds to supply more field staff and 
less Washington staff (SCS) . 

32 . Illinois state zoning law does not recognize farmland 
preservation. 

33 . t~intain agriculture production with limited petroleum supplies . 

34 . Finding and cultivating local leadership not necessarily political . 

35 . Use of crops for fuel versus use of cr ops for food . 

36. Conflict use of crops for gasohol with conservation methods. 

37 . As far as government, more education and less interference with 
agriculture . 

38 . With all this development what is happening to wildlife . 

39 . Planning univ. have not recognized the difference between urban 
planners and rural . 

40 . Danger of losing momentum given land use as a long- term problem. 

41 . National levels standards not workable from coast to coast. 

42 . Losing legislative representation of fa r m interest to urban 
interests . 

43 . lked to educate planning profession . 

44 . Outside influence on planners . 
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45 . Difficulty for young fa r ms due estate taxes . 

46 . Educate farmer that a little leisure time isn ' t too bad . 

47 . Educate lending institutions on considering plight of young farmers 
on financing . 

48 . Reordering the Great American Dr eam of the sinele family dwelling 
on one acre plus . 

49 . Too much talk and no action . 

SO . Land ethic based on appropriateness . 

51 . we as citizens must involve ourselves in political processes . 

Dubuque 
Group 3 

1. Soil erosion. 
- Funding 
- Better ways to implement practices 
- Education about practices 
- Encourage proper practices - chisel plow , and no - till 
- Tax incentives 
- Enforcing existing conservation standards 
- Inter- agency cooperation - federal , state, local . 

2 . Competing uses . 
- Strip mining 
- Highways, residential and business development and agr iculture , 
recreation, water , (irrigation, synthetic fuels) , land fills 

3 . Inconsistencies in federal/state/local agencies regarding 
conservation, development , and ener gy progra0s . 

4 . Urban sprawl swallowing ag lands (growth around fringes of cities) . 
- Competing uses 
- Strip mining 
- Inconsistencies in federa l agencies regarding conser vation and 
development and energy programs 
- Soil erosion 

Cutting of funds for ASCS conservation practices in the West 
- Effect of energy crisis , especially on irrigation 
- Development of 5- 100 farmettes which under- utilize existing 
farmland 
- Fiscal and pol itical policy encourage continuous 
row-cropping/absentee owners (lack of conservation ethic in 
policy) 
- Chis el plowing rather than moldboard plowing , especially in the 
fall 
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- No - till planting systems 
- Concern about over-regulation , especially mandatory 
- Cheap food policy for consumer ' s benefit 
- llarginal land being plowed up 
- Urban sprawl swallouing agricultural land (growth around fringes 
of cities) 
- All newly constructed nuclear power plants requi r e good land 
- Poor definition of the conflicts bet\veen far, .~ers & rural non- farm 
residents 
- Industry locating on top farmland 
- Young farmer credit should be made a vailable 
- Inability of transportation system to move farI!l commodities th.at 
we are already producing 
- Road building waste 
- Development of new crops especially for different climatic 
conditions and crops for marginal ag land 
- Lack of consistency in federal/state/local policies and 
priorities 
- Soybean production on rolling ground- erosion 
- Ways to encourage soil conservation practices either by direct 
payment of tax incentives 
- Construction set - aside payments 
- Increased debt str ucture 
- Lack of clear voice from farm organizations 
- Ability of succeeding landowners to remove conservation 
structures 
- Revis i on of inheritance tax laws regarding ag land 
- Way to transfer farmland from generation to generation 
- Inability of USDA to get it together 
- Lack of real dirt far mers participating in meetings like this . 

Dubuque 
Group 4 

1 . Long term loss of ag productivity . 

2 . Loss of ag land due to e r osion. 

3 . Loss of ag l and due to conversion to other uses; non - fa r m uses . 

4 . Loss of ag land productivi t y -- too much government involvement . 

5 . Federal gove rnment should set examples fo r use of ag land . 

6 . Land lost due to urban sprawl . 

7. Purchase of hobby farms by financially influential people t1i th 
non- farm backgrounds . 

8 . Loss of ag land due to highways , power lines , etc . 

9 . Loss of small farms/rise of big farms . 

• 
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10 . Process for a new farmer to finance a farm . 

11 . Bringing new land into production without adequate erosion 
control. 

12 . tlisdirected government agencies in regard to soil erosion ; wildlife 
versus erosion control. 

13 . Tax incentives to farn operators that keep soil loss to an 
acceptable limit . 

14 . Incentive not to produce a high income crop through an incentive to 
reduce the cost of production. 

15 . Non-resident landowners ar.d lack of concern for soil erosion . 

16 . Erosion/siltation of waten.1ays . 

17 . Decline of older cities due to tax base loss to outlying areas . 

18 . Lack of public concern for preserving ag land . 

19 . How (all levels) government progran1s can be made more responsive -
erosion control/urban sprawl . 

20 . Graduated cost of land by C. S . R. (corn suitability rating) . 

21 . llore serious thought to whatever we do -- n1ore knowlege . 

22 . Land speculation . 

23 . Lack of attention to government policies that encourage sprawl . 

24 . Effects on rural communities due to changing agriculture . 

25 . Land ttse conflicts odor/dust/noise, urban/rural . 

Dubuque 
Group 5 

1. Loss of class I land to indust r y , highways, and urban spra\vl . 

2. Effects of surface mining for coal or prime ag land, the myth of 
land reclamation after mining . 

3. Urban dominance that occurs at urban- farm boundary . 

4 . Too mucl1 political influence on use of farmland . 

S. Desire for local control of land use decisions . 

6. Lack of legal controls tl1at can be implemented by local government 
bodies. 

• 
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7 . Keeping prime farmland within a family . 

8 . Giving consideration to unique agricultural lands as valuable 
resources . 

9 . Need national transportation policy as it uses ground and effects 
use . 

10 . Tax burdens on farmland should be reduced so as to not force 
marginal land into production. 

11 . Lack of good reliable infor mation on fa r mland resources at local 
level . 

12 . Local governing bodies tend to make land use decisions on group 
pressure . 

13 . Soil erosion is critical - - need for more cost share money . 

14 . Water flooding is a waste in Illinois -- pollution of underground 
acquifers and effects on supplies in the acquifers . 

15 . Planning is very important - - keeping local control . Keeping 
supply and dePl.8.nd evaluation in fact . 

16 . Harginal lands put into legumes for energy production . 

17 . Rising cost of farnland . 

18 . Public apathy toward need to preserve farmlands . 

19. Expanded high productivity should not always be pron1oted . 

20 . In planning allow for transiti~ns to avoid disruptions to farm 
economy . 

21 . Better use of land in urban areas . 

22 . Impacts of loss of productive capacity on area farm economy . 

23 . Energy supplies are being wasted by scattered developments . 

24 . Land needed by manufacturer of synthetic fuels is lost -
"greenhouse" effect . 

25 . Residential building should be on marginal farmland . 

26 . Protection of property rights . 

27 . Locating residential uses near any agr. uses creates 
incompatabilities due to environmental situations . 
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28 . Natural pesticide and he r bicide use . 

29 . Government taking of land . 

30 . Highways need to rethink specs . fo r construction of highways . 

31 . Finanacial barr iers fo r young farme r s ente r ing agrr iculture . 

32 . llave public opinion hold indust r y r esponsible fo r taking 
agriculture land. 

33 . Beginning investigation of national land use policy . 

34 . Investigate local government pur chase of development rights . 

Dubuque 
Group 6 

1 . Water - Quality and Quantity 

2. Need to educate public about issue ! 

3 . Land use policies vary too much f r om county to county and state to 
state . 

4 . American urbanites dr eam of owning a par cel of land in tl1e 
country . 

5 . Retaining jurisdiction on r egulato r y mat t e r s at local level . 

6 . Favorable status to pr eserve obl igat es one not to convert when 
profitable . 

7 . Somehow gasohol shoul d be subsidized . 

8 . The availability of soil maps on the county level . 

9 . Too many different government agencies with pet plans to take land 
out of agricultu r a l product ion. 

10 . Septic system regulations (and technology) are so that developMent 
can go only on prime farmland . 

11 . ( 4) Encourage tl1e planning and conse r va t ion improvements in 
hydrologic units . 

12 . The organized opposition is not inact i ve part of this planrLing 
process - - result is planning in vacuum. 
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13 . Should have 100% cost share with fa r m owne r in conservation . 

14. The need for a sizeable precise definition of prime farmland . 

15 . Single family residences as well as factory developments should be 
encouraged on more marginal land even though cost ratios might not 
be feasible at this point and time . 

16 . vle are going away from origi nal intent of communit1.~s which was to 
ser ve rural areas . 

17 . Assure adequate technical services fo r soil and water conservation 
improvements . 

18 . We need a more equal tax base fo r farmland . 

19 . Some discussion of techniques that a r e avai l able . 

20 . Average individual farm acreage increasing . 

21 . Diminish speculative purchasing of far mland to enhance 
competitiveness of individual owner/operator units . 

22 . Foreign ownership of U. S. r eal estate . 

23 . Attention to improving rail transpor tation so that many of these 
things can be accomplished . 

24 . Adoption by state and county governments of prime land preservation 
as public policy . 

25 . Interference with market system. 

26 . How to enforce?? 

27 . Adoption by national gr oup of pr ime land preservation as public 
policy . 

28 . Adopt "carr ot " rather than "s t ick" app r oach . 

Dubuque 
Gr oup 7 

1. Ur ban sp r awl . 

2. Land condemnation . 

3 . Government incentives to stop urban sprawl . 
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4. Soil erosion . 

5. Loss of prime ag land . 

6. Orderly land use . 

7 . t1ore voice for farmers. 

8 . Non a g land users outbidding ag users . 

9. Tendency to treat farmers as a unified group . 

10 . Sedimentati.on and snrface water quality . 

11 . Government age11cies ' lack of coordination. 

12 . Conservation practices to hold land in place . 

13 . Conflic t between farmers and non-farmers on land related issues . 

14 . Tendency to treat chanbge in land use patterns as negative . 

15. Government regulation as unknowledgeable. 

16. Transportation (freeways) encourage sprawl and bankruptcy of 
cities . 

17 . \.Jays to control government agencies . 

18 . Farmers feel they are losing cont r ol of land because of land 
preservations programs . 

19 . Tax checkoffs on corn and beans to protect our land (exports) • 
. 

20 . People in government programs with inappropriate backgr ounds . 

21 . Aquifers and aquifer regeneration areas . 

22 . Land appraisal - lack of agricultural knowledge . 

23 . lJho s hould control land use planning? 
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24 . Regional planning as control by unelected bureaucracy. 

25 . Land taxation. 

26 . EPA regulation on air, smell, water , dust, etc . 

27 . Cost-price squeeze causing too intensive use of soil . 

28 . Comraunication , education, and democratic activity -- communication 
and education problem encourage loss of democratic process . 

29 . Transportation agency ignoring agricultural agency advice (agri. 
impact statement) . 

30 . Flexible land use plan . 

31 . Inability to integrate land uses . 

32 . Synthetic fuel production. 

33 . Proper use of DOT condemned land and right of way (planted with 
trees). 

34 . Environmental ef f ects of agricultural land use . 

Dubuque 
Group 8 

1. A fixed supply of land (competition) . 

2 . Prime farmland being used for industry and housing. 

3 . qow to strike a delicate balance between public interest and public 
right in surface mining of prime ag land . 

4 . Required conservation measures on steeply sloping land to prevent 
loss of top soil . 

5 . Take back from bureaucratic government the rights of local people. 

6 . How federal programs impact land use - rural water systems relative 
to urban sprawl. 

7 . Local people are concerned about federal and state land acquisition 
in a rural areas . 
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8 . Spread of urban development in a leap-frog pattern . 

9. Concern about an uniform national definition. of prime farmland . 
What is prime to one region may not be considered prime to 
another. 

10 . Land value system which ignores long-te r m resource value in favor 
of imnediate sale value . 

11 . Use of ag land for transportation (R. R. & roads) . 

12 . Nationally uniform estate tax system to encourage future family 
farms. 

13 . Incentive to stop clearing of woods for erosive crop purposes . 

14 . Promote more use of legumes on rolling soils . 

15 . Should there be growth & non- growth areas? 

16 . If people are opposed to planning & zoning ordinances , what are the 
alternatives? 

17 . Unconcern of local units of government over loss of ag land . 

18 . The issue should be renamed "Preservation of ag not just prime 
land . " 

19 . Definition of highest & best use of land based on land capability & 
system or priorities among land users. 

20. ~1ore research on making marginal land more productive . 

21 . When are times to use prime farmland for other purposes? 

22 . t1ake proper use of land already in public domain. 

23. Are federal incentive programs creating a land aristocracy? 

24. Unorganized approach of federal agencies taking land out of 
production. 

25 . Need a method of helping local govern1nents deal with the issue 
without telling them what to do. 

26. Failure to deal with complexity of the inter-relationships of 
farmland and other major uses . 

27 . Should foreign ownership of U. S. land be prohibited . 

28 . Make foreign interest tax structure same structure as U. S. 0\-1ners . 

29 . What is trade-off of fuel crops versus food crops . 
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30 . Need for more education of public including non- farm people . 

31 . Fear of change . 

32 . Local decision-making limits -- can't address all problems 
locally . 

33 . 1eaningless rhetoric of interest groups in selfish positions . 

Dubuque 
Group 9 

1 . Potential production of land for future generations . 

2 . Inappropriate vie~•Js of ag land as vacant r athern than as the "best" 
use . 

3 . Prime land taken for non-agr . use, i . e ., roads, industry and urban 
development . 

4 . Laws to prevent using farming as a tax loss -- for off-farm jobs . 

S. Use of freeways on prime ag land. 

6 . Loss of top soil - poor conservation , etc . 

7 . Failure to reflect future cost and scarcity in present farm land 
and product prices . 

8 . How to educate people in communities to have a concer n for ag land 
preservation (i . e . , high school students , consumers and public) . 

9 . Who should control farmland usage . 

10. More uniform zoning from county to county . 

11 . }1ore ef f ec ti ve preservation progr ams are viewed by rural farn1ers 
as too much government . 

12 . Need low- interest loans to protect ag land in conservation 
practices . 

13 . Enforce ag . Impact Statements , i . e ., similar to environriental 
impact statements . 

14 . To improve development of inner city -- rather than expand on 
farmland, i . e ., interest rate & cost . 
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15. Relationship of cost of land to profitability of crops . 

16 . Inability of "Third World " nation to purcl1ase Arnerican farm 
products -- and its effect on our farm price and their farming . 

17 . Farmer incentive to produce without a transportation system, i . e . , 
rail . 

18 . Need for education on agricultural aspects before graduating from 
high schools . 

19 . Low interest rate to young farmer for the first 200 acres of ag 
land to encourage owners and not renters . 

20 . Education to change the rnoral at ti tu des in society to promote 
efficiency of production. 

21 . Insufficient SCS staff and lack of number of technicians to 
administer soil conservation practices . 

22 . Regional planning & government do nothing for farmers . 

23 . lnher,itance tax is too l1igh for son or family to carry on the 
farm . 

24 . Use of separate rights of way for utilities, highway and pipeline 
is inefficient . 

25. Foreign land ownership . 

26 . ~lore efficient planning of urban land taken frorn agricultural use . 

Dubuque 
Group 10 

1. Loss of prime farmland to development causes. 

a . Leap frog development 
b . Urban spra,vl 
c. Incompatability of urban and rural lifestyles 

2. Lack of public recognition of agriculture. 

a. Political forces are pro- developer 
b. EconoMic balance of forces weighted heavily in favor of 

development 
c. Federal and state agencies fail to recognize agricultural 

priorities 

3. Loss of family farm structure is caused by unrealistic inflation, 
uneconomic increases in price of farmland and inheritance tax 
structure prohibits retention of or transfer of farnily farms . 
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4 . Lack of land stewardship and soil erosion losses causes . 

a . Large units on soil conservation 
b . Declining productivity 
c . Effects of higher fertilizer chemical uses 
d . Relationship between low commodity prices and soil 

conservation 
e . Reduction in food producing capability 

5 . Negative aseects of locating hazardous industries in rural areas 

a . Social and economic impact 

6 . Recognition of equity spread between farmers and effect it has on 
tlre cost of production and abililty to acquire land and division 
a~ong farmers in their attitudes toward land preservation and level 
of economic return necessary to maintain family farm strucuture . 

7. Effect of tax structure on acquisition of land by outside 
interests . 
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APPEl1DIX B - OUTCOME STATE}1ENTS AND FREQUEIJCY OF RESPONSE 
DUBUQUE 

1. The state and county governments should develop a 
"use classification" of land that is determined 
locally , deterMined by local soil conditions. Soil 
conservation service soil classification system to 
be used as guide . 

2. Congress and the state governn1ent sl1ould consider 
the in1pact on agricultural land use when enacting 
laws or legislation or funding projects or prograr1s 
that involve the destruction of land for food and 
fiber production . 

3. State and county governments should promote con­
servation tillage through incentive payments, tax 
credits , and educational programs. 

4 . Local governMents should use administrative and 
legislative actions to help preserve agricultural 
land . 

5 . State govern1nents should develop guidelines for 
local govern1nents who are developing preservation 
policies . 

6 . State governments should initiate agricultural 
land preservation policies where local governments 
fail to take the initiative. 

7. Federal government should develop guidelines and 
policies for state and local governments 

8 . Local officials (county government and planning 
and zoning boards) should develop long- range land 
use plans and be called to task for granting 
excessive variances. 

Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Undecided 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 

Strong Disagree 
Disagree 
Undecided 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 

Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Undecided 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 

Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Undecided 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 

Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Undecided 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 

Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Undecided 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 

Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Undecided 
Agree 
Strongly Agrl:-.e 

Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Undecided 
Agree 
St ron~ly Agree 

Percent 
1. 3 
7. 6 

10 . 1 
48 . 1 
31 . 7 

1. 3 
0 
0 

24 . 0 
74. 7 

1. 3 
5. () 

3? . 9 
60 . 8 

3. 8 
1. 3 
1. 3 

36 . 7 
56 . 7 

5. 0 
10 . () 

6. 3 
41 . 8 
36 . 7 

7 . 6 
11 . 4 
8 . 9 

45 . 6 
25 . 3 

15 . 2 
24 . 0 
11.4 
31 . u 
13 . 9 

1. 3 
6. 3 
2. 5 

32 . 9 
55 . 7 
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Technical staff must have t r aini ng on non-ur ban 
problems and be sensitive to thei r needs 

10. Lower capital gains tax fo r inheritances . 

11. The National Ag r icultural Lands St udy must be 
coo r dinated with the dialogue on St ructur e of U. S. 
Agricul ture 

12. The federal government should pr ovide suppo r t for 
technical studies , research , and education but not 
put controls over local land use . 

13 . I nte r ested parties (farme r s , r u r al non- far m, etc . ) 
must be involved in policy dete r mination . If they 
don ' t come fo rwa r d , effor ts must be made to go to 
thera . 

14. Fede r al gove rnment should give direction for l and 
planning wi th implementation at the local level . 

15 . Town and county government should enact exclusive 
agricultural zoning programs in conjunction with 
tax c r edits for participants and l ocal planning 
pr ograms with citizen participat ion . 

16. The fede r al gove rnment shoul d enfor ce and s trengthen 
the existing St r ip ?tining Act to pr otect farml and . 

Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Undecided 
Agr ee 
Str ongly Agree 

Str ongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Undecided 
Agr ee 
Strongly Agree 

Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Undecided 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 

Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Undecided 
Agr ee 
Str ongly Agree 

Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Undecided 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 

Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Undecided 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 

St r ongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Undecided 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 

Str ongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Undecided 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 

Percent 
1. 3 

0 
6 . 3 

44 . 3 
48 . 1 

3. 8 
3. 8 

13 . 9 
30 . 4 
46 . 8 

5. 0 
11 . 4 
50. 6 
29 . 1 

3 . 8 
7. 6 
1. 3 

45 . 6 
41 . 8 

2. 5 
2. 5 
2. 5 

38 . 0 
54 . 0 

5. 0 
17 . 7 
6. 3 

44 . 3 
26 . 6 

5. 1 
5. 1 

19 . 0 
35 . 4 
31 . 7 

3. 8 
12 . 7 
38 . 0 
43 . 0 
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17 . The USDA-ASCS through the Secretary of Agriculture 
should re-activate the feed grain program 

18. The state government sl1ould provide tax relief for 
la11d owners who re1nove marginal land and wet lands 
from production in order to economically allow those 
areas to be conserved. 

19 . The federal and state and local governments should 
make their policies affecting agriculture consistent 
within and between themselves. 

20 . The Extension system should provide educational 
outreach programs on conservation for farmers , 
urban groups, and youth. 

21 . The public school system should provide educa­
tional programs on conservation utilizing SCS 
personnel £or field days and "hands-on" progra1ns 
and teachers should have in- service programs on 
conservation. 

22 . Existing government agencies should encourage 
best management practices by requiring them for 
cost share programs , 

23 . U. S. and state Departments of Agricultur e should 
be given responsiblity to involve national, state, 
and local agencies and voluntary associations in 
educating the public about the land issues. 

24 . Education on land use and preservation should be 
included in the public school curricula. 

25 . Extension Service should conduct programs of 
education on farmland preservation. 

Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Undecided 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 

Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Undecided 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 

Strongly Disagree 
Disaeree 
Undecided 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 

Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Undecided 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 

Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Undecided 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 

Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Undecided 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 

Stronely Disagree 
Disagree 
Undecided 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 

Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Undecided 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 

Strong Disagree 
Disagree 
Undecided 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 

15 . 2 
8 . 9 

46 . 8 
9 . 0 
5. 0 

3 . 8 
8. 9 
5. 1 

49 . 4 
31 . 7 

2.5 
3. 8 
5.1 

41 . 8 
46 . 8 

1. 3 
0 

1 . 3 
45.6 
51 . 9 

2. 5 
44 . 3 
53 . 2 

2. 5 
5. 1 

13 . 9 
44 . 3 
29 . 1 

1. 3 
5. 1 

10 . 1 
45 . 6 
36 . 7 

5. 1 
34 . 2 
59 . 5 

2. 5 
0 

7. 6 
38 . 0 
51 . 9 
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26 . Citizens should have more input and participa­
tion in government agency actions . 

27. ASCS should coordinate all cost share funds within 
a local area . 

28 . Extension should provide technical information 
about the f inancial benefits of conservation 
practices through dissemination of existing 
research results and by doing new research and 
tests • 

29 . State and federal government should implement land 
reform and break up large land holdings through new 
legislation • 

JO . News media need to get accu rate information out to 
public through documentary programs, factual news 
releases , and better coverage of local agricultural 
and land uses issues . 

31 . Farmers should become active participants in 
disseminating land use information through the use 
of educational and media facilities to result in 
legislation to discourage loss of prime agricultural 
land . 

32 . Through the lawmaking process protect the transfer 
of prime agricultural land to conpeting uses . 

33 . Governmental agencies must be accountable to the 
people when decisions are made which affect the 
environment , our natural resources, and 
agricultural land use. 

34 . Congress modify estate tax structure to keep agri­
cultural land for agricultural uses and prevent con­
version to non-agricultural uses . 

Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Undecided 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 

Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Unctecided 
Agree 
Strongly Agr ee 

Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Undecided 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 

Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Undecided 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 

Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Undecided 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 

Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Undecided 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 

Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Undecided 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 

Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Undecided 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 

Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Undecided 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 

1.3 
5. 1 

43.0 
50 . 6 

5.1 
16.5 
27 . 8 
38 . 0 
8 . 9 

1.3 
3.8 
1. 3 

48 .l 
43 . 0 

27.8 
30 . 4 
22 . 8 
8 . 9 
6. 3 

6. 3 
42 . 8 
50 .6 

1.3 
2. 5 

41.8 
54 . 4 

5. 1 
5. l 

10.1 
41 . 8 
34 . 2 

1.3 

8 . 9 
35 . 4 
51 . 9 

5 . 1 
0 

10 . 1 
34 . 2 
50 . 6 
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35 . Public utilities should ensure information reaches 
the public through the use of inserts in utility 
mailings . 

36 . State and local governments should require con­
servation practices through legislation and 
cont r ols appropriate to local areas. 

37 . State government should promote conservation prac­
tices through economic incentives, such as increased 
cost- shari11g to farm owners. 

38 . Individuals must publicize the issues (leap frog 
development, urban sprawl, incompatability of urban 
and rural lifestyles , relocation of farmers) through 
tl1e media. 

39 . There should be coordination of Federal agencies 
\vhich have responsibilities \Jhich rela t e to tl1e 
preservation of prine far mland . This should involve 
development and implementation of a national agri­
cultural land policy. 

40 . State governraent should inact enabling and assis­
tance legislation for local governments to better 
allow them to develop and carryout local plans. The 
State effort shou ld include tax incentive pr ograms 
to preserve agricultural land witl1 the stipulation 
local governments develop a plan. 

41 . Local government should develop and implement an 
agricultural land plan within State and Federal 
policy . It should r ecognize conflicting interests , 
local needs (quantitative), assessment of land capa­
bility and be based on local input. A final step 
should be development of the or dinance. 

42 . Individuals should develop and propose alternative 
solutions to loss of prime farmland to elected 
officials, action groups, etc. 

Strongly Disagr ee 
Disagree 
Undecided 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 

Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Undecided 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 

Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Undecided 
Agree 
Strongly Agr ee 

Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Undecided 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 

Strongly Disagr ee 
Disagree 
Undecided 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 

Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Undecided 
Anree 

0 

Strongly Agree 

St r ongly Disagr ee 
Disagree 
Undecided 
Ar,ree 
Strongly Agree 

Strongly Disagr ee 
Disagree 
Undecided 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 

2. 5 
13.9 
20 . 3 
53 . 2 

6. 3 

8 . 9 
16.5 
6 . 3 

34.2 
32 . 9 

1.3 
8. 9 
6. 3 

38 . 0 
43 . 0 

6. 3 
? . 5 

45 . 6 
43 . 0 

2. 5 
3. B 
5. 1 

38 . 0 
49 . 4 

2. 5 
5 . 1 
6. 3 

41 . 8 
43 . 0 

2. 5 
7 . 6 
8 . 9 

46 . 8 
32 . 9 

1.3 
? . 5 
3. 8 

55 . 7 
35 . 4 
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L13 . Individual farmers sltould broaden public support 
for farmland preservation and r eduction of spr awl 
by making farm problems everyone ' s problem, i.e ., 
food produced on poorer land will cost more 
(consumer problem) or it costs more to provide 
roads, police protection, etc ., with sprawl than 
compact development (taxpayer ' s problem). 

44 . Loss of priue farmland can best be averted by 
individual initiative in suppor t of researching , 
identifying, and publicizing facts that would lead 
to corrective action by local , state , and fede ral 
gove rn1nental bodies . 

45 . The purpose is to Jet information to the non- farm 
public by increasing public awareness of soil con­
ser vation through national advertising and educa­
tional programs involving a coordinated effort of 
federal , state and local agencies and through civil 
and religious organizations . 

46 . We \Jant to ri1ake farmers aware of the need for soil 
conservation and of practices and assistance 
pr ograms available for implementing soil conserva­
tion Measures . A variety of informational, edu­
cational , and assistance programs should be used 
involving fede r al , state and local agencies , civil 
organization and agri - business . 

47 . Con8ress needs a better understanding of land use 
issues and should study inputs from agr icultural 
land use policy grouµs . They should provide broad 
guidelines for land use policies to the states . 
States in turn provide guidelines for counties and 
accept localized guidelines from the counties 
based on county evaluations of land resource 
characteristics . A state plan should be developed 
using county input . 

48 . Congress keep the agriculture economy strong and 
profitable and pro~ote ag exports to provide 
incentives for farmers to keep land in agri ­
cultural use . 

49 . Congress and the states should provide tax 
incentives and penalities to ensure keeping land 
in ag use (property , income) . 

Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Undecided 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 

Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Undecided 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 

Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Undecided 
Agr ee 
Strongly Agr ee 

Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Undecided 
Agr ee 
Strongly Agree 

Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Undecided 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 

Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Undecided 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 

Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Undecided 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 

1. 3 
5. 1 
8 . 9 

36 . 7 
48.1 

8. 9 
8. 9 
8 . 9 

46 . 8 
22 . 8 

2. 5 
1. 3 

' 46 . 8 
46 . 8 

3. 8 
5. 1 

12. 7 
38. 0 
36 . 7 

1. 3 
2. 5 

11.4 
44.3 
39.2 

2. 5 
7. 6 

10 . 1 
49 . 4 
29 . 1 



94 

50 . The National Agricultural Lands Study group and 
agricultu r al leaders provide statements to the 
public on the extent of land use problems . 

51 . National , state and local governments coor dinate 
an educational program to inform all people of the 
extent of land use problems . 

52. The federal government should provide financial 
(planning) assistance to land use programs to 
state - county. The state to provide financial 
assistance to counties . 

53 . Accountability from counties to state and state to 
fede ral government should be insur ed . 

54 . Congress should assign the USDA the r esponsibility 
of developing guidelines to limit the conversion 
of land classifications I , II , and III to non­
agricultural uses. 

55 . After study , county agr icultural leaders and l ocal 
organizations should exercise local option to adopt 
farml and preservation procedures . 

56 . The people of the United States develop app r opriate 
legislation to keep land in agricultur al uses. 

57 . Congress develop erosion control guidelines and 
provide rnore money to encourage state and county 
compliance \-li th locally devloped soil loss limits . 

Strongly Disagree 
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Strongly Disagree 
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Strongly Disagree 
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Undecided 
Agree 
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Strongly Disagree 
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Agree 
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Disagree 
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Strongly Disagree 
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Strongly Disagree 
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Strongly Disagree 
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6 . 3 

48 . l 
43 . 0 

2. 5 
3 . 8 

45 . 6 
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16 . 5 
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21 . 6 

5 . 1 
12 . 7 
25 . 3 
36 . 7 
17 . 7 

6 . 3 
17 . 7 
19 . 0 
35 . 4 
20 . 3 

5. 1 
19 . 0 
11 . 4 
36 . 7 
24 . 1 

5 . 1 
12 . 7 
12 . 7 
41 . 8 
24 . l 

1. 3 
16 . 5 
8 . 9 

41 . 8 
29 . 1 
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58 . States provide more cost - sharing , tax credits , 
develop and enforce mandatory soil loss l imits , 
and provide more technical assistance to promote 
soil conservation. 

59 . County soil conservatiorl units obtain more soil 
conservation by hearing erosion complaints and have 
authority to take aclion to control soil losses 
when necessary . 

60 . State and county provide some education on 
soil conservation . 

61 . Federal government should change tax structure to 
prevent using farMing as a "tax loss" for off-farm 
jobs or incomes 

62 . USDA , SCS , and other federal agencies need to get 
1uore information to public to make a greater 
effort to get news releases to local media and to 
assist in the use and distribution of information 
related to agricultural land use . 

63 . Federal , state and local governments to promote 
conservation practices through income and property 
tax credits for conservation techniques used by 
farmers . 

64 . Far~ groups , Extension agencies , SCS , and school 
districts should increase citizen awareness by 
developing continuing education programs related to 
ag land preservation , agriculture production , and 
efficient land use . 

Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
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Strongly Agree 

Strongly Disagree 
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Strongly Disagree 
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5. 1 
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32.9 
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10. 1 
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1. 3 
3. R 
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Agena , Ubbo 
Iowa Dept . of 

Environmental Quality 
Wallace Building 
Des Moines , IA 50319 

Bahl , \vilf red 
6280 Asbury 
Dubuque , IA 52001 

I:sas ha\J , Lois 
RR 1, Box 189 
LaCrescent , MH 55947 

Bas haw , John ,.J . 
RR 1, Box 189 
LaCrescent , MN 55947 

Benner , Paula , 
960 Bayer 
Dubuque , IA 52001 

Bennett , Elizabeth 
693 South Farnham 
Galesburg , IL 61401 

Blinks , Doris 
2715 Salem Rd ., S. W. 
Rochester , rlN 55901 

Berg, Orville J . 
R Box 6384 
Spirit Lake , IA 51360 

Boyle , Jerald ~1. 
Dexter , IA 50070 

Burrows , Glenn 
RR 
Brandon, IA 52210 

Cheever, Jean 
900 ICel ly Lane 
Dubuque , IA 52001 

Da rden , Ronald A. 
Court }louse Annex 
Sycamore , IL 60178 
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APPENDIX C. PARTICIPANTS 

Dee , J ust i n C. 
300 N. Foley Ave . 
P. O. Box 6 
new Hampton , IA 50659 

Dettmann , Lo r i n 
Monona , Ia 52159 

Digman , Leona ~1 . 
RRl 
Hazel Gr een , WI 5381 1 

Distelhorst , Mi l t on 
RR 2, Box 244 
Burlington, IA 52601 

Dit t emor e , Daniel 
411 Fischer Bldg . 
Dubuque , IA 52001 

Downi n , Jerry 
5400 Univer si t y Ave . 
West Des Moines , I A 50265 

Eustice , Rose 
RR 1 
Belmont, WI 53510 

Fodr oczi , David 
Rock County Planning 

Department 
51 South Main St r eet 
Janesville , WI 53545 

Frank , Jim 
RR 12 
Spr ingfield , IL 

Furuseth , Leslie 
2141 No r th Gr andview 
Dubuque , IA 52001 

Ganfield , Richard 
200 3rd Ave . S. E. 
Cascade , IA 52033 

Glithero , Patrick 
Logan Co . Regional 

Planning Cotunission 
529 S. ticLean St . 
Lincoln , IL 62656 

Coetzman , Debbie 
East Burns Valley 
Winona, ~11-1 55987 

Golinghorst , George 
Walcott , IA 52773 

Greenley , Oliver t1 . 
100-12th Avenue N. E. 
Independence , IA 

Guell , Eunice t1 . 
RR 2, 3ox 148 
Fond du Lac , \JI 54935 

Hagen , Walter 
~tonona , IA 52159 

Hahnke , Joel 
Box 93 
liaple Lake , f1I~ 55358 

l~rris , Donald L. 
RR 1 
Clarksville , IA 50619 

H.a rrold , Rose 
Big Farmer , Inc . 
131 Linc o 1 n H \JY . 
Frankfort , IL 60423 

Hayes , LLoyd 
RR 2 
Dubuque, IA 52001 

Higgenbottom , Fred 
RR 
Maxwell , IA 50161 

Hughes , Ann 
407 N. Dimmel Rd . 
\Joodstock , IL 60098 



Hutcheson , Robert Jr . 
RR 1 
t1alta , IL 60 150 

Johnson , Jane 
RR 2, Box 50 
Gilson , IL 61436 

Johnson , Thatcher 
RR 2 
}ladrid , IA 50156 

Jorgensen , H. L. 
RR 
Garrison , IA 52229 

Kendig, Lane 
18 N. County 
Waukegon , IL 

King , Keith 
RR l 

St . 
60085 

Oneida , IL 61467 

Lewis , }..1rs . J . W. 
RR l 
Peosta , IA 52068 

Lilly , Oran A. Jr . 
243 9 tlansf ield Dr . 
Des lloines , IA 50317 

Macomber , Barton D. 
2444 Glen St . 
Freeport , IL 61032 

~1ahnesmi th , l<.oy L. 
P. O. Box 688 
Galesburg , IL 61401 

HcDermott , Earl 
RR 1 
Farley , IA 52046 

New , Donny R. 
P. O. Box 2200 
East Peoria , IL 61611 
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Nowak , Peter 
217 D East Hall 
Iowa St ate University 
Ames ,IA 

Petersen , Robert E. 
RR 2 
De Witt , IA 52742 

Peterson, Alan 
Office of Congressroan 

Tom Tauke 
P. O. Box 478 
Dubuque , IA 52001 

Pfeiler , Bernice 
RR 1, Box 44C 
Peosta , IA 52068 

Pfeiler , Raymond 
RR 1, Box 44C 
Peosta , IA 52068 

Pingel , L. A. 
Lowden , IA 52255 

Pinney , Lan 
RR 1 
Lena, IL 61048 

Poinsett , tvtT1 . B. 
Box 771 
Dubuque , IA 52001 

Queal , David K. 
2004 S. Faris 
Sioux Falls, SD 57105 

Renneke Wiest , Lynnette 
Region 9 Development 

ColllPlission 
120 So . Broad St . 
P. O. Box 3367 
11ankato , t1N 56001 

Ryan , Robert 
RR 3 
DeWitt , IA 52742 

Salmon, Bette 
614 So . Segoe Rd . 
l~dison, WI 53711 

Smith, Paul .J . 
Blockton , IA 

Sorensen, Eugene 
Building Zone 

Offlce 
Grundy County Court 

House 
tforris , IL 60450 

Sorensen, Janet 
1440 E. Old Pine Bluff 
Morris , IL 60450 

Swallow, George B. 
Bank Bldg , Box l 
Elizabeth, IL 61028 

Stenberg, Robert 
RR 3, Box 49 
Dell Rapids , SD 57022 

Teague , Bruce G. 
3031 6th St . SW , Apt~ ~6 
Cedar Rapids , IA 

Vogel , John 
P. O. Box 1642 
Decatur , IL 62525 

Wagner , John 
Bernard, IA 52032 

Weiland, Jack M. 
Room 208 Federal Bldg . 
200 4th St . S. W. 
Huron, SD 57350 

Wessman , Vernon 
Buckingham, IL 60917 

Wheeler , Philip H. 
1421 3rd Ave . S. E. 
Rochester , llN 5590 l 

Wickham, Ron 
206 Federal Building 
Cedar Rapids , IA 52402 



\.Jiederrecht , }larlan F . 
RR 1, Box 7t> 
Wapello , IA 52653 

Hiley , Pam 
2616 Van Hise Ave . 
t~dison , WI 53706 
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\.Jindis h , Leo G. 
101 Exchange Street 
Galva , IL 61434 

Wise , Sam 
503 4th St . S. E. 
Altoona , IA 50009 

Worden , R. E. 
Tru1nan , n~ 56088 

Wulff , Henry C. 
210 \Jate r loo l1uilding 
531 Co1i11"lercial Street 
Waterloo, IA 50701 

Zimmerman , Grace 
RR 3 
1\namosa , IA 52205 
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The tJorth Central Regional Center for Rural Development programs 
supported by funds under Title V of the Rural Development Act of 1972 
are available to all potential clienteles without regard to race , 
color , sex , or national origin. 

For a co1:iplete Ii.sting of all Center publicationt., write the North 
Central Regional Center for Rural Development , 108 Curtiss Hall , Iowa 
State University , Ames , Iowa 50011 . 










