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Section 1:  Focus and Purpose of Report

First established in the 1996 Farm Bill and then re-authorized in the 2002 Bill, the Farm and Ranch Lands Protection Program (FRPP) “provides matching funds to [state and local agencies] to help purchase development rights to keep productive farm and ranch land in agricultural uses.”
  New non-agricultural development is prohibited or restricted by a conservation easement that is attached to the land’s deed. 

The federal match may be up to “50 percent of the appraised fair market value of the conservation easement.”
   By 2005 the program had allocated “nearly $371.5 million” to protect about 449,000 acres “with an estimated cumulative easement value of nearly $1.1 billion.”
  In other words, the overall federal share was about one third.

The US Department of Agriculture’s Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) asked American Farmland Trust (AFT) to evaluate the FRPP through a survey of the owners of land under these easements.  AFT then contracted with the Center for Great Plains Studies of the University of Nebraska-Lincoln (UNL) to conduct the survey.  Starting in January 2005, the UNL team worked with the easement branch of NRCS’s Washington Office to build the sample.  By the end of this building process (September 2005), we had received, from a total of 99 public and private agencies in 32 states, the names and addresses of the owners of 945 parcels or groups of parcels whose easements the agencies held.
  From that sampling frame of 945, we drew a random sample of 613 and aimed to survey by telephone at least 400.  In fact, between June 23, 2005 and December 12, 2005, UNL’s survey research arm, the Bureau of Sociological Research, interviewed a total of 422 owners of land whose development rights had been sold in part through the FRPP.

Response Rate:  The response rate in telephone surveys is the ratio of completed interviews to all persons eligible for the study and interview-able.  Thirty-three of the 613 cases involved persons who had died, sold their land, or could not be reached by either phone or mail.  Among the remaining 580 cases that were feasible to survey, the 422 successful interviews represent a response rate of 73 percent.  Only 7 percent of the 580-person final sample explicitly refused to participate.  The other non-respondents had wrong phone numbers, nonworking numbers or answering machines that did not yield call-backs.  We had their correct addresses,
 but our research design did not provide for sending mailed versions of the questionnaires if phone contacts proved unsuccessful. 

The survey questionnaire was designed to address 12 main evaluative questions: 

1.  Has the FRPP helped appropriate kinds of agricultural landowners to sell their development rights?  More specifically:
a. At the time of the sale, did the land in question tend to be vulnerable to development?  

b. Do the parcels under easement tend to be located next to other protected agricultural land and therefore form contiguous blocks rather than be small agricultural islands?

c. Do the owners of land shorn of its development rights tend to be farmers or ranchers rather than be non-operator owners? 

d. Do the operator-owners participating in the FRPP tend to be “small” or “large” farmers by USDA definitions?

2.  After the development rights were removed, how frequently have protected parcels been bought by non-farmers or non-ranchers?
3.  How agriculturally important is the land being protected in part because of the FRPP?  More specifically:
a.
What percentage of the total surveyed owners reported at least some agricultural activity on their easement land?

b.
How large in acres does the protected land tend to be, and what proportion of it is reported in some agricultural production use?

c.
Among the surveyed owners who are also operators, how important to their total operations are the easement acres?

d.
What types of farm enterprises are found on the easement acres?

4.  To what extent have the agricultural landowners who sold development rights plowed the payments they received back into their agricultural operations?

5.  Do the operators among them believe that the supplies of inputs needed for viable farming operations (including fertilizers, pesticides, farm implements, farm labor, and farm animal veterinarians) are adequate in the areas where the protected lands are located?

6.  Are the marketing opportunities there adequate?
7.  To what extent are the protected farms and ranches providing goods and services to the local community from which in many cases have come tax revenues used to finance the easement purchases?  More specifically:

a.
Are agricultural products from the easement land being marketed to local consumers?

b.
Is at least some part of the protected land providing scenic benefits in the sense of being open space adjacent to public roads, bike paths or waterways?

c.
Is easement land being used for non-family recreation (hunting, fishing, picnics, etc.)? 

8.  To what extent are erosion-control and other conservation practices being applied to the protected land?

9.  Are the easement-holding entities regularly inspecting the land to check on owners’ adherence to the conditions of the easement agreement? 

a.
Among the surveyed owners whose easement land had been inspected, to what extent were they satisfied with how the inspections were conducted?

b.
What distinguishes the owners reporting no on-site inspections from owners who were monitored?
10.  Are the owners who sold development rights to agricultural land satisfied with their decisions?  If not, why not? 
11.  Are the surveyed owners willing to recommend to other agricultural landowners that they sell their development rights?  If not, why not?  Related questions are:

a.
What were the goals of the surveyed owners in selling their development rights?

b. To what extent have those goals been achieved, and 

c. Were those owners who reported achieving their objectives any more likely to recommend selling development rights?

12. To what extent does owner satisfaction with easement sales, as well as the reported management of their easement land, vary between smaller (fewer than 100 acres) and larger holdings? 

Section 2:  Has the FRPP helped appropriate kinds of agricultural landowners to sell their development rights?

a. When the owners sold their development rights, did the land in question tend to be vulnerable to development?  

The official regulations for the FRPP (the Final Rule of May 16, 2003) define the program’s main “purpose . . . [as] protecting topsoil by limiting nonagricultural uses of the land.”
  Although it may be cheaper or otherwise advisable to purchase easements considerably ahead of the time when developers or speculators offer to buy it, the justification for easements should be stronger when the land has proven its vulnerability to development through such offers.   Another likely condition of susceptibility to development is the proximity of public sewer and/or water lines.  Our survey of 422 FRPP participants found that: 

· Thirty-four percent said that, within one year prior to selling the easement, they had received an offer to purchase that land or to buy an option to purchase (Table 1). 

· Thirty-six percent reported that at closing at least some of the land subject to the easement was located within a half-mile of a pubic sewer or water line.   

· Fifty-six percent reported one or the other of these two conditions.  Of course, these indicators of development potential are not exhaustive. 

	Table 1

Percentages of surveyed owners reporting conditions suggesting 

that their agricultural land under easements was vulnerable to 

development at the time the development rights were sold*

	Conditions Suggesting Vulnerability to Development
	Frequency
	Percent

	1.  Received offer to purchase or option to buy the land within one year prior to closing on the easement.
	143
	34

	2.  At the time of closing, at least some of the easement land was within one-half mile of a public sewer or water line.
	153
	36

	3.  Either condition # 1 or #2
	237
	56

	4.  Surveyed owners had bought or inherited the land after the development rights had been sold.
	39
	9

	Total number of surveyed owners
	422**
	**


*Text of survey questions:  “Before selling the development rights to their agricultural land, some owners receive offers to purchase the land.  Some owners have no such offers.  At any time within a year before the closing on your development rights sale in ___ [year], had you received an offer to purchase the land or an option to buy the land?”

           “Some of the farmland being considered for purchase of development rights is near public sewer or water lines capable of serving homes built on that land.  Some such farmland is not at all close to such lines.  It is under consideration for other reasons.  At the time of closing was any of the farmland whose development rights you sold within a half-mile of a public sewer or water line?

**Frequencies do not add up to 422 (and the percentages do not sum to 100%) because the categories are not exhaustive.  Also category 3 includes cases from categories 1 and 2.
b.  Do the parcels under easement tend to be located next to other protected agricultural land?  


A former PDR program administrator and now professor of planning, Tom Daniels, has recommended contiguity because (among other reasons) “large blocks of preserved ground for farming are likely to help farm support businesses remain profitable.”
  The program of   Peninsula Township in Michigan aimed to avoid “fragmented ‘islands of protection surrounded by development.”
  Suffolk County’s program (New York) has favored “parcels contiguous with other protected farmlands.”
  The authors of the FRPP’s Final Rule appear to endorse this kind of emphasis when they wrote, “NRCS may place a higher priority on land and locations that help create a large tract of protected area for viable agricultural production…. ”

Fifty-nine percent of our total respondents reported that at least some of their easement land was “located next to agricultural parcels that you don’t own but whose development rights have been sold or donated away” (Table 2).  Of course, it is possible that other owners had preserved parcels next to them but were not aware of their protected status.  

	Table 2

Percentage of respondents reporting that their easement land is 

next to another parcel of easement land owned by someone else*

	
	Frequency
	Percent

	Yes
	250
	59

	No
	161
	38

	Unsure
	11
	3

	Total
	422
	100


*Text of survey question:  “Is any of your easement land located next to agricultural parcels that you don’t own, but whose development rights have been sold or donated away?”

____________


c.  Did the surveyed owners also tend to be the farm or ranch operators of their land under easements? 

Non-operator owners might not be as interested in the agricultural production benefits of placing land under easements as they might be in scenic, recreational and investment benefits.
  Nearly three-quarters (74 percent) of the FRPP participants interviewed for this study said they farmed or ranched at least some part of their development easement land (Table 3).  Another 2 percent were operators, but of farm or ranch land other than their easement land.  In all the cases comprising this 2 percent, at least some of their protected land was in production, but operated by a tenant or perhaps a co-owner.
	Table 3

Percent of surveyed owners who operated at least part of 

their agricultural land under a development easement*

	Operator or not
	Frequency
	Percent

	Yes
	313
	74

	No
	119
	26

	Total
	422
	100


*Text of survey question:  “Are you the current operator of any of your agricultural land that is under a development easement?”

____________
d.  Do the operator-owners participating in the FRPP tend to be “small” or “large” farmers by USDA definitions?  
USDA’s Economic Research Service (ERS) has used $100,000 as a dividing line between “low-sales farms” and those classified as “high-sales” among “Farming occupation farms.”
   One hundred thousand dollars is also ERS’ ceiling for “Limited-resource farms.”
  The 2002 Census of Agriculture found that nationwide only 15 percent of all farms grossed as much as $100,000 in the “market value of agricultural products sold and government payments.”
  If we use less than $100,000 as the standard for “small operations,” our owner- operator respondents were evenly split between those who fell below that mark in their reported 2004 gross receipts from agriculture (48 percent) and those who received at least $100,000 (also 48 percent, see Table 4).

	Table 4

Among all farm or ranch operators in the study’s sample,* the percent reporting at least $100,000 in gross farm sales, rents, and government payments for 2004**

	As High as $100,000
	Frequency
	Percent

	Yes
	154
	48

	No
	153
	48

	Unsure or won’t answer
	14
	4

	Total operators of easement or other agricultural land
	321
	100


*Includes 8 operators in the sample who did not farm or ranch any of their easement land.

**Text of survey question:  “Please consider your total gross receipts in 2004 from agriculture; that would include any sales of agricultural products, rents on your land, agricultural services you provided and any governmental payments you received.  Were last year’s total gross receipts from agriculture, that is, before taxes or other expenses, less than $100,000?”

For the owner-operators in our sample, the best predictor
 by far of whether a respondent fell in the “high-sales” category was his/her total acres operated (including any non-easement land).
  This category of respondents averaged 1,045 acres that they farmed or ranched, compared to a mean of 256 among the low-sales farms (Table 5).  The corresponding median values were 450 acres versus 147 for the low-sales group.

	Table 5

Among respondents who were farm or ranch operators, the mean, median, 25th percentile and 75th percentile values for total acres operated, by whether the respondent reported gross agricultural revenues for 2004 of at least $100,000 (“high-sales”) or less than $100,000 (“low-sales”)

	Values
	“High-sales”
	“Low-sales”

	Mean
	1,045 acres
	256 acres

	Median
	450
	147

	25th percentile
	215
	60

	75th percentile
	985
	298

	Respondents who farmed or ranched and answered the gross revenue question
	152
	159



e.  To what extent has protected land been sold to non-operator owners after the    development rights were removed?


Some observers of PDR programs fear that the “second generation” of owners may include many non-farmers who purchased the protected land for its “estate” value.
   Its appealing features are likely to include: closeness to urban or suburban employment centers where the prospective buyers work; the privacy provided by large acreages; the relatively lower property tax assessments for farmed land; and the legal ability to enlarge the farm house or replace it with a spacious new home.  A study of Burlington County (New Jersey) that has a large PDR program, found:

Anecdotal accounts . . . [that] suggest growing competition for preserved farmland properties between farmers and non-farmers interested in purchasing such properties for their amenity or lifestyle benefits.  This has the effect of raising farmland prices to levels out of the reach of many commercial farmers.  Often times, non-farmers will farm the ground with minimal intensity (or rent land to farmers to farm) to retain farmland assessment.
 

Our sample of owners of agricultural land protected in part with FRPP grants included very few “second generation” cases.  Only 8 percent of the 422 respondents identified themselves as owners who had purchased or inherited the easement land after the development rights had been sold (Table 6).  Moreover, these owners were as likely to be operators as were their first-generation counterparts.  In fact, 77 percent of the second-generation cases reported that they were farming or ranching at least some part of their easement land compared to 74 percent among the first-generation owners (Table 7). 

	Table 6

“Generations” of owners of agricultural land whose development rights were sold in part through the Farm and Ranch Lands Protection Program:  Percent who sold the development rights to their land versus those who bought land after rights were sold or received the land as gift or inheritance *

	Generation
	Frequency
	Percent

	“First”:  Sold the rights
	383
	91

	“Second”:  

   Bought land after rights were sold
	33
	8

	   Received land as gift or inherited it
	  6
	1

	Total
	422
	100


*Text of survey question:  “Did you, by yourself or jointly with someone else, sell the development rights to agricultural land you currently own?  Or did you buy the land AFTER someone else had sold the rights and a development easement was applied to it?”

__________

	Table 7

Percentage of “first” and “second generation” owners who reported 

farming or ranching at least some of their easement land

	Operates 

Easement Land?
	First 

Generation
	Second

Generation

	Yes
	74%
	77%

	No
	26%
	23%

	Total respondents
	383
	39


Section 3:  How agriculturally important is the land being protected in part through the FRPP?

Some or many owners might report no current agricultural production on their easement land.  They are not required to farm.  Also disappointing would be if the portions of the protected land being farmed or ranched comprised insignificant pieces of agricultural production land.

a. What percentage of the total surveyed owners reported at least some agricultural activity on their easement land? 


All but 3 percent of the respondents answered “yes” to the question:  “Under these easements, land doesn’t have to be farmed, just not developed with houses or other non-farm buildings.  In 2005 have any of your easement acres been used to raise agricultural products like field crops, livestock, fruits, shrubs, or other ornamental crops?” (Table 8)

	Table 8

Percentage of total surveyed owners who reported at least 

some agricultural production on their easement land in 2005

	Production on the Land
	Frequency
	Percentage

	Yes
	410
	97

	No
	12
	3

	Total respondents
	422
	100



b. What distinguishes the surveyed owners reporting no agricultural production on their easement land?


At the outset of this discussion, we must note that the surveyed owners reporting no agricultural production on their easement land in 2005 totaled only 12 respondents out of a total sample of 422.  With just 12, there tends to be too high a chance that measured differences between them and the other 410 are due entirely to sampling error.  It would be much easier to find statistically significant differences if both groups had as many as 50 members in them.  However, we did explore for significant differences; and here is what we found: 

· Not Distinguished by Their States:  If the 12 had been mostly from one or two states, we might infer a problem with how relevant authorities there selected land for the FRPP. However, the 12 owners were scattered over seven states, with three states having just one case each, three with two cases each and one with three.  The presence of two or three cases in those latter four states was not impressive because they were the rare exceptions.  In one of the four, the two non-producers made up just 10 percent of the total owners from that state whom we interviewed; in a second case, they represented 7 percent; a third case, 6 percent; and the fourth, also 6 percent.

· Age, Acres under Easements, but not Education:  Although the two groups’ average years of formal education were essentially identical (16 for the 12 with no production compared to 15 for the others), the group of 12 respondents were somewhat older, with an average age of 66 years compared to 59 among the “producers.”  And this difference was statistically significant (see Table 9).  Their average acres under easement also differed—152 acres among the non-producers versus 250 among the producers—but not enough for that disparity to be significant. 

· No Evidence of a “Generation” Effect:  All 12 said that they had sold the development rights to the easement land they owned rather than purchasing or inheriting the land with the rights already removed.  Consequently, we have no evidence of some “second-generation” tendency to ignore production completely.  

· Non-operators:  The 12 were not as likely to be operators as were members of the “producers” group (Table 9).  However, seven of the 12 (58 percent) who reported no production on their PDR land did farm or ranch other land.  Perhaps operating their easement land was not profitable enough.  Alternatively, perhaps out of 422 owners we should expect that, in any one crop year, as many as 3 percent keep their easement land fallow.  

	Table 9

Comparisons between the 12 respondents reporting no agricultural production on their easement land in 2005 and the 410 surveyed owners who said they had some production on their land, by trait

	Trait
	No Production
	Production 

	Average years of formal education
	16
	15

	Average age
	66*
	59*

	Average acres under easement
	152
	250

	Percent who sold the DRs to their easement land rather than purchasing or inheriting the land after someone else had sold the DRs.
	100%**
	91%**

	Percent reporting they operated some agricultural land (easement and or non-easement land) in 2005
	58%
	77%

	Total Respondents
	12
	410


*Statistically significant in a t-test of the difference between two independent samples’ means, at the .05 level.

**Statistically significant in a t-test of the difference between two independent samples’ proportions, at the .05 level. 

____________

c. How large in acres does the protected land tend to be, and what proportion of it is reported in some agricultural production use?  

The full sample of respondents reported having an average of 247 acres under easements and 228 easement acres in production in 2005 (Table 10).  The median values are 156 acres for total easement land and 130 acres for production land. 

	Table10

Total acres under easement and total easement acres in 

agricultural production during 2005*

	Traits of the Easement Land
	Total Acres under an Easement
	Total Easement Acres in Production

	Mean number of acres
	247
	228

	Median number 
	156
	130

	25th percentile
	89
	70

	75th percentile
	290
	246

	Total Respondents 
	420**
	406***


*Text of survey question:  “My next questions deal with characteristics of the land that has a development easement on it.  What is the total number of acres of agricultural land you own that now has an easement preventing development?”  

         The total easement acres in production were calculated by adding together all acres the easement respondent listed as being in various agricultural uses:  field crops, pasture and feedlots, orchards, etc. (Table 14). 

**Total respondents who reported the number of acres under easement.    

***Total who reported the number of easement acres in production.

____________

The land being farmed or ranched tended to comprise all or almost all of the owner’s acres under a development easement.  Thirty-eight percent of the total surveyed owners reported their entire easement land in production, and 34 percent said that from 75 percent to 99 percent of it was in field crops, livestock use or some other agricultural purpose (Table 11).

	Table 11

Among owners reporting agricultural production on their easement land, the percent of the total acres under easement that was in production in 2005

	Easement Land’s Share
	Frequency
	Percent

	1 to 24%
	11
	3

	25% to 49%
	39
	9

	50% to 74%
	57
	14

	75% to 99%
	138
	34

	100%
	157
	38

	Not clear
	8
	2

	Total Respondents
	410
	100


How was the remainder of the land being used?  Much of it was in woodlands that were not harvested for sale.  While such land does not yield marketable goods, there may be the societal benefit of the trees converting carbon dioxide emissions into plant material.  However, there is controversy among scientists as to how effective trees may be in removing carbon dioxide from the air.
  Our interview questionnaire asked, “How many easement acres, if any, are devoted this year to forest areas that are not cropped for Christmas trees, biomass or other sold products?”  Fifty percent of all surveyed owners reported some forested areas of this type, with the average being 50 acres and the median being 30 acres.  Among all respondents whose easement land in agricultural production comprised less than all their acres on easement, these noncommercial forest areas accounted on average for 13 percent of their total development rights land.

d. Among the surveyed owners who were also operators, how important to their total operations were the easement acres in production?   


As mentioned earlier, 76 percent of our respondents reported that they were farm or ranch operators. The acres in their total operations (including both easement and non-easement land) averaged 666 acres, while the median value was 258 acres (Table 12).  The 25th percentile measure of 100 acres means that three-quarters of those farmers operated at least 100 acres of land. 
Table 12’s data columns (2) and (3) compare the surveyed first- and second-generation operator owners on the same four measures.  The two groups were similar on three of those indicators:  1) median number of acres in the operation, 2) 25th percentile of such acres and 3) percent of respondents with at least $100,000 in revenues.  However, their averages for total acres varied widely—695 acres for the first generation compared to 391 acres for the second; and this difference is statistically significant.
  This is the first notable difference to emerge between the two generations. 

	Table 12

Among surveyed owners who farmed or ranched at least part of their easement land, the mean, median and 25th percentile values for total acres in their farm/ranch operations (including non-easement land) and the percent with at least $100,000 in gross sales:  All owner-operators and comparisons between  “first-“ and “second-generation” owners 

	Farm Operation Traits 
	(1)

All Respondents
	(2)

First Generation
	(3) 

Second 

Generation

	Mean number of acres in their operation
	666
	695
	391

	Median number of acres in their operation
	258
	260
	250

	25th percentile (i.e., 75% of all operations are at least this large)
	100
	100
	115

	Percent with at least $100,000 in gross receipts from agriculture
	49%
	48%
	55%

	Respondents who farmed or ranched and reported acreage data
	313
	279
	29


For almost a third of the surveyed owner-operators (32 percent), their operations consisted exclusively of their easement land (Table 13).  For nearly six in 10 (59 percent), the protected acres comprised at least a half of the total land they operated in 2005 (i.e., the sum of the percentages for 50 percent to 74 percent range, 75 percent to 99 percent, and 100 percent, Table 13). 

	Table 13

Among the owner-operators, their easement land in production 

as a percent of total land in their operations:  2005

	Easement Land’s share
	Frequency
	Percent

	Zero percent
	10
	3

	1% to 24% 
	61
	19

	25% to 49%
	53
	17

	50% to 74%
	47
	15

	75% to 99%
	37
	12

	100%
	103
	32

	Not known
	10
	2

	Total Farmers and Ranchers
	321
	100


e. What types of farm enterprises are found on the easement acres?   

The interview questionnaire asked each owner to estimate the number of his/her easement acres (if any) that were in production during 2005 for each of six broad categories of agricultural enterprises:
1. growing field crops like corn, soybeans, wheat, vegetables or hay

2. raising animals such as on a pasture or a feedlot

3. growing products from orchards or vineyards

4. producing sod, shrubs, flowers or other nursery crops

5. growing trees for eventual sale, including Christmas trees

6. growing “other” kinds of agricultural products

Eighty-seven percent of the total respondents said that field crops were being grown on their easement land; 55 percent reported animals of some kind being raised; 8 percent, orchard or vineyard crops; 6 percent, nursery crops; 4 percent, trees for eventual sale; and 2 percent, some other product (mostly maple syrup, Table 14).  Thirty-six percent of the surveyed owners indicated just one type of enterprise—see the entries in Table 14’s column labeled “100 percent.”
   Fifty-eight percent reported at least two types, with the most frequent combination being livestock and field crops—found in 49 percent of the total cases.  The second most common pair was field crops and orchard/vineyard crops—in just 5 percent of the cases.  Six percent reported as many as three types of enterprises on their easement land in 2005.  

	Table 14

Among all surveyed owners, the percent who reported any 

of six broad types of farm or ranch enterprises on their 

easement land and the relative importance of each type

	Enterprise Types: Producing…
	 Percent of All Owners with This Type


	Importance of Each Type of Enterprise:  Its Acres as a Percent of Total Easement Acres in Production 

	
	
	100%
	75%to 99%
	50% to 74%
	25% to 49%
	1% to 24%

	Field crops like corn, soybeans, wheat, vegetables, or hay
	87
	30
	24
	15
	11
	6

	Animals such as on a pasture or a feedlot
	55
	4
	5
	12
	11
	22

	Orchard or vineyard crops
	8
	1
	1
	1
	1
	3

	Sod, shrubs, flowers, or other nursery crops
	6
	1
	0
	1
	1
	3

	Trees for eventual sale, including Christmas trees
	4
	0.2
	0
	0
	1
	2

	Other (mostly the production of maple syrup)
	2
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1

	Total respondents
	422
	422


Most of the respondents (54 percent) with field crops reported them as being grown on 75 percent to 100 percent of their easement land (Table 14).
  In a majority of the livestock cases, the pasture and/or feedlots made up less than 50 percent of their total easement acres in production.
  The same pattern was found for orchard/vineyard crops, nursery crops, trees and “other.” 

Section 4:  To what extent have the agricultural landowners who sold development rights plowed the payments they received back into their agricultural operations?

A lot of money may change hands when development rights (DRs) are sold.  For example, during fiscal 2004 the Maryland state program spent an average of $2,369 per acre for the rights to a total of 4,878 acres, with the FRPP’s shares comprising 35 percent of the aggregate expenditure of $11.6 million.
  A county-level program in the Chicago Metro Area (Kane County) adopted the policy of paying a flat rate of $5,000 per acre for easements on agricultural land.

Understandably, the easement agreements do not compel the landowners to spend the received money on strengthening their farm businesses.  Given such requirements, owners might refuse to sell.  However, the easement programs would be pleased if their payments resulted in more viable farming operations as well as the land being protected from development.  For example, New Jersey’s Farmland Preservation Program aspires to help landowners to “meet their financial goals, providing them with capital to expand their existing operations; eliminate or reduce their debt load; or further their estate or retirement planning.”

Our questionnaire asked about how the development rights payments were spent: 

Here are several types of uses to which the payments received for development rights may have been put.  We're not interested in the dollar amounts, but the types of uses.  Have you spent any of the development rights money:  

1.  On paying off mortgages or loans on agricultural land?  

2.  On some other aspect of your agricultural business, such as buying more agricultural land, buying farm equipment or improving farm buildings?   

3.  On meeting personal or household needs such as for education, health, fixing up the house or investing in stocks?  

4.  On some other kind of purpose or purposes that we've not yet covered?  Please specify. _________________________________
6.  Or, no money yet received for your development rights?

More than half (55 percent) of the respondents who had sold DRs reported spending at least some of the payments on eliminating or reducing their mortgages on agricultural land (Table 15).  Almost six in 10 (58 percent) used it for some other aspect(s) of their farm business, such as buying equipment or improving farm buildings.  Fifty-two percent said they spent all or part of their proceeds on some personal or household need(s) (e.g., education, fixing up the house or investing in stocks).  By comparison, 81 percent reported at least some expenditure on their agricultural business interests (Table 15). 

	Table 15

Among surveyed owners who sold development rights to agricultural 

land they owned (as opposed to the respondents who purchased 

or inherited land with development easements), their reports as 

to the purposes to which the received money was put

	Purpose
	Frequency
	Percent*

	Paying off mortgages or loans on agricultural land
	210
	55

	Some other aspect of your agricultural business interests, such as buying more agricultural land, purchasing farm equipment, or improving farm buildings
	222
	58

	Meeting personal or household needs such as for education, home improvements, or investment in stocks
	199
	52

	Money spent on at least one aspect of owner’s agricultural business interests
	309
	81

	Number of respondents who had sold DRs
	383
	


*The percentages do not add up to 100 percent because two of the categories are overlapping and also because many respondents reported spending PDR payments on both farm/ranch businesses and family/personal purposes.

___________

Besides paying off land mortgages, the three most frequently reported farm/business expenditure purposes were: 

1. purchasing or repairing equipment, machinery or vehicles = reported by 25 percent of all surveyed owners who had sold development rights

2. building, expanding or repairing farm or ranch buildings = 21 percent

3. buying farm or ranch land = 11 percent

Of course, the money spent on agricultural purposes might have been much smaller in actual dollar amounts than that allocated to personal or household objectives.  Since the survey was not conducted anonymously, but over the phone with owners who knew we had their names and addresses, we did not request actual dollar figures.  Instead, we asked about the most important purpose for which the DRs payments were spent:

Among these various uses—meeting household needs, paying down farm loans, improving the farm or ranch or other—which one purpose has received the largest share of the development rights payments so far?

In total money spent, agricultural purposes tended to rank as high or higher than personal or household uses.  More than two-thirds (69 percent) of the owners who had sold DRs reported that some farm business purpose either received the largest share of the payments or tied for first place in importance (Table 16).  The corresponding percentage for spending for personal or family purposes was 29 percent.

	Table 16

Among surveyed owners who sold development rights to agricultural 

land they owned (as opposed to the respondents who purchased 

or inherited land with development easements), their reports as to 

the purpose that received the largest share of the DRs payments*

	Purpose
	Frequency
	Percent

	The purpose of paying off mortgages or loans on agricultural land received the largest share
	104
	27

	Paying off land debt received the largest or tied with another purpose for first in importance
	120
	31

	The purpose of buying land ranked first
	52
	14

	Buying land either ranked first or tied for first
	58
	15

	Buying equipment or machinery either ranked first or tied for first
	19
	5

	 Erecting, enlarging, or repairing farm buildings either ranked first or tied for first
	23
	6

	Spending the DRs payments for some farm business purpose either ranked first or tied for first
	263
	69

	 Spending for personal or family purposes (including housing, education, savings, and retirement) ranked first or tied for first
	110
	29

	Number of respondents who had sold DRs
	383
	


*Text of survey question:  “Among these various purposes—family needs, improvements to the farm or ranch business or other—which one purpose has received the largest share of the development rights payments so far?”

____________

Among the survey responses indicating a single agricultural purpose as receiving the largest share of the payments are: 

· “100 percent of the money went to purchasing more land”

· “Bought 104 acres”       

· “I have used it all to pay down debt on the farmland” 

· “Everything went into rebuilding the barn”                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

· “Up-dated the machinery”

Among the cases with two agricultural business objectives receiving equal or very similar portions that together comprised the response to our question about “the largest share” were:

· “Ag land and improving farm buildings were about equal”

· “Two were equal—mortgage payments on land and land improvements”

· “Building improvements and equipment”

Among owners listing two uses as receiving “the largest share,” some gave one use that was farm-related and the other was not: 

· “Paying off mortgage [on farmland] and debts of children”

· “Mortgage and some retirement account “                                                                                                                                                                                                                           

· “Improvements on the farm and house”    

Of course, using development rights payments for the farmhouse or children’s debts may free up current income or other assets for investment in the agricultural business.  But still, as just mentioned, at least 69 percent of the surveyed owners who sold DRs explicitly reported some agricultural purpose as receiving the largest portion of the payments or being “tied” for the biggest share (Table 16).  

Section 5:  The feasibility of continuing to farm in the areas where easements have been purchased

As urbanization proceeds and less land is available for commercial farming, agri-service businesses like implement, fertilizer and pesticide dealers may close down or move to other counties.  Farm animal veterinarians may also move on.  Marketing opportunities may be reduced as the managers of grain elevators and other wholesale outlets decide that current or projected levels of business do not justify staying open. 

The authors of the FRPP’s Final Rule (2003) acknowledged these possible impediments to viable farming when they placed at the beginning of the section entitled, “Funding Priorities,” 

NRCS will only consider funding the acquisition of eligible land in the Program if the agricultural viability of the land can be demonstrated.  For example, the land must be of sufficient size and have boundaries that allow for efficient management of the area.  The land must also have access to markets for its products and a support infrastructure appropriate for agricultural production [emphasis added].

Therefore, our survey included questions to address these two issues:  Do the surveyed landowners believe that (1) adequate supplies of the inputs needed for viable farming (including fertilizer, pesticides, farm implements, labor and farm animal veterinarians) can be obtained in the areas where their protected lands are located, and that (2) opportunities for marketing farm and ranch products there are adequate?  

Ninety-one percent of the total respondents believed that the supply of fertilizer dealers was “very adequate” or at least “adequate” (Table 17).  The corresponding percentage for pesticide dealers was 89 percent; for farm implement dealers, 86 percent; farm animal veterinarians, 83 percent; but for agricultural labor, 51 percent.  Thirty-nine percent believed that the supply of labor was “inadequate” or “very inadequate.”

	Table 17

Perceived adequacy of production inputs and marketing opportunities in the area where the easement land is being farmed:  Percent of surveyed owners by level of perceived adequacy of the supply:  Total respondents = 422*

	Input
	Very adequate
	Adequate
	Inadequate
	Very inadequate
	Not sure

	Fertilizer dealers
	49%
	42
	5
	1
	3

	Pesticide dealers
	46%
	43
	5
	1
	5

	Farm implements dealers
	39%
	47
	10
	2
	2

	Farm animal veterinarians
	44%
	39
	8
	1
	8

	Agricultural labor
	13%
	38
	26
	13
	10

	Marketing opportunities
	41%
	44
	9
	1
	5

	Other kinds of inputs in short supply
	Yes=6%
	No=92%
	Not sure=2%
	


*Text of survey questions:  “In some areas of this country, farmers or ranchers don't have adequate agricultural business services, that is, enough firms that offer competitive prices and good quality services.  In the area of your land under development easement, how adequate is the current supply of fertilizer dealers?”

       ” In the same area, how adequate currently is the supply of pesticide dealers?”

       ” What about the supply of farm implement dealers?”

       “In the area of your land under development easement, how adequate is the supply of farm animal veterinarians?”

       “In that same area, how is the supply of agricultural labor?”

       “Are there any other kinds of farm or ranch inputs that are NOW in short supply in the area of your easement land?”

       “How adequate are the opportunities for marketing the agricultural products of your easement land?

_______________

Perceptions about the sufficiency of marketing opportunities were similar.  Forty-one percent of the respondents believed they were “very adequate,” while a total of 85 percent rated them as at least “adequate.”  

Although no one type of deficiency was reported by more than 39 percent of the sample (agricultural labor), perhaps almost everyone perceived at least one inadequacy; and most experienced at least two or more.  To check on these possibilities, we counted the numbers of respondents who found at least one, two, three and four inputs (or marketing opportunities) to be unsatisfactory in supply.  Table 18 indicates that 50 percent of the total surveyed owners reported at least one type of these constraints to viable farming (i.e., that supply was “inadequate” or “very inadequate”).  Nineteen percent reported at least two types; 11 percent, three or more types; and 6 percent, four types.

	Table 18

Percentages of total respondents finding at least one, two, three and four types* of inputs (or marketing opportunities) to be “inadequate” or “very inadequate”

	At least:
	Percent

	One type
	50

	Two types
	19

	Three types
	11

	Four types
	6

	Total respondents
	422


*Individual types:  fertilizer dealers, pesticide dealers, farm implement dealers, agricultural labor, farm animal veterinarians, “other” kinds of inputs and marketing opportunities.

____________

Among the 50 percent with at least one perceived inadequacy, the most common problem was with the supply of agricultural labor.  More than three-quarters of that subgroup (78 percent of them or 39 percent of the whole sample) reported this constraint to farming.  The most frequent combinations of two problems were with:

· labor and implement dealers (7 percent of the whole sample),

· labor and marketing opportunities (also 7 percent), and

· labor and farm animal veterinarians (7 percent, again).

Suffering from any of these constraints may really challenge farm operators and managers.   However, with the exception of labor, no one inadequacy affected relatively many of the owners of easement land.  And the respondents reporting two or more comprise less than a fifth of the whole sample.  Therefore, on balance it looks as though the agri-service and marketing infrastructures tend to be adequate in the areas where FRPP grants helped to purchase development rights. 
Section 6:  To what extent are the protected farms and ranches providing agricultural goods, scenic amenities and recreational services to their local communities?

Agricultural land preserved through purchase of development rights may produce goods and services that directly benefit the local community.
   And those benefits—such as scenic open space, fresh food sold at farm stand, recreational opportunities like fishing and horseback riding, and protection of water courses against pollution—may help to persuade local taxpayers to contribute to the costs of the easements, including the nonfederal match required by the FRPP.  

For example, in November 2002 voters in Peninsula Township, Michigan, approved for its farmland preservation program a property tax of one dollar for every $1,000 of appraised value.
  The positive vote derived in part from residents’ desire to preserve the peninsula’s scenic beauty and the related tourism business.
  The revenue raised has helped the Township to participate in the FRPP.

The FRPP’s Final Rule permits using the likelihood of social and economic benefits as ranking criteria: “NRCS may place a higher priority on lands that provide multifunctional benefits including social, economic, historical and archaeological, and environmental benefits.”
  Our interviews sought to measure the presence/absence of four types of such amenities:

1. Whether food or other agricultural products from the easement land were being marketed to local consumers; 

2. if at least some part of the protected land provided scenic benefits in the sense of being open space adjacent to public roads, bike paths or waterways; 

3. whether easement land was being used also for non-family recreation (hunting, fishing, picnics, etc.); and 

4. if erosion-control measures and other conservation practices were being applied to the land under easements. 

Agricultural Products Sold Locally

The survey instrument included four questions about marketing products from the land under easements through local retail outlets:

1. In the last year, have any of the products of your easement land been sold from a farm stand on your land or a tenant's land?

2. Any sold in the last year at a farmers’ market?

3. Any sold to local consumers through some other local outlet like a grocery store or a subscription service?

4. What kinds of agricultural products raised on your easement land have been sold in the last year at farm stands, farmers' markets or other local outlets?

	Table 19

Local sales of products from the land under easements: Percent of total surveyed owners reporting each type of local marketing in the previous year

	Type of Marketing
	Frequency
	Percent

	From a retail stand on your or your tenant’s agricultural land 
	65
	15

	At a farmer’s market
	24
	6

	At a grocery or other local outlet
	45
	11

	
	
	

	At one or more of the outlets listed above
	94
	22

	At two or more of those types of outlets
	34
	8

	Total surveyed owners
	422
	


Fifteen percent of the total respondents reported that in the “last year” some of their easement land’s products were marketed from a farm stand either on their land or the tenant operator’s land (Table 19).  Six percent said products were sold at a farmers’ market, and 11 percent, through some other local retail outlet (e.g., a grocery store or subscription service).  Twenty-two percent had goods going to local consumers via at least one of those three types of retail locations.   

Whether the respondent was a farm or ranch operator made statistically significant differences.  Operator-owners were more likely to report products from their easement land being sold at farm stands and in “other” local outlets (besides farmers’ markets—Table 20).  Of course, the non-farmer owners might not be close enough to the operation to know about the nature of off-farm marketing (as opposed to the presence/absence of farm stands on their land).  

Whether a surveyed owner had sold the land’s development rights or was a “second- generation” owner of easement land did not make a significant difference in whether products from their land were marketed locally.  

	Table 20

Local sales of products from  the land under easements: Percent of total surveyed owners reporting each type of local marketing by whether they were operators or non-operator owners

	
	Owner Operators
	Non-operator Owners

	Type of Marketing
	Percent
	Percent

	From a stand on owner’s or tenant’s agricultural land
	17*
	9*

	At a farmer’s market
	6
	6

	At a grocery or other local outlet
	13*
	5*

	
	
	

	At one or more of the outlets listed above
	25*
	14*

	At two or more of those types of outlets
	9
	5

	Total surveyed owners
	321
	101


*Pairs of percentages for owner operators’ and non-operator owners’ responses that are statistically significantly different in a chi-square test at the .05 level or better.

__________

We asked the 94 respondents with locally marketed products to list the types of products raised on their land that were sold via local outlets.  Forty-four of them (or 10 percent of the entire sample) reported vegetables; 5 percent, fruit; 5 percent, live animals or animal products like meat or milk; 4 percent, flowers, herbs, ornamental plants, sod, shrubs or trees; 3 percent, hay or straw; and 1 percent, maple syrup, among other types of products (Table 21).  

	Table 21

Local sales of products:  Percent of total surveyed owners reporting 

each listed type of product

	Type of Product
	Frequency
	Percent

	Vegetables
	44
	10

	Fruit (including wine grapes)
	22
	5

	Live animals or animal products (meat, milk)
	19
	5

	Flowers, herbs, ornamental plants, sod, shrubs, and trees
	18
	4

	Hay or straw
	13
	3

	Maple syrup
	5
	1

	Total surveyed owners
	422
	


Limiting the analysis to operators, we found that 21% of those respondents had directly marketed food products of some type—vegetables, fruit, milk, meat, maple syrup, etc.  In this respect, our sample of owner-operators of easement land differs significantly from the generality of U.S. farm operators.  The 2002 federal Census of Agriculture estimated that only 6 percent of the country’s 2.2 million farm operations grew or raised “any crops, livestock, poultry, or their products that were sold DIRECTLY to individual consumers for HUMAN CONSUMPTION (roadside stands, farmers markets, pick your own, door to door, etc.).”

Scenic Amenities

The scenic value of landscape to the local community depends on the perceived beauty and distinctiveness of the land,
 but also on how many members of that community can see it.  The easement land might lie too far from any road or other public place to be viewable by more than the owner families, their guests and a few neighbors.  Though not trusting owners to assess validly their easement land’s attractiveness, we did ask them about its visual accessibility:  

· Is any of that land [under an easement] next to a public road?

· Is that road paved or unpaved?

· During the work week, is the traffic on that road normally light, moderate or heavy?

· Is any of your easement land next to a public park, bike path or walk way?

· Is any of the easement land you own next to a river, lake or other body of water that the public uses?

Almost all the surveyed owners—96 percent—reported a public road next to some part of their easement land (Table 22).  And 87 percent said that the road was paved, that is, vehicle access should have been adequate except in severe weather.  Twelve percent reported their land being adjacent to a public park, bike path or walkway, while 27 percent had easement property next to a river, lake or other body of water that they public uses.  Owners listing at least two of these three types of public vantage points (being on a paved road, adjacent to a public park, waterway, etc.) comprised 30 percent of the full sample.  Owners with at least one totaled to 91 percent (Table 22).

Some of the protected land may have been visible also (or exclusively) from a road, park, etc. that was not adjacent, but located so that the protected land could still be appreciated.  Perhaps a public highway overlooked a valley with the subject land.  

	Table 22

Visual accessibility of protected agricultural land:  Percent of 

owners reporting that their property was located next to 

vantage points from which the public could view the land

	Type of Vantage Point
	Frequency
	Percent

	A public road (paved or unpaved)
	405
	96

	A paved public road
	369
	87

	A public park, bike path, or walkway
	51
	12

	A river, lake, or other body of water that the public uses
	112
	27

	
	
	

	Owners reporting at least one of three types of vantage points:  paved public road; public park, bike path, or walkway; and body of water the public uses
	384
	91

	Owners reporting any combination of at least two of the above three types of vantage points
	127
	30

	Reporting all three
	19
	5

	Total surveyed owners
	422
	


We asked the owners with a paved public road next to their easement land to estimate the level of traffic on it “during the work week.”  Presumably, the more people passing by in vehicles, the more total public enjoyment of whatever scenic beauty or interesting “workscapes” (e.g., farm animals, tractors, barns) the land provides.  Sixty-four percent of the total surveyed owners believed that traffic volumes on the adjacent paved roads were either “moderate” or “heavy” (Table 23).  For not quite a third (31 percent), the estimate was “light.” 

	Table 23

Perceived level of vehicular traffic “during the work week”

	Level of Traffic
	Frequency
	Percent

	“light”
	132
	31

	“moderate”
	177
	42

	“heavy”
	94
	22

	Unsure or did not have paved road
	19
	5

	Total surveyed owners
	422
	100%


Non-family Recreation on Easement Land

To estimate the recreational benefits provided by the surveyed owners’ easement land, we asked them:   

· In the last year has your agricultural land under an easement provided any recreational opportunities to persons OUTSIDE your family, such as for hunting, fishing hiking, picnicking, bed and breakfast?

· What kinds of recreational opportunities did the non-family persons enjoy?

· In the past year, what was the approximate total number of non-family members who enjoyed such recreational opportunities?

· Did you or a tenant normally charge a fee to these people?

Forty-eight percent of the total respondents reported some recreation on their land in the past year by persons outside their families (Table 24).  Among the specific types of activities, hunting ranked first in frequency, being mentioned by 40 percent of the total sample.  Second, reported by 10 percent of the respondents, was fishing.  Less common were snow recreation (cross-country skiing, snowmobiling, and sledding—6 percent), horseback riding (3 percent), and camping and picnicking (1 percent each).   Owner-operators were as likely to have such activities as were non-operators except that horseback riding was reported significantly more often by operators.
  There were no statistically significant differences between first- and second-generation owners except that the latter were somewhat more likely to have had non-family members camping on their land. 

	Table 24

Percent of surveyed owners whose easement land provided 

recreational opportunities in the last year to persons outside the 

family, and percent reporting various types of such opportunities

	Recreational Opportunities Provided
	Frequency
	Percent of Total Sample

	Yes
	202
	48

	No
	214
	51

	Not sure
	6
	1

	Total surveyed owners
	422
	100

	Types of Recreation
	
	

	Hunting
	170
	40

	Fishing
	44
	10

	Snow recreation*
	23
	6

	Horseback riding 
	13
	3

	Camping
	5
	1

	Picnicking
	4
	1

	Total surveyed owners
	422
	


*Cross-country skiing, snowmobiling, sledding

____________

Most of the surveyed owners with non-family recreation on their easement land (61 percent) estimated no more than a total of 20 persons taking part over the previous year (see Table 25’s first three lines of data).  Only about a sixth of them (or 9 percent of the entire sample of 422 owners) believed the total exceeded 50.  We calculate the average estimate at 29 persons.

Few members of the owner group with non-family persons recreating on their easement land—16 percent—reported “normally” charging a fee.  Another small group—7 percent—required a fee some of the time (Table 25).  Presumably, the non-paying visitors were predominantly friends or (as indicated by a few respondents’ unsolicited comments) members of community organizations like a church, Boy Scouts or the Historical Society.  Paying or not, they enjoyed recreational opportunities made possible in part by taxpayers’ purchase of development rights. 

	Table 25

Reported numbers of non-family persons having recreation on easement land in the last year, and percent of surveyed owners reporting fees being charged

	Number of Non-family Members Recreating 
	Frequency
	Percent of Owners with Non-family Recreation
	Percent of Total Sample

	One to five persons 
	56
	28
	13

	6 to 10
	39
	19
	9

	11 to 20
	28
	14
	7

	21 to 50
	24
	12
	6

	51 to 100
	11
	5
	3

	Over 100
	25
	12
	6

	Not sure
	18
	9
	4

	Fee Typically Charged?
	
	
	

	Normally charged a fee
	33
	16
	8

	Normally did not charge
	15
	7
	4

	Never charged
	153
	76
	36

	Did not have non-family persons recreating on their easement land
	221
	Not applicable
	52

	Total surveyed owners
	422
	
	


Section 7:  To what extent are erosion-control and other conservation practices being applied to the protected land?

Agricultural operations—especially their use of chemical fertilizers and pesticides, the waste byproducts of livestock, and the soil erosion resulting from cropping and over-pasturing—have been identified as the sources of much of the nation’s water and air pollution.
  The FRPP’s Final Rule requires an approved conservation plan if the easement land has highly-erodible soils and also monitoring by NRCS for that plan’s effective implementation.

Our interview instrument included questions about conservation practices, if any, that were applied to the easement land, prefaced by this statement designed to legitimize “no” as an answer:

Here are some questions about conservation practices.  Some land benefits from such     practices, and some land does not need them.

In the past year, did any of your agricultural land under a development easement have applied it one or more methods that aim to:

· minimize soil erosion

· minimize the flow of chemical fertilizers or pesticides into surface  


   water or groundwater

· minimize the flow of livestock waste into ground or surface water

· protect or improve wildlife habitats

· minimize overgrazing or other damage to pasture land

· minimize use of irrigation water?

In the last year, did any of your easement land have some other conservation practice or practices applied to it?
After each question about whether a particular type of practice was being applied, we asked, “What was the main or only method applied to minimize…?”  These follow-up questions were designed in part as checks on the validity of “yes” answers to the previous questions.  For example, if a respondent could not name any practice of the relevant type, we changed his/her prior response to “unsure.”  If the practice named really belonged in another category (such as for reducing animal waste pollution of surface or groundwater, rather than controlling soil erosion), we shifted the “yes” answer to that type of conservation method. 

Sixty-four percent of all surveyed owners reported some practice being applied to their land in the “past year” to minimize soil erosion (Table 26).  The most frequently mentioned erosion-control method was no-till, with 26 percent of the entire sample reporting it.  Thirty-three percent had conservation activity with the objective of minimizing surface or groundwater pollution from agricultural chemicals, and filter/buffer strips comprised the most commonly listed practice of that type.  The objective of minimizing water pollution from livestock waste was being actively pursued on the easement land of 26 percent of the respondents, and improving wildlife habitat was reported in 37 percent of the total cases.  Practices to minimize overgrazing habitat were being applied on the land of 22 percent of the sample, and 13 percent of the owners reported conservation methods for economizing on irrigation water. 

	Table 26

Percent of all surveyed owners who reported practices being applied to their easement land in the past year to achieve any of seven types of conservation objectives, with the most frequently mentioned practice per objective listed and the percent of total respondents reporting that practice given in parentheses

	Type of Practice by Their Objectives
	Frequency
	Percent
	Most Frequently Mentioned Practice of That Type

	To minimize soil erosion
	270
	64
	No till (26% of whole sample))

	To minimize water pollution by agricultural chemicals
	139
	33
	Filter or buffer strips (12%)

	To minimize water pollution from livestock waste
	108
	26
	Manure storage structures (7%)

	To improve wildlife habitat
	156
	37
	Protects or plants grass, shrubs, or trees for cover or food (21%)

	To minimize overgrazing
	94
	22
	Rotational grazing (17%)

	To minimize use of irrigation water
	56
	13
	Drip or trickle irrigation (5%)

	To achieve other purposes
	10
	2
	Various practices

	Total Surveyed Owners
	422
	
	


Only seventeen percent reported no conservation practices whatsoever being applied to their easement land (Table 27).  In other words, 83 percent had at least one practice. Twenty-five percent reported practices to achieve only one of the objectives listed in Table 26, while 58 percent of the other surveyed owners listed practices for two to five separate purposes (Table 27).   
	Table 27

Percent of all surveyed owners reporting that, on their easement 

land, practices were applied in the past year to achieve 

zero to six separate conservation objectives*

	Number of Separate Objectives
	Frequency
	Percent

	Zero
	73
	17

	One
	105
	25

	Two
	98
	23

	Three
	75
	18

	Four
	48
	11

	Five
	23
	6

	Six
	0
	0

	Total Surveyed Owners
	422
	


*The six separate objectives covered in the survey were:

1. to minimize soil erosion

2. to minimize the flow of chemical fertilizers or pesticides into surface water or groundwater

3. to minimize the flow of livestock waste into ground or surface water

4. to protect or improve wildlife habitats

5. to minimize overgrazing or other damage to pasture land

6. to minimize use of irrigation water

____________

Owner-operators averaged 2.1 separate objectives towards which conservation practices were being applied to their land, while non-operator owners averaged 1.5 objectives (Table 28).  This difference was statistically significant,
 that is, greater than chance factors alone could explain.  By contrast, the first- and second-generation owners of easement land reported the same number of separate objectives—two.

More conservation activity may occur if owners or operators have access to grants that share the cost of applying practices.  In this survey, recipients of cost share assistance reported conservation practices to achieve an average of 2.8 separate objectives compared to 2.1 among non-recipients (Table 28).  This difference was also statistically significant.

	Table 28

Average number of separate conservation objectives being pursued,

by whether the surveyed owner was  a farm or ranch operator and, 

also, by whether cost share assistance had been received

	Respondent’s Status
	Average Number of Separate Objectives
	Number of Respondents

	An operator-owner
	2.1*
	321

	A non-operator owner
	1.5*
	101

	
	
	

	Received cost share assistance for applying conservation practices
	2.8*
	144

	Did not receive cost share
	2.1*
	196


*The averages in the comparison are statistically significantly different in a t-test of difference of two independent means at the .001 level.

Section 8:  Are the easement-holding entities regularly inspecting the land to check on owners’ adherence to the conditions of the easement agreements?  And among those inspected, were they satisfied with how the inspections were conducted?

Deterrence theory (as well as common sense) holds that individuals are more likely to ignore regulations if they believe there is a low risk of noncompliance being detected.
  The easement agreement contains a number of binding conditions for the landowner, especially restrictions on building non-farm structures or rendering the land otherwise unsuitable for farming.  Our survey questionnaire asked this question:

Some of the development easement agreements provide for annual or other regular inspections of the affected agricultural land by the government agency or land trust that bought the development rights and holds the easement.  How frequently, if at all, has a representative of the easement holder inspected your agricultural land under a development easement?


1. Never so far


2. Once


3. 2 or more times


4. Every year so far

	Table 29

Frequency of inspections by easement holders:  Percent of total 

surveyed owners reporting annual, two or more, one, or zero inspections.

	Number of Inspections So Far
	Frequency
	Percent

	Annual
	160
	38

	Two or more
	38
	9

	One
	84
	20

	Zero
	115
	27

	Recently closed on the easement
	1
	0 (0.3)

	Unsure
	24
	6

	Owners Who Sold Their Land’s Development Rights
	422
	100


Thirty-eight percent of the total sample reported annual inspections; 9 percent “two or more”; 20 percent, just one; and 27 percent, none at all (Table 29).  

What distinguished the owners reporting no inspections from the other surveyed owners? The following analysis is limited to the 383 respondents who had sold the development rights to their easement land and, therefore, presumably owned the land the entire period since the sale.

 Not surprisingly, the more years that had passed since the sale, generally the higher the percentage of owners who reported at least one inspection.  For example, among the cases with just one year (or less) elapsed, only 29 percent said they had been inspected (Table 30).  The corresponding percentage for six to eight years out was 82 percent.  Still, 18 percent of this group had apparently never been inspected.   Among all surveyed owners with at least two years elapsed, the percent not reporting an inspection was 25 percent. 
There may be an understatement of monitoring among the surveyed owners who were not farm or ranch operators.  While 72 percent of the owner-operators reported one or more inspections, only 52 percent of the non-operator owners did.  Many of the other 48 percent in that subgroup may simply have been away from the land when the representative of the easement holder visited.  So, Table 30’s right-hand-most column is limited to operators who had sold their DRs. And its percentages with at least one inspection are higher per time-elapsed category, except for the first and the last group.
  However, among the 68 interviewed operators who had sold their DRs four to five years previous to the survey, still 22 percent claimed no inspection.  And among the 12 with nine to 11 years having elapsed, 25 percent could not recall any monitoring.  

	Table 30

Among owners who had sold their land’s development rights, the percent reporting at least one inspection by the easement holder:  

 Broken down by the number of years 

elapsed since the development rights were sold

	Number of Years Elapsed
	% Reporting at Least One Inspection
	Analysis Limited to Operator-owners: 

% with at Least One Inspection

	
	Number
	 Percent
	Number
	 Percent

	One year or less
	34
	29
	24
	29

	Two or Three
	159
	67
	124
	71

	Four or Five
	88
	69
	68
	78

	Six to Eight
	71
	82
	52
	92

	Nine to 11
	22
	77
	12
	75

	Owners Who Sold DRs
	374
	
	280
	


Another statistically significant predictor of monitoring was the number of acres under the easement.  The more land covered, the more likely an inspection occurred.  The easement acres reported by respondents with inspections averaged 292, while the corresponding mean for owners with no inspections was 177 acres.  Perhaps some easements holders tended to be strategic in the sense of concentrating limited staff monitoring time on the larger properties.  

Does the absence of monitoring appear to make a difference in how the land is managed?  The percentage of total easement land in some form of agricultural production averaged 89 percent among the surveyed owners reporting inspections since they had sold their DRs, compared to 82 percent among those without monitoring.  But this difference was not statistically significant.
  By contrast, the owners with at least one inspection were more likely to report applying conservation practices (Table 31).  The differences were statistically significant for three of six objectives: to minimize soil erosion (a nine percentage-point difference), to minimize water pollution from livestock waste (10 percentage points), and to minimize overgrazing (a 13-point difference—Table 31).  Given the FRPP’s special purpose of protecting “prime, unique, statewide or locally important soil,”
 and the requirement that highly erodible land have a conservation plan, participating landowners might be more likely to apply practices to prevent erosion or overgrazing if they expect to be monitored. 

	Table 31

Among surveyed owners who had sold their DRs, the percent reporting  the application of any of six types of conservation practices to their easement land, broken down by whether or not the easement holder had inspected their land 

at least once

	Type of Practice by 

Their Objectives
	At Least One Inspection:  Percent
	No Inspection: 

  Percent

	To minimize soil erosion
	67*
	58*

	To minimize water pollution by agricultural chemicals
	34
	31

	To minimize water pollution from livestock waste
	29**
	19**

	To improve wildlife habitat
	38
	37

	To minimize overgrazing
	26**
	13**

	To minimize use of irrigation water
	13
	11

	Total Surveyed Owners by Category
	256
	127


*Statistically significant at the .06 level in a chi-square test.

**Statistically significant at the .05 level in a chi-square test.

___________

In follow-up questions the respondents reporting at least one inspection were asked:  “Overall were you satisfied with the inspection(s) or dissatisfied with them/it.”  Ninety-four percent of this group of 282 owners chose “Satisfied,” and 4 percent were unsure.  The only six “dissatisfied” owners were asked “why”; and five of them reported having received complaints from the inspectors.  One was over the owner’s decision to tear down a silo, a second concerned the owner’s remodeling of a building and a third was over hunting.

Regression Analysis to Explain the Presence of Monitoring

Given the potentially negative consequences of no monitoring of easements, we conducted a “multiple regression” analysis of plausible causal conditions for whether or not inspections take place.
  This form of statistical analysis can identify the effect uniquely attributable to a hypothesized causal variable after taking into account the causal effects of other variables being considered.
  For example, in our first round of analysis, we used just the hypothesized causal variable of whether or not the respondent operated any of his/her easement land.  That round yielded the finding that being an operator increased the likelihood of reporting at least one inspection by a factor of 2.4 times.  But then after we included other variables—some of which were related to operator status—that latter variable’s effect dropped to a factor of 1.2 and became statistically insignificant (Table 32).  

The significant predictors are:

· The number of years elapsed since the development rights had been sold.  The multiple regression analysis estimated that, holding other conditions constant, the chances for at least one inspection increased by a factor of 1.18 for every year that had gone by (Table 32).  This analysis is limited to respondents who owned the easement land throughout the period since the development rights were sold and during which at least one inspection might have taken place.

· An extra 100 acres of land under an easement is associated with a 1.25 times higher chance of an inspection, other things being equal.  Perhaps, the larger parcels are more likely to be monitored because they are considered more important and the time spent on inspecting them, more cost-effective.

· Older respondents were less likely to have reported monitoring of their land.
  The percent of surveyed owners who reported inspections was 77 percent for those up to 50 years of age, 66 percent for the group 51 to 70 years old, 60 percent among those 71 to 80, and 42 percent if over 80.  Perhaps there were memory problems among some of the older owners.  Relatively fewer of them were operators or had large land holdings in easements.  But since the regression analysis included those variables (among others), the statistically significant effect estimated for the “age” variable is independent of the effects on “age” from those other variables.

· The surveyed owners with agricultural goods marketed from stands were estimated to be 3.02 times more likely to have been inspected (other things being equal).  Direct marketing in either of two other ways—via farmers’ markets or sales to local food stores—did not make a statistically significant difference in the likelihood of being monitored.   Eighty-three percent of the farm-stand marketers reported at least one inspection compared to 67 percent for the whole sample.  Perhaps easement parcels with farm stands are more vulnerable to monitoring because neighbors pressure local authorities to check whether retail operations at the stands comply with the easement.
· The sixth hypothesized causal variable in Table 32 aimed to measure the surveyed owners’ perceptions of how adequate were seven kinds of agri-business support services or other needed conditions for agriculture:  dealers in implements, in fertilizers, in pesticides, the supply of farm animal veterinarians, the supply of farm labor, the adequacy of marketing outlets, and “other conditions.”  The more of those separate conditions (one, two, three, four, etc.) that a respondent found “inadequate” or “very inadequate,” the more likely he/she was to have reported an inspection.  Where production inputs are inadequate, the incentives to ignore easement conditions may be greater and monitoring, more prevalent.

· The seventh variable in Table 32 measures whether the respondent came from one of two Mid-Atlantic States:  Maryland or Delaware.  We tried other regional and sub-regional combinations of states.  None of them extinguished the effects of the other six variables in the table, and this sub-region had the strongest impact on the chances of at least one inspection.  Being in this sub-region reduced the chances (by a factor of 0.18).  We are not sure why.  It should not be due to the time elapsed since the sale of the development rights nor to the other causal conditions in Table 32 that the regression analysis took into account.  The analysis “controlled” for those conditions’ effects on this sub-regional variable.  The problem may be workload.  The agricultural easement programs in those two states had large total numbers of easements.  Another explanation may be owner misperception.  The Delaware program’s policy is to monitor annually “where there was Federal cost share on the easement.” 
  Perhaps many landowners are not aware of the monitoring.
  If so, its deterrent effect (against violating terms of the easement) could be lost.  However, the Delaware program’s administrator reported in 2005, “Our analysis of monitoring reports shows less than one-half of one percent problems with compliance on properties.”

	Table 32

For respondents who owned the land since the development rights were sold, regression findings as to which conditions measured in the survey are associated with whether at least one inspection took place 

	Hypothesized Causal Variable
	Regression Coefficient
	Estimated Factor by Which the Chances of an Inspection Change if the Causal Variable Increases by One Unit

	Whether the respondent was a farm or ranch operator in 2005*
	.180
	1.20

	Years elapsed since sale of development rights
	.163
	1.18**

	Acres under an easement (in hundreds of acres)
	.220
	1.25**

	Surveyed owner’s age
	-.039
	0.96**

	Whether a farm stand on the respondent’s or tenant’s land sold products from the easement land*
	1.107
	3.02**

	The number of agricultural production conditions that the respondent found inadequate***
	.455
	1.58**

	Whether the respondent was from Delaware or Maryland*
	-1.739
	0.18**

	Constant term
	1.634
	5.12**

	Total cases in the analysis
	377
	

	Nagelkerke R Square
	.305
	


*The one-unit change for these variables is from 0 (no, not a farm operator; no, did not have products sold at a farm stand….) to 1 (yes, was an operator; yes, did have products sold…).

**These coefficients were statistically significant in a Wald test at the .05 level or better.

***The respondents were asked to evaluate (“very adequate, adequate, inadequate, or very inadequate”) seven such conditions:  the supply of agricultural implement dealers, fertilizer dealers, pesticide dealers, large animal veterinarians, farm labor, “other” inputs, and marketing outlets.

Section 9:  Are the owners who sold development rights to agricultural land satisfied with their decisions?  If not, why not? 

The future success of a voluntary land-protection program like the FRPP will understandably depend in part on whether currently participating landowners are satisfied with it and therefore offer more of their land for inclusion in it or at least recommend it to other potential participants.  The survey questionnaire asked respondents who had sold easements:  “As you look back on your decision to sell development rights, do you think you made the right decision?  Definitely  yes.  Probably yes.  Probably no.  Definitely no.  Don’t know.”  More than two thirds (69 percent) of the subsample (i.e., owners who had sold DRs) answered, “Definitely yes, “ while another 24 percent said, “Probably yes,” leaving only 7 percent in the negative and “don’t know” categories (Table 33).

	Table 33

Among surveyed owners who had sold development rights, their assessment of whether they “made the right decision” when selling the DRs:

 Percent by response option*

	Response Options
	Frequency
	Percent

	Definitely yes
	264
	69

	Probably yes
	91
	24

	Probably no
	10
	2.5

	Definitely no
	10
	2.5

	Don’t know
	8
	2

	Total Surveyed Owners
	383
	100


*Text of question:  “As you look back on your decision to sell development rights, do you think you made the right decision?”

____________

A follow-up question probed for these owners’ reasons for their satisfaction assessment.  Among the total of 31 percent who were less than “definitely” positive, we found three types of concerns.  The most common—expressed by 32 percent of this subgroup—was about the price they received for their development rights compared to the escalation in their area’s land values that they had already witnessed or expected (Table 34).  Here are three examples:

1. A little concerned down the road that the kids might be mad that the land will not go up as much.

2. I don't think I would do it again.  My land was devaluated.

3. Because of the loss in value of my property. I sold myself down the river!  Not pleased with the program.
	Table 34

Among respondents who had sold development rights (DRs) and were 

less than “definitely” positive about their decision, their criticisms 

or concerns about the DRs sales:  Percent with each major type of 

criticism or concern

	Types of Criticisms or Concerns
	Frequency
	Percent

	Land is worth more than I received; I should have held out for more; my children will regret my decision 
	36
	32

	Criticized conditions of the easement:  Should have allowed another building lot, have permitted a time limit on the easement (e.g., 10 years), or have allowed more economic activity on the land
	8
	7

	Too much uncertainty, such as if son drops out of partnership after DRs are sold, farmland adjacent to the easement land becomes developed, or farm commodity prices drop too much
	6
	5

	Surveyed Owners in Subsample
	111
	


Another group of concerns—from 7 percent of this subsample—focused on the restrictions imposed by the easement.  Three examples are: 

1. I could not build a house on my [easement] land by the lake.

2. Because it will limit any farm diversity due to the restrictions that are in place.  Farm tours are okay with them but nothing else. We want to set up some type of restaurant, but this is a no-go with them; and they are keeping us from earning money.   

3. Should have agreed to only 10 years of preservation and have chance to redo it.

A third group—also small, just 5 percent—thought there was too much uncertainty to commit to a permanent easement.  Two examples are:

1. Simple reason.  One of my sons is kind of thinking he wants to move to Iowa; and if that is the case, we made the wrong decision.


2. I am not sure about the sustainability of agriculture in this area.  I can see the preserved farms becoming estates for wealthy people. I don't think that was the original intent.

This last concern points to a phenomenon seen in some parts of the county—using easement land for estates.  The buyers for this purpose may bid up the sale values such that, even shorn of development rights, the land appreciates substantially in value. 

Do owners tend to expect that their land under easements will significantly appreciate in value even with the DRs sold?   In a 2001 paper, Nickerson and Lynch reported the finding that placing agricultural land in “voluntary permanent reservation programs” did not “significantly reduce the price” of the land.  They compared Maryland parcels with and without easement restrictions and could not find statistically significant differences.
  The two authors suggested that one reason for this lack was landowners expecting that, as developable land becomes scarcer, political pressures would force relaxation of the easement’s restrictions.  A 2004 report commissioned by the New Jersey Department of Agriculture presented another reason:

The value of farmland after the development rights have been removed continues to rise statewide, with the greatest increases in areas on the fringe of development.

Wealthy individuals interested not in farming but in the residential value of the land may find preserved farmland attractive for its “estate value”.  Prestigious homes with appurtenant farmland are highly desirable in New Jersey’s wealthy suburban regions.

Given these possible reasons for agricultural easement land to appreciate in value, we inserted the following question in the survey:

People interested in development rights programs want to know if agricultural land whose development rights have been sold may nevertheless increase in value?  Five years from now, how likely is it that your easement land will be able to sell for a higher price than it can now?  Is it:

1.  unlikely to sell for a higher price in five years 


2.  likely to sell for a slightly higher price


3.  likely to sell for a moderately higher price


4.  likely to sell for a much higher price than now

Only 8 percent of the surveyed owners believed that their easement land was unlikely to sell for a higher price in five years.  Seventeen percent thought it would sell for “a slightly higher price”; 32 percent for “a moderately higher price”; and 31 percent for “a much higher price” (Table 35).  

Owners in the “much higher” category were significantly more likely to believe they had “definitely” made the right decision in selling DRs, compared to their counterparts who expected no increase.  The 15-percentage-point difference was 74 percent versus 59 percent (Table 35).
  However, none of the other differences (e.g., 74 percent for “much higher” versus 68 percent for the “slightly higher” group) was greater than sampling error alone can explain (Table 35). 

	Table 35

Among surveyed owners who sold the DRs to agricultural land, 

their expectations about the sale value five years in the future of their 

land currently under easements, related to whether they “definitely” believed 

they had made the right decision in selling the DRs.

	Expected Sale Value Five 

Years in the Future
	Frequency
	Percent of All Owners
	Within Each Group Assessing Future Land Values:  % Recommending sale of DRs

“without reservations”

	Unlikely to sell for a higher price in 5 years
	32
	8
	59% of 32*

	Likely to sell for a slightly higher price
	65
	17
	68% of 65

	Likely to sell for a moderately higher price
	122
	32
	66% of 122

	Likely to sell for a much higher price
	120
	31
	74% of 120*

	Not sure
	44
	12
	72% of 44

	Number of Surveyed Owners
	383
	100
	


*These two percentages were found to be significantly different in a t-test of the difference between two independent samples’ proportions, at the .05 level or better. 

Section 10:  Are the surveyed owners willing to recommend to other agricultural landowners that they sell their development rights?  If not, why not?

In addition to the FRPP having a reputation for participant landowners being satisfied with selling their development rights, it may well be critical also that they tend explicitly to recommend participation to other owners of agricultural land.  Towards the end of our interviews with the 422 current participants, we asked:

Given your experiences with land under a development easement, would you recommend that other owners of agricultural land in [COUNTY NAME] county sell development rights to some agricultural land they own?


1.  Yes, without reservations


2.  Yes, with reservations


3.  Not at all

4.  Don’t know

Fifty-six percent of the total surveyed landowners responded that they would recommend selling development rights (DRs) “without reservations.”  While only 4 percent chose the “not at all” option, 36 percent had reservations (Table 36).  

	Table 36

Willingness of program participants to recommend that other owners sell their development rights to agricultural land: Percent by response option

	Response Options
	Frequency
	Percent

	Yes, without reservations
	239
	56

	Yes, with reservations
	151
	36

	Not at all
	16
	4

	Don’t know
	16
	4

	Total Surveyed Owners
	422
	100


A follow-up question asked these two latter groups, totaling167 owners, to state their concerns.  Fifty percent of the 167 warned potential program participants, in words to the effect, that selling DRs might be right for others but not for them (Table 37).  It would depend on such individual situations as their family’s priorities, quality of their land, and whether they have children who want to farm the land.  

Here are three examples of the “it-depends” reservations:

1. Depends on what they're trying to do.  If just trying to get money, than no.  But if you care about the land, then should strongly be in favor of it.  He's a sentimental type and gets attached to things. View them [land parcels] as another person.  Hate to see good land torn up and developed.

2. Every property is different.  Some land would be suitable for selling building lots, or if you need the money.  It is not for everybody.       

3. It depends on family circumstances.  If the family wants to farm and continue 
 
  farming, it is probably the thing to do.        

A smaller group—20 percent of the respondents who recommended only with reservations or not at all—complained about the money to be received (Table 37).  They endorsed selling development rights only if the payment offers were high enough, if the owners did not need to maximize their retirement funds or their children’s inheritance, or if they could tolerate knowing that they would have received much more money if they sold the land for development purposes. 

Another 9 percent criticized easement programs for their red tape, the restrictions on land use or the fear that government would interfere further with property rights some time in the future after the easement is finalized.  

Eight percent claimed that programs put the wrong land under easement, that is, parcels too far from towns, in the floodplain or in other locations unlikely to be developed.

	Table 37

Among respondents who had reservations about recommending the sale of development rights or would not recommend it at all, the most frequently mentioned reservations or criticisms: Percent with each major type

	Types of Reservations or Criticisms
	Frequency
	Percent

	Depends on individual or family traits, like their priorities, quality of their farmland, or presence of children who want to continue farming the land. 
	84
	50

	Price obtained for the development rights (DRs) may not be adequate given the land’s present or likely future value with the rights intact.
	34
	20

	Government-imposed restrictions are too onerous, red tape too much, and can’t trust what govt. will do in future.
	15
	9

	Programs put the wrong land under easements, that is, land unlikely to be developed.*
	13
	8

	Number of Surveyed Owners with Reservations or Unwilling to Recommend at All
	167
	


*Too far from towns or in the floodplain.

__________

Section 11:  What were the goals of the surveyed owners in selling their development rights, and to what extent have those goals been achieved?

Previous surveys of participants in agricultural easement programs asked for the landowners’ objectives in selling development rights. 
  The answers obtained may identify objectives that that non-participants among readers (a) find relevant to themselves and therefore (b) become persuaded to sell easements to their own land.  Early in the interview we asked the 383 respondents who had sold DRs:


What where your goals or objectives in selling the development rights?


To what extent has the sale of development rights enabled you to meet the 
objectives you had at the time of the sale?


1.  To a great extent


2.  To a moderate extent


3.  To a slight extent


4.  To no extent at all

Table 38 presents the most commonly reported objectives in selling development rights.  More than eight in 10 of these surveyed owners (83 percent) said that they intended to save the land from development so that it could be farmed and/ or enjoyed by their families.  About a quarter of that subgroup (18 percent of the full group) said they wanted the land preserved so that their children could farm it.  Nineteen percent of the full group said they had agreed to sell at least in part so as to reduce debt, including for land mortgages and operating loans.  Thirty-two percent specified other farm business objectives:  purchasing land, repairing farm buildings, adding equipment, and improving the farm or ranch in other ways.  Twenty-three percent reported that

	Table 38

Among surveyed owners who sold the development rights (DRs) to 

agricultural land, the most common objectives in making the sales:  

Percent reporting each major type of objective

	Objective in Selling Development Rights
	Frequency
	Percent

	To save the land for agriculture and/or for the family 
	317
	83

	     (To save it for children to farm)
	(70)*
	(18)

	To reduce debt, including the farm business’ loans
	73
	19

	To purchase land, repair farm buildings, or improve the farm business in other ways
	124
	32

	To obtain needed money such as for retirement, children’s education, or other household purposes
	87
	23

	Number of Surveyed Owners Who Had Sold DRs
	383
	100


*These 70 respondents were also part of the 317 with the objective “to save the land” listed just above.

they needed money for apparently non-farm purposes like retirement and their children’s education.

To what extent did these 383 sellers of development rights achieve their objectives?  Two-thirds reported that they had met them “to a great extent,” while another 27 percent selected the response option of “to a moderate extent” (Table 39).  Only 1.5 percent chose “To no extent at all.”

	Table 39

Among surveyed owners who sold the development rights to 

agricultural land under easements, the reported extent to which they 

met their objectives in those sales.  Percent per response option

	Extent to Which Objectives Were Met
	Frequency
	Percent

	To a great extent
	255
	67

	To a moderate extent
	104
	27

	To a slight extent
	12
	3

	To no extent at all
	6
	1.5

	Not sure
	6
	1.5

	Surveyed Owners Who Had Sold DRs
	383
	100


We were interested in whether an owners’ willingness to recommend selling DRs without reservations was related to whether they had met their own sale objectives and, also, to the types of objectives they had at the time of sale.  Since most surveyed owners (64 percent) listed more than one objective, and (as Table 39 shows) a third reported moderate or lesser success from their sales, we decided to limit this analysis to the 255 owners in the “great extent” category.  Presumably they would not have chosen this very positive assessment of their experiences if one of their reported objectives had been frustrated.   

Generally, achieving one’s objectives “to a great extent” was related to a relatively high tendency to recommend DR sales without reservations (see the last data row of Table 40).  However, the key finding is whether any percentages in Table 40 are significantly greater than the 56 percent level reported earlier for the entire sample (Table 36).
  Three percentages are higher than that level by margins greater than sampling error alone could explain: 

· The 70 percent measure for the surveyed owners who reported the objective of saving the land for agriculture and/or their families, 

· the 74 percent level among the subgroup of respondents who specified that they had wanted to save the land for their children to farm, and 

· the 68 percent measure for all surveyed owners who had met their objectives “to a great extent” (see the last row of entries in Table 40). 

	Table 40

Among surveyed owners who sold the development rights (DRs) to agricultural land under easements and had met their objectives in selling “to a great extent,” the percent who recommended (without reservations) to other owners to sell their development rights, by the type of objective the respondents had in selling

	(1)

Objective in Selling Development Rights
	(2)

Number of Owners Who Met That Objective to “A Great Extent” 
	(3) 

Among the Owners in Column 2, the percent Who Recommended Selling DRs without Reservations

	To save the land for agricultural production and/ or the family to enjoy
	216
	70**

	(To save it for their children to farm)
	(31)*
	(74)**

	To reduce debt, including the farm business’ loans
	45
	58

	To purchase ag. land, repair farm buildings, or improve the farm business in other ways
	70
	63

	To obtain needed money for household purposes, such as for retirement and children’s education, 
	51
	61

	
	
	

	Among all respondents who had met their objectives to “a great extent”
	255
	68**


*These 31 respondents were also part of the 216 with the objective “to save the land” listed just above.

**These three percentages were found to be significantly different from 56 percent in t-tests of the difference between two independent samples’ proportions, at the .05 level or better. 

Section 12:  To what extent does owner satisfaction with easement sales, as well as the reported management of their easement land, vary between smaller (fewer than 100 acres) and larger holdings? 

Understandably, administrators of easement programs may question whether the money time, and, perhaps, political capital expended on negotiating easement agreements yield sufficient benefits when the land in question is small in size.  Twenty-eight percent (or 116) of the total of 422 respondents reported owning fewer than 100 acres of agricultural land under easements purchased in part through the FRPP.  Table 41 below compares (a) traits of the easement land or of its owner reported by respondents with fewer than 100 acres to (b) the same traits reported by the 306 surveyed owners with 100 or more acres.  

· The respondents with fewer than 100 acres were as likely as those with larger easements to recommend without reservations that other owners sell development rights (61 percent versus 58 percent); to believe “definitely, yes,” they had had made the right decision when selling their DRs; and to report that their easement sales had met their objectives “to a great extent” (Table 41).

· Ninety-eight percent of the respondents with at least 100 acres in easements reported some agricultural production on their land, compared to 94 percent among the surveyed owners with fewer than 100 acres.  This four percentage-point difference is statistically significant, but most FRPP stakeholders might regard it as practically unimportant.

· The difference between the two groups in the percentages of respondents with at least a third of their easement land in production is a little more important in a substantive sense—eight percentage points (85 percent compared to 93 percent)—as well as being greater than sampling error alone can explain.

· None of the next six pairs of percentages in Table 41 has a difference that is statistically significant.  The owners with fewer than 100 acres were about as likely (within two to six percentage points) to have at least half, two-thirds or all their easement land in production, as well as to be owner-operators.  They were somewhat more likely (62 percent versus 54 percent) to report one or both conditions indicating their land was vulnerable to development (i.e., having received an offer to purchase the land or an option to buy, or the land being within a half-mile of a public sewer or water line).  Finally, they were also somewhat more likely (by nine points) to have agricultural land contiguous to their easement acres that was also protected by a conservation easement, but not owned by them.  

· The smaller-acreage group was significantly more likely to market locally some food or beverage product raised on their easement land—26 percent versus 15 percent.  A significantly higher percentage was found also for the indicator, marketing vegetables locally—16 percent compared to 9 percent. 

· However, the larger-acreage group had a significant advantage in their percent grossing at least $100,000 from agriculture in 2004—47 percent versus 20 percent.

· The larger-sized easements were also more likely to have non-family members enjoy recreation on them—51 percent compared to 39 percent.  On the other hand, the average number of recreating guests was not statistically significantly different—29.2 compared to 26.0 for the smaller-sized easements. 

In summary, the two groups of owners differ significantly in both a statistical and practical sense (by at least 10 percentage points) on only three of the 16 measures presented in Table 41:  marketing locally food products that were grown on the easement land, grossing at least $100,000 in 2004, and providing recreation to non-family persons.  The smaller-acreage group had the advantage in local direct marketing, while the larger-acreage group did better on the other two indicators.  However, on balance, the owners with smaller easements (fewer than 100) appeared to be about as satisfied and useful clients as were owners of larger holdings.  Simply put, the differences are not that great.

	Table 41

Comparisons of surveyed owners reporting fewer than 100 acres 

under easements to owners with 100 or more acres

	Traits of Easement Land or Its Owner
	Owners Reporting Fewer than 100 Acres under Easements= 116
	Owners Reporting 100 or More Acres= 306

	Recommend, without reservations, that other landowners sell their development rights
	61%
	58%

	“Definitely yes,” made the right decision in sell development rights
	68%
	71%

	Sale of development rights met his/her objectives “to a great extent”
	69%
	66%

	At least some of the easement land is in agricultural production
	94%*
	98%*

	At least a third is in ag production
	85%*
	93%*

	At least half is in ag production
	80%
	85%

	At least two-thirds is in ag production
	66%
	71%

	All is in ag production
	38%
	36%

	Owner was a farm or ranch operator
	72%
	78%

	Land was vulnerable to development at time of closing by at least one of two measures**
	62%
	54%

	Easement land is next to other ag. parcel not owned by respondent but protected by an easement
	46%
	37%

	Marketed locally some food or beverage product raised on easement land (in last year)
	26%*
	15%*

	Marketed locally vegetables (in last year)
	16%*
	9%*

	Grossed at least $100,000 from their agriculture land in 2004
	20%*
	47%*

	Land under easement provided recreation to non-family members (in last year)
	39%*
	51%*

	Average number of non-family persons enjoying recreation on easement land (in last year)
	26.0
	29.2


**Statistically significant in a t-test of the difference between two independent samples’ proportions, at the .05 level or better. 

**Within a year of closing on the easement, either the owner received an offer to purchase the land or an option to buy it or the land was within a half-mile of a public sewer or water line.

Section 13:  Summary of Findings

1.  The Farm and Ranch Lands Protection Program, working with its state and local partner agencies, has tended to attract landowners with characteristics appropriate to the program’s purposes as articulated in its Final Rule.
A.  In most cases the owners in the sample reported features of their land that indicated vulnerability to non-agricultural development (Table 1).

· Thirty-four percent of the 422 interviewed owners said that, during the year prior to their selling the easements, they had received an offer to purchase that land or an option to buy it.

· Thirty-six percent reported that at the easement’s closing at least some of the land subject to the easement was located within a half-mile of a pubic sewer or water line.   

· Fifty-six percent reported one or the other of these two conditions.  

      B.  In most cases (59 percent), the agricultural land protected via the FRPP was located next to farm or ranch land under easements owned by other persons (Table 2), creating—as the Final Rule encouraged—groups of tracts (hopefully) large enough for viable production.

     C.  Nearly three-quarters (74 percent) of the surveyed owners were also farmers or ranchers of their land under easements, rather than being only landlords (Table 3).   

     D.   Almost half (48 percent) of these farm or ranch operators reported at least $100,000 in gross sales for 2004 (Table 4), compared to 15 percent reaching that level of revenue among all operators surveyed for the 2002 Census of Agriculture.

     E.  Only 8 percent of our sample represented “second generation” owners in the sense of purchasing or inheriting the easement land with its development rights already removed (Table 6).  Moreover, the concern that the second group’s management of the land would be less supportive of the FRPP’s purposes (compared to the initial sellers of development rights) was not sustained.  

· They were as likely as the first generation to be farm or ranch operators

· The two generations’ median numbers of total acres farmed were similar

· So were the percentages of total operations grossing at least $100,000 in 2004

· Second-generation owners were as likely to report marketing of products from their land directly to local consumers

· They were generally as likely to offer recreational opportunities on their easement land to non-family members

· The reported management of their land for environmental purposes was also essentially the same as that for first-generation owners

2. The agricultural land being protected through the FRPP tends to be in active production, to comprise substantial shares of significant-sized farming operations, and to be somewhat varied in the types of products grown on it.

     A.  Ninety-seven percent of the surveyed owners reported at least some agricultural production on their easement land during 2005 (Table 8).

     B.  The full sample had an average of 247 acres under an easement and 228 of those acres in production (Table 10).

     C.  Thirty-eight percent of respondents with production on their land reported all their easement acres to be in crops or other agricultural uses, and 34 percent said that from three-quarters to 99 percent of it was in production (Table 11).

     D.  Among the surveyed owners who farmed or ranched at least part of their easement land, their total acres in production averaged 666 acres during 2005 (Table 12).  For almost a third of these operators (32 percent), their operations consisted exclusively of their easement land (Table 13).  For nearly six in 10 (59 percent), the protected acres comprised at least a half of the total land they operated in 2005.

      E.  Eighty-seven percent of the total respondents said that field crops were being grown on their easement land; 55 percent reported animals of some kind being raised; 8 percent, orchard or vineyard crops; 6 percent, nursery crops; 4 percent, trees for eventual sale; and 2 percent, some other product (mostly maple syrup—Table 14).  Thirty-six percent of the surveyed owners indicated just one type of enterprise on their land.  Fifty-eight percent reported at least two types—with the most frequent combination being livestock and field crops—found in 49 percent of the total cases.  The second most common pair was field crops and orchard/vineyard crops, in just 5 percent of the cases.  Six percent reported as many as three types of enterprises on their easement land in 2005.  

3. The payments received for sale of development rights tended to be plowed back into the farm or ranch businesses.

     A.  More than half (55 percent) the respondents who had sold DRs reported spending at least some of the payments on eliminating or reducing their mortgages on agricultural land (Table 15).  Almost six in 10 (58 percent) used it for some other aspect(s) of their farm business, such as buying equipment or improving farm buildings.  Fifty-two percent said they spent all or part of their proceeds on some personal or household need(s), e.g., education, fixing up the house, or investing in stocks.  By comparison, 81 percent reported at least some expenditure on their agricultural business interests (Table 15). 

     B.  In total money spent, agricultural purposes tended to rank as high or higher than personal or household uses.  More than two-thirds (69 percent) of the owners who had sold DRs reported that some farm business purpose either received the largest share of the payments or tied for first with some non-farm use (Table 16).  The corresponding percentage for spending for personal or family purposes was 29 percent.

4. Surveyed owners tended to report that agri-business services and marketing opportunities were adequate in the areas where their easement land was located.  
The Final Rule urged NRCS to consider funding development rights purchases only if the subject land “had access to markets for its products and a support infrastructure appropriate for agricultural production.” 

    A.  Ninety-one percent of the total respondents believed that the supply of fertilizer dealers was “very adequate” or at least “adequate” (Table 17).

    B.  The corresponding percentage for pesticide dealers was 89 percent; for farm implement dealers, 86 percent; farm animal veterinarians, 83 percent; but for agricultural labor, 51 percent.

    C.  Eighty-five percent of the respondents reported their areas’ marketing opportunities to be either “very adequate” or “adequate” (Table 17).

    D.  However, 50 percent of all surveyed owners found at least one of these five types of inputs or the marketing opportunities to be “inadequate” or “very inadequate” (Table 18). The most common constraint (reported by three-quarters of the 50 percent) was labor.

5.  Non-trivial percentages of the surveyed owners reported products from their easement land being marketed directly to local consumers. 

     A.  Fifteen percent of the total respondents reported that in the “last year” some of their easement land’s products were marketed from a farm stand either on their land or the tenant operator’s land (Table 19).  Six percent said products were sold at a farmers’ market, and 11 percent, through some other local retail outlet (e.g., a grocery store or subscription service).  Twenty-two percent had goods going to local consumers via at least one of those three types of retail locations. 

     B.  If we limit the analysis to operators who directly marketed food products of some type—vegetables, fruit, milk, meat, maple syrup, etc.—the aggregate percentage is 21 percent.  In this respect, our sample of owner-operators of easement land differs significantly from the generality of U.S. farm operators.  The 2002 federal Census of Agriculture estimated that only 6 percent of the country’s 2.2 million farm operations directly marketed food to individual consumers for human consumption. 

6. Almost all easement land was accessible to public view and, therefore, may have yielded scenic benefits.

The scenic value of landscape to the local community depends on the perceived beauty and distinctiveness of the land, but also on how many members of that community can see it.  It might lie too far from any road or other public place to be viewable by more than the owner families, their guests and a few neighbors.

Almost all the surveyed owners—96 percent—reported a public road next to some part of their easement land (Table 22).  And 87 percent of the full sample said that the road was paved, that is, vehicle access should have been adequate except in severe weather.  Twelve percent reported their land being adjacent to a public park, bike path or walkway, while 27 percent had easement property next to a river, lake or other body of water that the public uses.  Owners listing at least two of these three types of public vantage points (being on a paved road, adjacent to a public park, waterway, etc.) comprised 30 percent of the full sample.  Owners with at least one totaled to 91 percent (Table 22).

7.  Almost half (48 percent) of the surveyed owners reported non-family members enjoying recreation on their easement land.

    A.  Among the specific types of recreation, hunting ranked first in frequency, being mentioned by 40 percent of the total sample (Table 24).  Second, reported by 10 percent of the respondents, was fishing.  Less common were snow recreation (cross-country skiing, snowmobiling and sledding), horseback riding, camping and picnicking. 

       B.  The estimated average number of non-family persons enjoying recreation on the protected land in question was 29 in the previous year.  Few of the owners charged fees for the recreation (Table 25).  But, paid for or not, the opportunities were made possible in part by taxpayers’ contributions to the purchase of development rights. 

8.  The surveyed owners reported considerable conservation activity on their easement land.

     A.  Eighty-three percent said that practices had been applied in the last year to achieve at least one conservation objective (e.g., to minimize soil erosion, water pollution from agricultural chemicals, pollution from livestock waste, to improve wildlife habit, to minimize overgrazing and to economize on irrigation water—Table 26). 

     B.  Fifty-eight percent reported practices for at least two separate objectives (Table 27).

     C.  The most commonly served purposes were minimizing soil erosion (64 percent of the whole sample reported practices for that objective), improving wildlife habitat (37 percent), and minimizing water pollution from agricultural chemicals (33 percent) (Table 26).

      D.  Recipients of cost share assistance tended to report applying practices to achieve more separate conservation objectives—an average of 2.8 compared to 2.1 among non-recipients (Table 28).  This difference was statistically significant.

9.  Improvements seem needed in the scope and frequency of monitoring the easement land for compliance with the conditions of easement agreements.

     A.  Only 38 percent of the surveyed owners reported annual inspections, while 27 percent said that none had ever occurred to their knowledge, and 6 percent were unsure (Table 29).

     B.  Some of the lack of monitoring may be only apparent (i.e., non-operator owners not being on the land when inspections occurred) or due to too little time having elapsed since the sale of development rights.  However, even among owners with at least two years having passed since the sale, 25 percent claimed no visits from easement holders or were uncertain.

     C.  Lack of at least one inspection was associated with, and may possibly have enabled, less conservation activity, specifically to minimize soil erosion, to minimize water pollution from livestock waste, and to reduce overgrazing (Table 31).  

10. The surveyed owners tended to be satisfied with their decisions to sell development rights.

The future success of a voluntary land-protection program like the FRPP will understandably depend to a substantial degree on whether participating landowners are satisfied with it.

     A.  Sixty-nine percent of the total sample answered “definitely yes” to the question, “As you look back on your decision to sell development rights, do you think you made the right decision?” (Table 33). 

     B.  Among the other 31 percent who were only “probably” satisfied or unsatisfied or definitely regretted their decisions, the most common concern—expressed by 32 percent of them—was that they had accepted too little money for their development rights (Table 34).

     C.  Proportionally more owners were “definitely” happy with their decision if they also believed that their easement land, though shorn of its development rights, would still increase in value (Table 35).  Thirty-one percent of the full sample believed that in five years their land would “likely sell for a much higher price,” and 32 percent believed the price rise would be “moderate.”  Only 8 percent expected no increase at all (Table 33).

11. The interviewed participants in the easement rights program tended to be sufficiently satisfied with their program experiences to be willing to recommend that other owners sell their development rights.

     A.  Fifty-six percent of the total surveyed landowners responded that they would recommend selling development “without reservations.”  While only 4 percent chose the “not at all” option, 36 percent had reservations (Table 36). 

     B.  Among these 40 percent who had reservations or were totally negative about their experiences, the most common warning to potential participants was that not everyone would benefit.  It would depend on such individual situations as their financial needs, quality of their land and whether they have children who want to farm the land (Table 37).  A less frequently mentioned concern was explicit dissatisfaction with the price paid for their development rights.


12.  The surveyed owners who had sold development rights tended to be satisfied with the sales.

     A.  Two-thirds of the respondents reported that selling development rights enabled them meet their objectives in those sales “to a great extent” (Table 39).

     B.  Not surprisingly, those respondents were more likely to recommend “without reservations” that other owners sell their development rights to agricultural land (Table 40).

 13.  On balance, the owners with smaller easements (fewer than 100) appeared to be about as satisfied and useful clients as were owners of larger holdings (Table 41). 

The two groups of owners differ significantly in both a statistical and practical sense (by at least 10 percentage points) on only three of the 16 measures presented in Table 41:  marketing locally food products that were grown on the easement land, grossing at least $100,000 in 2004, and providing recreation to non-family persons.
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