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DISCLAIMER

Ideas expressed in this report are based on the referenced
articles. The authors attempted to write this report in a readable form
which reflected the literature but at no time wished to express bias.
The report may seem biased toward farmland preservation, but the
available literature was directed primarily toward preservation. The
major purpose of this report was to review the available literature and
jdentify problem areas for further research, education, and action

programs.

Nevertheless, the authors accept responsibility for the report
as a review of literature.
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COMBINING PRESERVATION AND RURAL DEVELOPMENT

Need for More Than Preservation

Farmland preservation must be more than just preventing
development on agricultural land (41; 51). Development needs to be
directed to areas that the public wants developed, instead of letting the
development occur uncontrolled. A localized farmland preservation
program may not stop suburban sprawl (46). Sprawl growth may skip over
the preservation zone and continue on the other side, making the costs
for local services even more expensive than the previous sprawl. The
full impact of preservation programs needs to be considered before a
program is enacted. For example, zoning that allows small lot sizes
could cause a greater loss of farmland than large minimum lot size zones
(42).

Small lot size zoning breaks up farmland and causes land to be
idled even though only some of the farmland is actually used for
development. Larger lot size zoning deters some rural development since
a large lot must be purchased to build a house. Requiring large lots
will direct some potential rural developers to urban fringes where
smaller lots can be used, saving the rural area for agricultural
production because of the total land cost per dwelling site..

The Netherlands Example

An example of a country using the new community ideas to provide
both growth and agricultural production is the Netherlands. The
Netherlands has both a high density population and a high production of
agricultural products (93). Urban growth is coordinated through new
communities. This type of expansion is efficient because it saves land
and is less expensive to develop. Marginal farmland is used for the
urban expansion, so the prime farmland can remain in production.
Incorporating planned development and preservation of farmland ideas have
proved successful in the Netherlands.

Preservation With Planned Development

Two tentative programs coordinating planned population growth
with preservation of farmland are agro-cities and farm colonies (70;
92). Stanford indicated that the agro-city program is designed to have
the comfort of a small town with the economic and administrative
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advantages of a large city. Waste disposal is usually a problem in
cities, but the agro-city is developed with a waste disposal system that
is capable of handling all its waste and even some outside waste. The
development of large cities alters the area's weather, and, with this in
nmind, the agro-city was developed so this alteration would benefit the
entire city (92). The agro-city is designed to hoard water, both sewage
and storm, to be used by the city. Agricultural production is planned
from the beginning, providing the city with more food than its residents
can consume. Land surrounding the planned development would be improved
to increase the soil fertility for agricultural use. Soil and water
conservation methods would also be performed for agricultural purposes.
The residents of the city would enjoy greater pleasures than past city
residents due to the planning of the city. Unlike present residents who
use fossil reserves, agro-city residents would use solar energy. This
would save natural resources and provide a cleaner environment.
Historically, cities have grown too large, but the agro-city is designed
to be a stable city.

The farm colony concept is not as technical as the agro-city.
According to Nash, the development of nonagricultural land and retention
of as much agricultural land as possible for production is the main idea
of a farm colony (70). The homeowners' association controls the farmland
and hires farm labor, with the produce of the farmland belonging to the
residents. Residents get the advantages of living on a farm without
having to work the farm. The county benefits from this development by
receiving a big tax base. A third benefit of a farm colony is that
agricultural land is preserved for future generations.

Benefits and Costs of Preservation

Determining the best method of preserving farmland while
planning for the population growth of the area could be a very important
consideration for local governments. Benefit/cost analysis could be of
limited benefit to determine the profitability of preservation programs
because of the peculiar benefits of such a program. However,
benefit/cost estimates would be very helpful to governments in deciding
on the appropriate preservation plan for their area. Since no one plan
can be best for all areas, the local governments need assistance in
determining the most efficient means of their preservation needs.

Benefit/Cost Analysis

Benefit/cost analysis is a method used by many firms to decide
if a project should be implemented or to select between two projects (77,
PP. 285-356). This method compares the present value of estimated costs
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to the present value of the expected returns of the project. This type
of analysis works well for projects which return monetary benefits, but
it has limited applicability for projects with nonmonetary benefits or
benefits which occur many years in the future.

Benefit/cost analysis is primarily used to determine the
profitability of alternative programs when the project impact is for less
than approximately 25 to 50 years. The benefit/cost analysis is a
short-term methodology because of two factors: (1) Benefits and costs
more than 50 years in the future, discounted to present value, are
basically the same as if discounted for only 50 years; and (2) the
approach becomes circular conceptually because it assumes that a new
endowment of resources will be available for each successive time
planning period. Benefit/cost methodology implicitly assumes that future
decisions are mostly independent of present decisions and only cover a
finite time period. Unfortunately, the land resource takes thousands and
thousands of years to genetically regenerate.

A major problem with using benefit/cost analysis for
preservation programs is that this method is a monetary calculation and
does not make allowances for nonmonetary benefits (82). Farmland
preservation costs, internal and external, can range from minimal to very
expensive, depending on the needs of the area. These costs can be levied
upon both the public and private sectors. The monetary benefits received
from the program may not equal the costs of the program, but the future
and nonmonetary benefits must also be considered and weighed against the
costs. The positive externalities associated with farmland preservation
need to be internalized to determine the total benefits of the project.
Returns from preservation programs are largely nonmonetary and occur for
many generations, which makes benefit/cost analysis have limited
usefulness for determining whether or not to preserve farmland.

A short-term analytical approach which assumes a complete
replenishing of the resource at the end of each analysis time period is
inadequate for evaluating benefit/cost concerning prime farmland
preservation. A better approach would be to make the analysis
conceptually linear or the evaluation made to infinity or in perpetuity.
Preservation of prime farmland needs an analytical approach which uses
the concept of time being linear rather than circular. Farmland
preservation decisions made today will affect the alternatives available
to future generations. Since prime farmland is at best only a weak
quasi-self-replenishing resource, future decisions will be constrained by
the effects of past decisions. A scientific technique is needed to
evaluate programs with linear time spans, such as preservation
alternatives. Properly designed farmland preservation programs could
reap benefits for the grandchildren of the grandchildren.
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Benefits of Combining Preservation and Planned Development

When preservation programs are combined with the planned new
community cluster ideas, farmers, developers, and the general public all
receive some benefits. The farmer gets to remain in agricultural
production; but more importantly, he receives the security that his farm
will remain in production for many years. This security is necessary for
farmers to make the capital improvements which are needed for a farm to
remain productive. Farmers also retain the use of their best land which
makes production more efficient and less costly.

Developers in some ways benefit by providing a better product at
a lower cost. The planned new community idea can provide residents with
city services in a rural surrounding. Clustering will allow services to
be economically feasible in areas where the absence of cluster
development would mean that these services would be too expensive to
provide. Added services will make the development more attractive to
prospective buyers. At the same time, the developer can lower
development costs of the project by intensively developing the land.
Since the area of the development project is reduced, developers will
save on road construction, land clearing, and the installation of service
lines.

The general public will also benefit from this combination of
preservation and planned development. One public benefit is the presence
of open areas in the form of farms, natural features, and recreational
areas. These open areas will provide beauty, recreation, food and fiber,
and income to the area. Another public benefit is that the population
growth is required to fill in the existing residential areas. Facilities
can be better provided to the general public due to the concentration of
the population. It is extremely difficult to assign monetary values to
some of these benefits. The amount of pleasure received from open space
will differ with different people. Some citizens would not care for
recreational areas, while others would greatly benefit from such an
amenity. The future value of farmland is also hard to predict, since it
is dependent upon the scarcity of farmland and the value of farm products.

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

Farmland preservation and planned community development have
been major concerns for many years. Zoning was the first policy action
used to separate farmland from development land. This method was a
temporary detainer that resulted in windfall gains and uncompensated
losses to landowners. More permanent preservation methods that would
compensate farmers for their loss of development rights were desired.
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Some of the more popular methods being used today are
agricultural districting, tax credits, transfer of development rights,
and purchase of development rights. These methods provide incentives to
farmers for preserving farmland and are more permanent than zoning. For
local governments, the cost of administering these preservation programs
is higher than the cost of zoning.

The benefits and costs of a program must be weighed in
determining which preservation method is best for a given area. Costs
associated with farmland preservation increase as the amount of public
control increases. The greater the permanence of a preservation plan,
the higher the initial costs will be. Urban areas need greater farmland
protection than rural areas, so the cost of preservation in urban areas
will be higher than that of rural areas.

Local governments can offset some of the cost of farmland
preservation by incorporating the new community ideas with the
preservation plan. By directing development, the government can more
economically provide services to its residents. The additional cost of
enacting a preservation program would be partially offset by the savings
associated with cluster development. A combination plan would provide an
economical development area and preserve the farming development.

Recommendations

Research Needed

More cost-related research needs to be conducted. At this time,
there is limited available research concerning the total costs of prime
farmland preservation programs. Predominantly, research has been
concerned with the mechanics of preservation programs rather than the
associated costs. Research that has addressed costs mainly referred only
to specific costs of the program. Subsequent costs of preservation
programs are also very important and need to be researched. The total
cost of implementing a farmland preservation program will influence
decisions of the local government officials. Public political support is
essential in effective preservation programs.

Additional research is needed concerning the comparison of the
savings of clustering and the costs of preservation. Will the
combination of planned development and farmland preservation be a
monetary benefit or a liability to the public in the shortrun and
 longrun? If this combination does result in a liability on the public,
will the nonmonetary benefits to the public be worth this burden?
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Education

Farmland near urban areas is in critical danger of being
developed and needs proper evaluation through the entire evaluative
process, with the end result being the interest of society. The leaders
in these areas need to be aware of preservation plans enacted in areas
with similar circumstances and the successes and failures of these
plans. Plans need to do more than retain the openness of the land; they
should retain the agricultural environment. To accomplish this, the
preservation planners need to be informed of the effects other plans have
had on preserving farmland.

Rural areas have lower pressure on farmland for development uses
than urban areas. This is the main reason that preservation programs in
rural areas do not need to be as drastic as those in urban areas. Rural
planners need to establish preservation programs that control urban
sprawl to preserve the agricultural environment. Sprawl growth is the
biggest enemy of farmland in rural areas, as it slowly consumes the land
and eventually destroys the farm environment. Local rural government
officials need to be better informed of the consequences of not planning
for the future, as well as the costs and benefits of farmland protection.

The future of farmland preservation is dependent upon public
political support. The general public needs to be aware of the benefits
and costs of preserving farmland; for without their support, preservation
programs will be of limited effectiveness. Informed leaders are needed
to derive preservation plans that will fit their areas and that can be
financed and costs paid for by the benefactors. Local citizens also need
to know the consequences of taking no action in the control of sprawl and
farmland preservation.

Action

If Federal and state governments deem farmland preservation
necessary, they will need to encourage local government officials to
enact preservation programs. Some areas may need legislative persuasion
before they will seriously attempt to enact preservation plans. This
legislation should be general in order to give local officials the
freedom to choose the plan best suited for their jurisdiction.
Preservation legislation should provide guidelines for local governments
to use in deriving the best programs for their areas. Nevertheless,

action programs need to be based on adequate information concerning each
respective situation.
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Other Possible Relevant Literature

At the time of this study, other universities were also
conducting research in land use planning. Some of the most relevant
projects to this study were found through the Current Research
Information System, U.S. Department of Agriculture. Four projects
closely related to this study were being conducted in California,
Colorado, New York, and Virginia. The University of California at Davis
was conducting a literature review of current land use controls and
planned to complete a case study of northern California cities and
counties with respect to their land use controls. Colorado State
University at Fort Collins, Colorado, had research in progress to analyze
the present alternatives to improve the information available about land
use planning and rural development to aid planners, policy makers, and
private citizens. Research was under way at Cornell University, Ithaca,
New York, to review the loss of farmland, evaluate the consequences of
this loss, and evaluate the present retention methods being used.
Virginia Polytechnic Institute at Blacksburg, Virginia, was conducting
land use research with the objectives of developing an economic model of
farmland conversion, estimating conversion and supply-demand forces, and
evaluating present policies to reduce farmland conversion.



