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THE POLICY PROCESS: SOME 
ASSUMPTIONS
THE POLICY PROCESS: SOME 
ASSUMPTIONS

Ü In policy as in physics, “a body at rest tends to 
remain at rest”

Changes come only with pressure, don’t 
spontaneously generate
Current rules must be considered inadequate by 
those with political access
Good policy is acceptable policy, and standards vary 
from place to place



More AssumptionsMore Assumptions

ÜMarkets are primary means for determining land 
use. Markets are:

Collections of rules governing transactions
Rules grant rights and obligations to participants
Rule changes become the substance of policy. 
Changes in rules have gainers and losers
Private property rights are special rules, protected 
by U.S. Constitution



And Final Assumptions:And Final Assumptions:

Ü In land markets, as in all others, relationships 
matter (lest we forget)

People are the transactors
People have biases, care about others
Relationships affect terms of trade, land use 
patterns



The Land Use Picture: Insights 
from the NRI and Census
The Land Use Picture: Insights 
from the NRI and Census



U.S. population change
 1982-1997
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Land cover/use 
Cropland CRP land Pastureland Rangeland Forest land Other rural 

land
Developed 

land
Water areas 
& federal 

land

1982 total

Cropland 350,265.3 30,412.1 19,269.4 3,659.2 5,606.5 3,158.9 7,097.5 1,485.1 420,954.0

Pastureland 15,347.0 1,329.6 92,088.3 2,567.9 14,091.4 1,619.0 4,230.0 732.8 132,006.0
Rangeland 6,967.5 728.5 3,037.2 394,617.4 3,021.6 1,702.7 3,281.3 3,383.2 416,739.4

Forest land 2,037.1 128.8 4,168.2 2,098.8 380,343.3 1,754.8 10,279.2 2,528.0 403,338.2
Other rural land 1,386.8 93.1 1,013.6 719.1 2,767.7 42,713.3 726.9 227.8 49,648.3

Developed land 196.7 1.2 78.6 110.8 227.0 12.0 72,618.7 0.8 73,245.8

Water areas and 
federal land

797.5 2.7 336.6 2,204.0 897.7 180.8 18.1 443,760.6 448,198.0

 1997 total 376,997.9 32,696.0 119,991.9 405,977.2 406,955.2 51,141.5 98,251.7 452,118.3 1,944,129.7

Land cover/use in 1997
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1997 National Resource Inventory – December 2000
U.S. Totals

Cropland reductions, and additions, 1982 –97
Forestland net increase, 82-97
34% increase in developed land, 82-97













Rank Acres of Developed Land in 
1997

Percent Non-Federal Land 
that was Developed Land in 

1997

Total Acres of Land Developed, 
1992-1997

1 Texas New Jersey Texas 

2 California Rhode Island Georgia 

3 Florida Massachusetts Florida 

4 Pennsylvania Connecticut California 

5 Georgia Puerto Rico Pennsylvania 

6 North Carolina Maryland North Carolina 

7 Ohio Delaware Tennessee 

8 Michigan Florida Ohio 



Source: The American Farmland Trust, “Farming on the Edge,” 1997



Land Cover/use in 1997

Other Developed
1992 Cover/Use  Cropland  Pastureland Forest Land Rural Land Land 1992 TOTAL

 Cropland 14,465.5 474.1 228.0 149.8 429.4 15,781.6

 Pastureland 555.5 5,346.9 791.8 99.9 204.4 7,016.7
Forest Land 109.1 76.6 66,790.2 232.5 1,035.5 68,288.5

Other Rural Land 67.3 88.6 417.9 3,272.3 63.2 3,909.3

Developed Land 0.9 1.1 13.1 0.3 12,842.6 12,858.0
      1997 TOTAL15,234.3 5,990.6 68,266.1 3,754.8 14,578.0 117,382.8

(159.9) (108.1) (347.5) (97.4) (119.1) (N/A)

Land Use Transitions  1992-1997,  Northeast Region
(National Resources Inventory, 1000 acres)

Forest land – slight decrease
Developed land – 2 million acre increase (13%), half 

from forest



H
i

Highest in urban areas, extending into mountains of  NH and VT,
northern VA and MD
Lowest in northern Maine, central PA, Appalachian counties in WV, VA



Northeast generally older than median (35.3)
ME, PA 38.0; WV 38.9; VT 37.7; MD 36.0



Policy Themes for Farmland Use 
in the Northeast
Policy Themes for Farmland Use 
in the Northeast

ÜFarming and agriculture remain important to 
economy

Dairy and poultry, forage, increasing horticulture
More farms than reported in census (Bills, Cornell)
Higher economic multipliers than other sectors
Many motives for farmers, new services
Ave farm size holding (150-215 ac)



People Value Amenity Services of 
Farmland
People Value Amenity Services of 
Farmland
Ü Some services are “private goods”

Pay more for “farm fresh” produce, partly to support farms
More farmers markets – 100 in ’80, 3000 in ’00
More CSA’s – partly for farm experience
Eco-labeling, organic production methods
Agri-tainment

– PA Amish Country
– Farm B&B’s 
– Farm based tours – VA, WV
– Hunting and fishing rights



Amenity ServicesAmenity Services

Ü Other services are “public goods”
Estimated by “revealed preference” or “stated preference”
Proximity to farmland has value (revealed)

– MD study – conversion of one acre of farmland to residential reduces 
value of adjacent residence by $1530, conversion to commercial 
reduces by $4450 (Irwin 2002)

People express willingness to pay to protect farmland or 
avoid development (stated)

– Many case studies, including NE (see Heimlich and Anderson, ERS,
2001; Libby and Irwin, 2002)



Policy Mix for Farmland 
Retention
Policy Mix for Farmland 
Retention

ÜZoning – 22 states, PA first, mostly local
ÜTax reductions – all states
ÜTax penalty for conversion – CT, VT
ÜPurchase – 20 states, including all NE 
ÜLittle evidence that land use controls affect land 

price – feeling that rules will change



State Acres Protected
(as of 2/00)

Funds spent to date
(as of 2/00)

Easements/restrictions
Acquired

Maryland 166,529 $200.4 M 1,156

Pennsylvania 147,643 $240.0 M 1,193

Vermont 83,411 $41.8 M 263

New Jersey 58,887 $168.6 M 400

Massachusetts 44,336 $108.9 M 491

Delaware 36,959 $39.6 M 154

Connecticut 26,000 $76.0 M 185

7-State Total 563,765 (69%) $875.3 M (70%) 3,842 (73%)

19-State Total 819,490 $1,244 M 5,252

Source:  American Farmland Trust

PDR Acres Protected in top 7 of 19 states with easement programs



Ag as PolluterAg as Polluter

ÜPeople support farms, but expect stewardship
ÜPolicy emphasis still on incentives (EQIP, CSA)
ÜFarms likely part of TMDL
Ü Increased regulation of livestock farms 
ÜNeed new approaches – permit trading, self-

enforcing through farmer associations



Increasing Interest in Eco-
system as Management Unit
Increasing Interest in Eco-
system as Management Unit

ÜBio-regions – watersheds
ÜEmphasize relationships between human and 

other sub-systems
ÜDifficult to operationalize – incentives



Concern for Private Property 
Rights
Concern for Private Property 
Rights
Ü Key to effective markets
Ü Property rights have heritage value
Ü State property rights statutes

Only FL, TX and OR are compensatory
Ü Supreme Court has supported ag zoning

If some economic value remains
Palazzolo case in RI – prior restriction does not preclude 
“taking” claim
Tahoe case – well designed moratoria not takings



In Land Use -- European 
Experience as Prologue?
In Land Use -- European 
Experience as Prologue?

ÜClear recognition of farmland amenities since 
1950’s

ÜProduction efficiency not most important goal (if 
it were, half of farmland would be gone)

Ü1980’s European Union -- $ for 20% set-aside 
program, highest payment for permanent

ÜNot bothered with annexation, home rule, 
takings



Land Use Policy and WTOLand Use Policy and WTO

Ü “non-trade” concerns include ways to protect viability of 
rural areas, protect rural environment and culture

Ü Each country responds to these objectives in different 
ways

Ü Are these actions “trade-distorting?” These is dispute on 
this – Cairns Group says yes

Ü Payments should only cover added cost of production



U.K.U.K.

ÜAgri-tourism more valuable than farming (£6.6 
billion for farm output, £9.3 billion for tourism)

ÜPolicy largely incentive-based to offset cost
ÜStrong land use planning for urban containment, 

“green belts”
ÜCentral review of development proposals
ÜPayments to protect E.S.A.’s



NetherlandsNetherlands

ÜNo national law to stop farmland conversion
ÜStrong central planning, local implementation
ÜUrban containment, central “Green Heart” of ag
ÜNo land value speculation
ÜGovt. purchase of farmland on farmland value



FranceFrance

ÜMore decentralized land use planning than UK or 
Netherlands

ÜAssistance to young farmers



Israel and Germany – strong land 
use regulations
Israel and Germany – strong land 
use regulations

ÜGerman plans must include ag areas where no 
development permitted

Ü Israel – develop only if approved by Committee 
for Protection of Agricultural Land



Conclusions for US Policy?Conclusions for US Policy?

ÜUrban containment is the key (stop sprawl)
ÜEmphasis on incentives within strong and locally 

supported planning
ÜWith good planning, regulations less important
Ü “Extensification” of farmland, for wildlife, eco-

system protection   
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