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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
This report 1s essenﬁially a paper on rural iand ownership.infor-
mation. It describes the need rpr land ownership informatioﬂ, specifies
the elements of land ownership that are essential to a land ownership
study, and proposes a land ownership information system for Keht
County, Michigan as an example of its application. The objectives of
fhis report are:
1) To provide the rationale for studies of land ownership
2) To provide a systematic approach for gathering data on

land ownership

The specific topic of land ownership studies was the suggestion
of Mr. Doug Lewis and others at the Economic Research Service of
the United States Department of Azriculture. The Economié Regearch
Service has been very‘interested in making land ownership studies
and has also helped create an interest for other studies. There
are currently at least five other land ownership studies in progress
in~other areas of the country. All of them have been contacted.
State studies are underwsy in Iowa, Oregon, Tennessee, and West
Virginia (all of which are being made by people at their state
universities) and a northeastern United States study is being con-
ducted by the Economic Research Service in Maine, Vermont, and
New Hampshire. But there is little published literature on land
ownership and little attempt has been made at systematically collect-~
ing information on land ownership that can be used by public decision
nakers.

The original intent of this research was to apply the techniques

of other land ownership studies and to make a land cwnership report




on an area in Michigan complete with survey and analysis. Kent
County was‘originally gelected as the study area becauae it included
both a large metropolitan area with all of its pressures and a some-
what remote rural area. In these respecﬁs Kent County may be
conslidered & scaled version of the entire state of Michigan;. Land
ownership patterns would probably vary within the county. In
addition the'general Tamiliarity and proximity of the Kent County
Qrea made it a logical choice for a land ownership study area.

With further investigation it became apparent that a detailed
land ownership survey of the type underway elsewhere wéuld be beyond
the scope of a Plan B paper. Therefore, a completed survey of
Kent County is not a part of this report. Its purpose is descriptive
and methodological, not empiricel. The preliminary work has been
completed for a mailed land ownership survey. The proposed survey
instrument is cqmplefed and included as part of this report. A
pre-test has been performed and the results are in the appendix.

The survey instrument is applicable to any county or area in Michigan.
In Michigan, as well as 1n other states, land ownership information
needs to be collected for the entire state, This report should
mzke evident the need for aggregated 1an@ ownership information
and should aid county planners, state agencies, student researchers
etec. in gathering that information. |

'There are four basic chapters to the report. This first chapter
serves as an introdugtion to the report. Chapter two defines the
problem that is posed for land ownership surveys--Why is a land
cwﬁership study necessary and what is its purpose? Stated simply,

the problem is that there is no adequate information system on the

]




ownership‘and use of land in Michigan. Public officials need some
basis for meking decisions related to land use. After developing
this material chapter two also presents an overview of land use

with a section of perspectives on the land. The third chapter of

the paper is to show what elements of land ownership are important

.1n light of the problem outlined in the previous chapter. - The fourth.
chapter of this report is en attempt to develop the necessary inputs
for a land ownership study of Kent County, Michigan. The chapter
includes the preparations fof e land bwnership mailed survey including
the model gquestiopaire instrﬁmcht. The fifth:chapter of the report

is for generai conclusions. The Appendix which has been attached at
the énd of the repdrt shows the results of the pre-test of the land

ownership questionaire.




- CHAPTER TWO

PROBLEM DEFINITION: ROLE OF OWNERSHIP INFORMATION

Introduction

Land use policy unquesticnably requires information about land
ownership. During the Congressional debate on the Land use Policy
and Planning Asslstance Act of 1972 Senator Henry Jackson of Washington
recognized the need for land ownership information when he saild:
"Rational land use planning would be impossible without knowledge
of patterns of land ownership within; a given area." (1) Yet this
information is not generally avallable for the planning process.

- Senator Jackson also said: "It seems not only probable, but inevitable
that, among the many other benefdts of this legislation, ﬁhe country
may expect to obtain fairly soon a system of identifying and classifying
the oﬁnership and control of land..." (2) His prediction has not
come to pass.

Basic decisicns concerning land use can be influenced by public
policy, but rights in lend use substantially rest with land owners.
Clearly, the use of land depends on the decislons made by land owners.
But at the same time, while private rights to land ownership are

substantial they sre not absolute. Rights to land have been retained

LQuoted from the debate on Land Use Policy and Planning Assistance Act
of 1972, Congressional Record, Vol. 118, No. 145, September 18, 1972.

2Ipi4d.




at the various levels of government. Barlowe has listed this

"pundle of rights" as:(3)

1) Government owned land

2) Eminent domain power

3) Power to tax

L) Police power such as zoning and regulation

5) Power of the public purse (government expenditures)

Public policy and public law often react to the exercise of

private rights, and in en increasingly complex and interdependent

society these rights become increasingly important. Righte to land

are in s process of change in this country and today's land use pressure

seems to have accelerated the pace of that change. Much of that change

and its volatile discussion revolves arcund lend use legisletion in

the Michigan legislature, the legislatures of other states, and land

use legislation‘at‘the‘national level in the Congress of the United

Btates.

The rights of land owners are substantilal. Barlowe has listed

some of these fee simple rights as: (k)

1) Rights
.2) Rights
3) Rights
4) Rights
5) Rights
6) Rights

1o
to
to
to
to
to

sell

lease

grant a wmortgage
subdivide

grant easements

leave to an heir

The use of land depends on the decisions made by land owners. Whether

that private land owner be an individual, private organization, or

3Barlowe, Raleigh, "Changing Rights in Land: The Dynamics of Property.”
Conference Proceedings, Protection of Essential Lands, Michigan State
University, April 8-9, 1976, p. 3.

h'Ibm., p- 3.
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gqvernment agency, it is ultimately the owner who decides whether a
farm should be transformed into a residential subdivision, a wooded
acreage should remain forested, or a2 scenic area will be accessible
to the public. Within def@ned legal constraints, the owner decides
whether conseryation, preservation, or otherwise productive uses
will be made of the land. This is evidence that land ownership
information is an important input into land use policy. Hopefully,
the point can be made clearer as the paper progresses.

There 1is another distinct reason for gathering information on
land owners which is often overlooked. Land ownership rights represent
a claim on fhe services and income from that lang. As-a source of
services and 1ncome,'land is a store of ﬁtalth much like any other
capitai asset. The distribution of land ownership is a factor in the
distribution of wealth in the society. Private and public policy which
affects land use decisions will therefore have an effect on the distri-
bution of income and wealth. Planning agencies and local governmental
bodles should have some idea of whe is in a position to gain from
public land policy. Information on land owners can help show whé

will bear the burden or reap the benefits of public land policy.




Land Ownership Information--The Problem

The theme for this section of the report is that data on the
characteristics of private land ownership are seriously inadequate.
In Michigan as in other states there is no uniform system to the
information on land ownership. Information is available but is not
readily accessible. All of the following provide some of the necessary
information on land ownership for their specific Jurisdictions:

County Assessors office

County Register of Deeds office

County Equalization office

County and Regional Planning offices

County Extension office

Local Platt Maps

Census of Agriculture reports

Local zoning and housing departments

Each county has information on particular parcels of land in the
assessor's office, the recorder's office, and the county equalization
office. For the most part these offices do not assemble aggregated
data on land owners, land area, or land value. There are also
planning agencies at the county and regional levels which deal speci-
fically with land use planning. County planning agencies are involved
with land use in their particular cdunty. Reglonal planning agencies
are essentially to review and comment on proposed actions that affect
the region. Their review and comment should be based on an adopted
plan for the county and the best information available to the agency
concerning their planning ares.

The Census of Agriculture presents some data on acres of land in

farms and types of ownership and tenancy of farms for a given county,

bﬁt it does not provide information for all land.




Need for good land resource information

In & recent review of the state of resource ownership resgearch,
Philip Raup, Professor of Land and Resource Economics at the University

of Minnesota said:

?It 45 the judgment of this reviewer that top priority should
be given to the collection and interpretation of basic data
that relate to the structure of American sgriculture, broadly
defined. This includes data on land ownership; the tenure
arrangements; and the multitude of devices by which the use of
land and related agricultural rescurces is controlled...

"Our current sources of published data on a national scale

do not reveal the complexity of the relationships that govern
the organization and control of rural and agricultural resources.
Many of the most important structural chenges are hidden or
obscured in conventional data series. At a time when we need
disagegregated data to enable state and locel units of government
to make wise policy decisions in the planning of land and rescurce
use, the traditional source of these data in the Census of
Agriculture is declining in reliesbility and in local detail.
"This 1s especially important with respect to data that permit
& clear separation between ownership and control. Who owns the
resource 1s a critical datum in determining the beneficiaries

of policy decisions.

"Whe controls is critical to the estimation of responses to
economic incentives and of the intensity and efficiency of
resource use." (5)

ﬁhether or not & community decides it wants to continue in its
prgsent land use patterns, a local government needs facts and figures
on which to base land use planning. Up-to-date facts about land
ownership, use, and values a&re needed. Pdeces of information such
as & simple cne-time land ownership éurvey or a set of one-time
planning maps &re insufficient for the continuing process of land
use planning. Continually updsted information on land use chenges,
land ownership transfers, property value changes, recreational and
other resource changes will aid planners and public officials in

performing their tasks more effectively. A zoning ordinance establishes

5§aup, Philip M., Summary Comment Following a Review of the Work Program
and Plans of the Resource Organization & Control Program, Natural Resource
Economics Division, E.R.S., U.S.D.A., Washington D.C., April 15, 1976.
Cited in Boxley, p. 6.




1ists of permitted uses but does not really determine use--the land
owner does. Easily avallsble information may assist private land
owners and other citizens in reaching their own declslons as well.
If the citizehs are to participate in the decisions that will affect
the future of their county the information must be accessible and
useble by all persons.

Why & land ownership study now

There is & number of reasons f£6r msking a rursl land ownership
study at the present time particularly in Michigan. Four reasons will
be listeﬁ here and then be more carefully explained in the following
paragraphs. '

1) Thé ownership of rural land appears to be in a period of major
change in Michigan. |

2) Analysis of substantive performance of alternative land use
policy needs good information on land ownership.

3) The Michigan legislature is currently dealing with state land
use legislation, and there is a need for more land use information
in order to focus on crucial-issués of our dsy.

4) There is & reneved interest in land ownership studies with
similar studies in progress in other states.

Major changes , :
The ownership of rural.land appears to be in a perlod of change

in much of Michigan, especially in the rursal-urban fringe. Valuable
lend especially near urban areas probably changes hands in anticipation
of more intensive use, but there is very little hard evidence on which
to gauge the changes in land ownership. The effects of changes in

land ownership caen be seen in the changes in land us¢. There are
important demographic changes that seem to be taking place in Michigan.

The first is a population migration change from urban to rural and
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small town. (6) The second change 1s the predominance of small,
part-time farming operations in Michigan. (7) A third is the
1ncreased demand for recreation facilities and lands. (8)

A significant concern of land use policy currently revolves
around lands that are in transition, the rural-urban fringe. Recent
land ownership studies such as the one in Rappahannock County, Virginia

. near Washington D.C. have heen directed toward counties which are
feeling the pressures of nearby urbanization. (9) In that study

1t was important to find out if the land owners were residents of the
county or not, and it was important to gauge the land owners attitudes
toward changes taking place in the county and their preferences. for
the future of the county. Rappehannock County, Virginia was in a
periéd of chenge ffom what was predominantly a rural, small-farm
county to & county predominated with second homes and recreation.

The primary industry is no longer farming; it is real estate with

the value of real estate traded as reported in public records at

$7.6 million in 1973. (10)

60'Hare, Williem, Beegle, and Leonard, "Recent Changes in Population
Growth and Distribution in Michigan," unpublished, Sociology Department,
Michigan State University, May 1977.

TThompspn, Ronald and Hepp, Description and Analysis of Michlgan Small Farms
Michigan State Agricultural Experiment Station, #2906, March 1970.

BRainey, Kenneth D., “Forces Influencing Rural Community Growth,”
American Journal of Agricultural Econcmics, Vol. 58, No. 5, p. 959

9Wunderlich, Cene, lLand Along the Blue Ridge--Ownership and Use of
Land in Rappahannock County, Virginia, Agricultural Economic Report #299

1oIbid-, P 1T|
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The land ownership study discovered that large amounts of land
in the county were shifting from resident to nonresident ownership
and if that trend continued 1t would likely change the features that
attract new buyers to the area--farm land, open space, scenic views,’
and wildlife. Facts about ownership and trends were essentisl for
future planning in Rappahannock County and no doubt would be helpful
in other areas as well.

Michigan reportedly has more second homes than any other state
in the union. (11) The division of farms into small parcels for
vacation, part-time occupation, or investment can result in the
disappearance of crops, orchards, grazing, and woodlands. There is
no uniform, simple relstionship between type of owner and land use,
but certain types of real estate transactions such as subdivisions,
tend to draw lend away from certain types of land use such as agricul-
ture. If agriculture is to be maintained in the county, county officals
may wish to reassess the wisdom of breaking up 200 acre farming units
into 10-30 acre units for subdivisions. Rational land use policies
should be based on the best information availsble and an ownership
survey provides some essential data.

In the recent Michigan Public Opinion Survey the people of Keﬁt

County expressed particular concern over the preservation of productive

fermland with 61% of the respondents in Kent County desiring more public

spending for that purpose compared with a 52% state wide figure. (12)

11Reported by Robert Craig, Specialist, Land Use Division, Department
of Natural Resources, State of Michigan.

Kimball, William et al., Community Needs and Priorities as Revealed
by the Michigan Public Opinion Survey, Summary of Results for West
Michigan (Region. 8), March 1977, p. 20.




In Kent County this concern for the preservation of productive
farmland piaced only behind concerns of energy research and crime
Prevention. Although supporfing research has not been completed
the public concern for the preservation 6f productive farmland

is prominent in Michigan especeally in Kent County.

Real estate trading will have an impsct on a county's future
economy, community, characteristics, and land use. The sale of ﬁn
acre of land transfers ownership of the acre, but it does not
involve productive processes except for the location and helding
of land. Yet this essentially unproductive process cah involve
large profits. Those who formulate the land policy for any county
should consider these facts concerning land values as well as the
historic and scenic values of the land.

Analysis of alternative land use policy
Analysis of substantive performance of alternative land use

policy. needs good information on land ownership. Much land use
policy is ignorantly accepted as is. And yet there is policy and
there are results affecting land ownership. What are the results
of land policy--we don't know. We need information in order to
know what are the consequences of policy. At the same time land
owners undoubtedly affect the performance of policy related to
land use. |

The issue has not been thoroughly developed by anyone in the
past, but many policy researchers are becoming interested in such

things as the distributional impacts of policy. That interest is
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long overdue, but at this stage it is necessary more than ever.
As competition for land increases, as conflicts among land uses
arise, and as more people and institutions are involved in land
decisions about land and who will bear the burden or reap the
"benefits.of those decisions. This is the substance of political
debate. |

Critical land use issue
The Michigen legislature 1s currently dealing with state

land use Jlegislation, and there is a need for more land use infor-
mation. For each of the past few years land use legislation has
been introdﬁced into the leglslature and hotly debated around the
state of Michigan. It would eppear that land ownership information
would be an important input into the policy process. It may help
to raise tpe level of debate on the land use issue. It would help
people recognize the-stakes inveolved.and the consequences of the
alternative policies. The survey itself does not imply what a
county, state, Federal Government, or any other cltizen should

do, but it does provide a basis for discussion.

Various other 1ssues aré belping to focus attention on resource
ownership. The sbrupt shifts in world food supply of recent years
with rising prices and the potential of food shortages, have shifted
fern pollicy considerations from overproduction to concern for
agriculture's productive capacity. The USDA Soil Conservation
Service recently completed a survey of potentisl cropland--land
suitable, to varying degrees, for cropland use but not currently

in cultivation. Much of the land.now c¢lassified as having cropland




potential has some slight tﬁ severe physical limitations that must
be overcomé before it can be cultivated. However, the Soil Conser-
vation Service found some 24 million acres of prime farmiand

not now being used which could be converted simply by beginning
tillage. (13) Clearly, the supply of land is a function of
ownership and other institutional considerations as much as it.

15 of physical and econowmic suitaﬁility.

Renewed interest
There is a renewed interest in land ownership studles with

similar studies in progress in other states. Both as a research
topic and as a matter of public concern, interest in ownership has
waxed and waned over the decades. In the 1930's there was wide-
spread concern with the rise of tenancy and lessening ratio. of
equity in farm real estate held by farm operators. After looking
at the 1930 and 1935 Census of Agriculture, H.A. Turner concluded
that "farmers are graduslly losing ownership of the land.” (14)
The focus of research interest coqtinued to be land tenure and

in 1947 the only nationwide survey of farmland ownership was
completed. Regional surveys followed of the Great Plains (1958)

and the Southeast (1960).

l3Boxley, Robert, Landownership Issues in Rural America, Economic
Research Service report 3055, April 1977, P. 5.

14csted in Boxley, p. b.

15
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In the 1960's concern about ownership declined. The worst feers
of the 1930'5 had not been realized, although trends such as the growth
of larger scale, mechasnized agriculture, and the outmigration of
rural people indicated important changes in the naturé of our rural
ownership patterns. The period might be characterized as one of some
uneasiness with the trends, but insufficient caﬁse for serious public
-eoncern; ownership and tenure issues did not find a place on the
agricultural research agenda.

In the 1970's there has been a resurgence of interest in ownership
trends, an interest spurredrin large part by environmental concerns.
The so-celled back-to-the-land movements and a general re-evaluation
6! urban life styles are evidence of this new concern, as many
Americans feel the-need--real of imngined~~-to regain control of their
technology and institutions.

The Farm Ownership in the Midwest study of 1949 was the most

recent land ownership study completed for the entire state of Hichigan. (15)
Stnce that time three others have been completed for parts of Michigan.
Robert Vertrees made a study of land ownership in Antrim and Kalkasks
Counties for a thesis in 1967. (16) Douglas McEwen made a study of

Clere and Gladwin Counties‘ror a thesis in 1970. (17) Robert Manning

made a study of Kent County for a thesis in 1975. (18)

lsTimmons and Barlowe, Farm Ownership in the Midwest, North Central Regional
Publicetion #13, Ames, Iowa, June 1%49.

l6Vertrees, Robert, A Survey of Non-resident Land Owners in Antrim and
Kalkasks Counties, thesis in Department of Resource Development, Michigan
State University, 1967.

1TMcEwen, Douglas, A Survey of Non-resident Land Owners in Clare and
Gladwin Counties, thesis in Department of Resource “Devélopment, Michigan
State University, 1970.

15Mann1ng, Robert, The Relationship Between Recrestion and Leisure-
Oriented Living Patterns end land Use in the Urban Fringe: A Case
Analysis, thesis in Department of Resource Development, MSU, 1975.
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The first two studies were both made in rather rural aresas ;n the
northern lower peninsula. More recently there has been a need for
information on whst may be happening to land ownership near more
urban areas.

The Economic Resesrch Service of the U.S. Department of Agriculture
has shown a great deal of interest in land ownership studies and their
caordination. According to this author's current findings land
ownership studies have recently been completed in Rappahannock County,
Virginia (19) and in the Monongahela River Basin, West Virginia. {20)
These empirical étudies have not always clearly stated thelr rationale.
Other land ownership studies eare in progress in Iowa, Oregon, Tennessee,
and weéi Virginia by people at each of their state universities. 1In
addition the Economic Research Service is presentlj conducting &
contracted study of land ownership in the Northeast (Maine, New Hampshire,
and Vermonf). Contact has been made with all of these ownership
studies and with the Economic Research Service. There is a possibility
of a Joint reporf on these land ownershlp studies by the Economic
Research Service of the U.S. Deparkment of Agriculture.

Summary

In summary there are essentially three forces which are acting
on lard ownership in Michigan:

| 1) Migration changes

2) Recreation Demand
3) Farm consolidation and the predominace of part-time farming

19Hunderlich, Gene, Land Along the Blue Ridge~~Ownership and Use of
Land in Reppshannock County, Virginia, July 1975.

20Rural Land Use in the Monongahela River Basin, West Virginla University
Agricultural Experiment Station, Bulletin ohl, August 1975.
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The resulting policy issues or choices for government related to

the forces of land ownership might be listed as:

1) Encourage retention of agriculture

2) Control of agricultural etc. productive capacity

3) The rural economy and development

Performance of land control institutions

Control of rights to land--whose preferences count?

Preservation of open space especially as related to crucial-.lands

Food supply -

=] Chwn =
L S S
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Perspectives On The land

The ownership and use of land has a dynamic character. The
following sections present an overview of the'American land ownership
situation. By reviewing & number of readiﬁgs in the literature,
itrwas possible to put together a section which could be helpful
for geining a better understanding of the historical and current
land use situation. The four basic areas that are discussed are
all important to the understanding of present rural land ownership
problems and trends.

1) The historical end legal basis of American land ownership
2) The total amount of the American land resource

3) Farmland ownership

L) Lands in transition

Lend ownership in historical perspective

The land law of the United States, like most other kinds of
American law was inherited from England. The English system emphasized
political &nd economic freedom for the individual.. Individual iand
ownership was closely associsted with individual economic and politicel
freedom. The American Constitution which reflected the views of
Thomas Jefferson emphasized a land policy that could be termed
"expanionist, developmental, egalitarian, and laissez-faire." (21) .
Jefferson's laissez-faire attitude has often been upheld by those
who favor limited government involvement in land use decisions. But
Jefferson's laisgez~faire attitude must not be overemphasized. His
attitude and the attitude of the American Constitution favored a
widely distributed land ownership and that has been an underlying
objective of our Nation's land policy throughout its history. The

dominant role in lend ownership policy was given to the states, and

2lour Land and Water Resources, Current and Prospective Supplies and
Uses, Misc. publication #1290, Economic Research Service, 197k,

b e e e

L



only states had the right to tax land. Times have changed in
American soclety and one could expect that land ownership has changed
as well. The fact that farmers now constitute only 5% of the population
instead of 95% a&s in colonial days would indicate that there is a
defferent role for land ownership. Pecople. other than farmers own
land and land ownership is not synonymous with farming.

There is another aspect to the change in land ownership which
some have described. The rights to land ownership have been changing
as_land use rights are being redistributed. (22) Persons who do
not have fee simple ownership rights to land desire to acquire the
:ight to visit or have access t§ land. Private property is not being
destroyed; it is being redefined. As these people gain a stronger
voice in governmental decisions (political power with their numbers )
they exercise tﬁeir power by favoring policy that favors their position.
They weant open space,'not development; they went parks, not parking
lots. Locél governments respoﬁding to their immediste constituency
have responded with tough curbs on development and tough stands on
local zoning ordinances. .

America's land resources in perspective

According to data from Economic Research Service of the USDA -
sbout two-fifths of the land area of the United States is government
owned and the other three-fifths or 1.3 billion acres is held privately. (23)
Very little data are held on the private ownership of land. Of the 897.
million acres of public lands, 763 million acres are Federal lands
and 134 million amcres are state, county, and municipally held lands.

Nearly two-thirds of all Federal lands end over half of all the

22Libby, Lawrence W., "Land Use--Fact and Fiction", Michigan Farm kconomics,
April 1975. -

23pur Land and Water Resources, p. 21.
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state-owned lands are in the West including Alaska. The proportion
of publiec to privately held lands has remained fairly constant for
the last 50 years. ‘

Based on & 1966 Census of Government survey, it was estimated
that about 81.6 million parcels of property were on tax assessment
rolls in 1971. Excluding joint owners and corporation stockholders

-there sre approximately 50 or 60 million land owners in the country.
Most of the ownership parcels are located in urban areas with perhaps
as many as 50 million parcels used for housing units.

These data are all very approximate. Breakdoyn.data for given
states or countiesars either not available or not very accurate.
Referring back again to the debate on the Land Use Policy and Planning
Assistance Act of 1972 Sen. Jackson also said that he hoped the
legislation would provide for the collection of "information on the
ownership of land by type of organization--corporate, partnership,
or public 5ody, and the like=--similar to the information which is
now provided by the Census of Agriculture reports. This kind of
information would be helpful in p?ojecting future land uses." (24)

Farmland 6wnership in perspective

According to the Census of Agriculture in 1974 there were slightly
over one billion acres of land in farms in the United States. About
35% of that farmland was operated by full owners and 52% was operated

by persons who own some of the land they farm and rent some other land.

2hJackson, Sen. Henry, Congressional Record, Debate on the Land Use
Policy snd Planning Assistance Act of 1572, September 18, 1972.
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There 13 & greater emphasis on rental land by large operators and small,
independent ownership units are no longer the rule in U.S. agriculture.
Resource control rather than resource ownership may be the operational
concept for areas in which there is pred&minant agricultural use of

the land. None of the other studies deal with this point and ;t may

be too miniscule to include. The differences between ownership and
control should be recognized even if it is not clear how to handle the
difference. .

When focusing in on the land ownership of Kent County the 1974
Census of Agriculture preliminary report (25) can be very helpful. In
that report a farm is any place from which $250 or more of egricultural
products were sold, or normally would have been sold, during the census
year, or any place of 10 acres or more from which $50 or more of
agricultural products were sold, or normally would have been sold,
during the census yeé.r.

Data from the Cénsus' of Agriculture Preliminary Report 197h clearly
illustrate that the state of Michigen is losing both farms and farm
land and Kent County seems to closely follow the pattern of the state.
The following three pages of this report display some selected summary
items from that Census of Agriculture Report relating to land ownership.

The selected data from the Census of Agriculture shows this
gmazing similarity between trends in Kent County And trends in the
state of Michigan even though Kent County includes only about 2%
of the states farms and land in farms. Of all of the classes of

data in the following pages a comparison between Kent County and

25y.s. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1974 Census of
2 »
Agriculture, Preliminary Report, Kent County, Michigan.




the state of Michigan shows that thé'only case in which the trends

differed from 1969 to 1974 was in the case of farms under 10 acres.
Kent County showed a decrease of 12% from 91 to 80 and the state

| of Michigan showed an increase of 25% from 1951 to 2438, All of

‘the other selected items related to farm land ownership showed the
same trends in Kent County as for the entire state.

The Census of Agriculture Report provides some useful information
related to farm land ownership, but the pie disgram on page 20 shows
that only 43% of the land area of the county is included under the
broed definition of farm that is used. What is happening in the
other 57%?-;lESs than 10% of the Kent County land is in urban use.

A study of land ownership in Kent County must include much more
than just farm land ownership if it is to be a land ownership study

in 1977.

3
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- .. USE OF THE KENT COUNTY LAND IN 197k
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CENSUS OF AGRICULTURE

Selected Summary Items from 197h Report
Kent County, Michigan

All Farms
Land in Farms

Avg., size of Farm

Farms with Sales
under $2500

Total Cropland
Value of land and
buildings
Avg. per farm
Avg. per acre

Farms by size
Under 10 acres
10 to 49 acres
50 to 179 acres
180 to 499 acres
500 to 999 scres’
1000 to 1999
2000 and over

Lend in farms by use
Ctopland Total..

Cropland harvested

,Cropland pasture
Other cropland

Woodland incl.
woodland past.

All other land

Tenure of operator
Full owner
Part owner
Tenant
Principal occupation
Farming
Other than farming
Avg. age of operator

Farms by type of org.
Individual or family

Partnership

Corporation incl.
family own.
Other :

Farms with Sales

A1l Farms $1000 and over

1974 1969 1974 1969
Number 1796 1897 1608 1347
Acres 233984  2411cl 225895 202933
Acres 130 127 140 151
Rumber 694 817 506 267
Faras- 1738 1832 1570 1316
$1000 145955 90773 119725 68073
Dollars 81267 47851 108643 63031
Dollars 62k 1376 609 379
Farms 8o 9l 3T k9
Farns Lo7 387 138 13
Farms 86 1025 565 566
Farms 298 356 287 317
Farms - 68 34 68 31
Farms 7 L T b
Farms 0 0 0 0
. Farms 1738 1832 1080 1057
Acres 174472 177592 153857 138598
Farms 1581 1694 1070 1029
Acres 132113 111295 1229C5 98628
Farms 83k 968 LT3 Shiy
Acres 23722 2562k 16586 17651
Faras 675 1111 465 (Na)
Acres 18907 ko676 14366 22319
Farms 915 1092 589 650
Acres 28142 31413 21107 21760
Farms 1410 1503 871 (NA)
Acres 31100 32093 21631 19247
Farms 1272 1423 66 665
Farms 457 398 402 354
Farms 67 716 54 61
Farms 848 (NA) 713 (NA)
Farms 930 (Na) 372 (NA)

Years 50.5 . 50.4 50.6 L9.6
969 925
116 147
16 6
1 2
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CENSUS OF AGRICULTURE

Selected Summary Items from 197k Report

Btate of Michigan

ALL FARMS ¢
1974 1
Al]l Ferms - Number EB%E— 77952
Land in Farms Acres 10919404 11900689
Avg. size of Ferm Acres 159 153
Farms with Sales
under $2500 Kumber 22787 33781
Total Cropland Ferms 66753 75656
Value of land and
buildings $1000 6145696 3883355
Avg. per farm Dollars 89538 Lg821
. Avg. per scre Dollars 563 326
Farms by size
Under 10 acres Farms 2438 1951
10 to 49 acres Farms 15280 14334
50 to 179 acres Farms 31701 39876
180 to 499 acres Farms 15795 19269
500 to 999 acres Farms 2861 2248
1000 to 1999 Farms 498 - 285
2000 and over Farms 65 L3
Land in farms by use
Cropland Total Farms 66753 75656
Acres 7961611 8580391
Cropland harvested Farms 62486 T0605
Acres 6217037 5501729
Cropland pasture Farms 27569 32241
' Acres . 932762 1090691
Other cropland  Farms 26013 50368
Acres 811812 1987771
Woodland incl.
woodland past. Farms 36948 45809
Acres 1599041 1843561
All other land Ferms 54819 62391
Acres 1358752 176717
Tenure of operator
Full owner Farms L7482 56258
Part owner Farms 17835 17440
Tenant ' Farms - 3321 L2h8
Principal occupetion
Farming Farms 34949 (NA)
Other then farming Farms 33218 (NA)
Avg. age of operator Years 51.3 50k
Farms by type of org. {Sales $1000 and over}
Individual or family k1g29 38519
Partnership 37T 5227
Corporation incl. '
family owned 392 277
Other : 53 152

&5




fand use in transitioh

A silgnificant concern of land use policy currently revolves
around lands that are in transition. Consequently, recent land
ownership studies such as the one in Rappahannock County, Virginia,
near Washington D.C. have also been directed toward counties which
are feeling the pressures of nearby urbanization. The areas of urban
expansion have been called by many different names meaning much the
same: urbgn sprawl, suburbanization, subdivisions, lands in transition,
fringe, or included under urban areas, S.M.S.A., metropolitan, or
megalopolis. DBecause of the unique nature of these areas they are
relevant for both urban studies and rural studies.

Interestingly enough, much of the literature and many of these
terms describe the process as one that goes from the urban center out
and largely ignores the reciprocal or complementary process from the
rura)l areas which takes place at the same time. Looking at the process
that we are deécribing from these two perspectives may be helpful for
gaining some insights from the literature on the lands in transition
(this term is chosen because it hﬁs the character of being least
value laden of those above.) Marion Clawson has written a book titled

Suburban Land Conversion in the United States: An Economic and Governmental

Process (26) which is probably the classic text on the subject. The
book @gproadesthe lands in transition from the urban perspective.
It explains the measures of urbanization end the historical spread

of urbanization in the United States. There is a great deal that

2601awson, Marion, Suburban land Conversion in the United States:
An Economic and Governmental Process, published for Resources for the
Future Inc., 1971.
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can be said on these subjects, but most of us know that the United
States population was once lergely a rural populgtion but due to

a number of forces in the society all operating in the direction of
urbanization, the United States is predomihantly urbanized. As

urban areas attracted more people, they in turn spread out. Thfa

was largely the process as described by census information and social
scientists until 1970 at wﬁich time approximately 2/3 of all Americans
lived in urban arees and 1/3 of all Americans lived in rural areas.
Although there really is not complete information available since
1970 many prominent persons believe and preliminary studies show

that some of these trends may have changed. Due to many different
factors such as: ‘“back to the country popularity," small-town life,
moves to warmer climates and the sunbelt, fear of inner city schools,
and disillusionment with cities etc., there are many rural areas which
are gaining populati§n at the expense of urban and suburban expansicn.
For example, the sunbelt south is gaining population tremendously
according to preliminary census reports. But increasingly, rural
does not mean farm and these terms are not now to be confused as
being synonymous.

The northeastern urban complex stretching along the Atlantie
from Maéaanhusettes to Virginia or from roughly Boston to Washington
D.C. has been the subject of urban studles for many reasons. While
the northeastern urban complex and its cities are unique in many
weys, they also reflect many of the population and urban problems
which other similar urban areas such as population centers in the

Midwest and California may face soon.. The urbsn centers are expanding




into a megalopclis, but there is much land area to £ill in. These
processes of suburbanization have continued strong since the eﬁd

of World War II.. In relstion to this generalrtrend in land use

many factors must be closely monitored such as: the general shape
of the economy and socliety, the housing industry in terms of new
single family units, replagement of old housing and apartments, and
the aging of the population for the next 25 years. In addition to
‘metropolitan expansion there will continue to be some expansion of
small towns and the emergence of new towns. The shifts in migration
patterns with people leaving cities is a new phenomenon of the 1970's.
But even before that trend is documented, the situation of costlier
eneréy may again divert the trends in population migration.

The process of suburbanization and the situation in whiech it
left us requires the planning of land use in every city,‘county; and
region. Government projects are usually acompanied by benefit-
cost calculations. In addition to the usual benefit-cost calculations
an estimation of the incidence of benefits and costs--who specifically
gains, and who loses and by how much should be Included.

| The Standard Metropolitan Statistical Aree is so inclusive it
glves a good‘picture of the physical-economic situation for = giveﬁ
city, bﬁt it includes so much rural land that its value for land
use studiés ié limited and may be negative if the researcher is not
awvere that all of this land is n&t actually in urban use.

There is much less literature comparable to the "urban out”
perspective or from the point of view of the rural looking in toward

the citles with respect to the lands in transition. To a great extent
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the trend was viewed as progress.u-frogress which could not be pre-
empte@jnor.should it be. As the society became more advanced it
paturally became more urbanized and that was where the progress was.
At the same time farming beceme more efficiently productive and there
was less demand for people in the rural areas. Opportunity lay in the
cities. | |

Until recently the loss of rural land to urban uses did not
cause significant problems except for the problems it caused for
some unnoticed individuals. There was always more land for agricultural
and other uses--the frontier concept and spirit which has shaped so much
of the American perspective.

The recent concern about land use from agricultural and other
rural interests revolves around the apparent spread of urban areas
into some of the nations best agricultural lands, lands which are
described as prime and criticel. It has been apparent fof some time
that America no longer has a frontier. But now Americens have come to
the realization that we may well not be able to afford in the long run
to give up these prime lands, unique lands, and critical lands. The
point is the same--can Americens afford to continue to build, expand,
grow, blacktop, and develop our lands in the name of progress. 1f
we take the prime lands it may take twice as much other land to
produce the same amount.

A recent paper of the E.R.S. titled Land Use Policy and Agriculture:
A State and Local Egzggggjixsix' February 1977, (27) attempts to put the

national food capacity argument into perspective and then it addresses

the agricultural land use issues at the state and local level. That

Cotner, Melvin, land Use Policy and Agriculture: A State and Local
Perspective, Economic Research Service Report jo50, February T '




report says that the United States is not running out of farmland nor
is its agricultural productivity being compromised. The United States
will be able to meet anticipated domestic food needs plus moderately
high export demands, although there will be some pressure. The report
further states that perhaps the most compelling justification for
increased concern about the protection of agricultural land comes not
from the need to insure adequate food production in the future, which
is largely a national issue, but from the state and-local issues.
These issues--economic, sociel, and environmental--are directly
affected by agriculture. Ir.an agricultural base is desired in an
erea from a social, environmental, or economic viewpoint, then that
fact must be recognized by local planning efforts. A study of local
land owmers, land use, and lend owners opinions is imperative.

Americe may be in a new period in which the old trends nec longer
hold. There seems to be a trend toward new housing in rural areas.
If this trend is accurate and it continues, it may demand new policy
directions. There are some who say that there are no longer large
tracts of land avellable. In many places in western Michigan it
appears that ten acre tracts are being cut out of rural areas tﬁat
were previously farmed. There are so many real estate salesmen around,
each trying to cash in on the money to be made in land sales.
Summary

While much recent literature names the land use question as one
of the most critical enviromnmental and social issues of our day, that
discussion will be left to others. The focus of this report is on

developing a systematic approach to gathering aggregate information

on land ownership. However, it is important not to lose track of the
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goal of this study. Land ownership information iz not a goal in
itself. It is valuable only to the extent that it can be used.
With this paper as background future researchers and planners should

be better informed on how to proceed witﬁ a study and report on land

ownership.




3%

CHAPTER THREE

} ELEMENTS OF OWNERSHIP THAT ARE IMPORTANT

In response to the general lack of iﬁformation on land cwnership
and specifically to deal with the kinds of information that can.be
used by planners, the next section_needs to list the kinds of information
that must be covered in a land ownership survey.

Most of these categories are similar to those of other lend ownership
studies. But tﬁe others vary tremendously in length and substance.
Some are very interested in land tenure relationships while others
devote a great deal of their study to the land owner's opinions about
the area in terms of schools and services provided. The list of
nedessary "information to include" in this report is a recommended
list and is what wil; be covered by the included survey guestionaire.
Different areas need different information. This list of "information
to inélude” is not meant to be the hard and fast rule. These are
meant to be basic categories to be included.

Residence

The location of an owner's residence may affect the way in which
land is operated and transferred. For example, landlords who do not
live on their laﬁd are less likely to participate actively in the
- managerial decisions of thelr land than are resident landlords. Also,
o;ners might be more inclined to sell or trade land on which they do
pot live because it would not involve a household move for thermselves,
nor is it likely that they would have as strong a personal attachmént
to their land as they would if they ldved on it. If the land owners

do not live on the parcel of land the questionaire should find what
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their permanent or legal resldence is. It would be helpful to know
wvhether or not they are residents of the county. This information
maynot be so valuable in all cases. In.fact thefe are reports that
in Allegan Cdunty, Michigan many owners who have second homes in

. that coﬁnty have changed their official residence from Chicago

etc. to Allegan County. They work in Chicago during the week but
they expect to have greater impact as residents of Allegan County.

Land scquisition

Owners may use a variety of methods or conbinatién of methods
te acquire land, extcnding over & wide range such as purchase,
inhsritance, or assumption of tax liability. In part; these methods
of land acquisition may give an indication of an owner's personal
interest in the care and menagement of his land.

The method of land scguisition would be divided into purchase
~and gift or inheritance. Under purchase the researcher would went
to know if the land was purchased from relstives or non-relatives.

This infofmﬁdon can be illustrated in a table as the following:

' Purchase from {Gift or inheritance
Nen- Full Part Other
Type of owner Relatives [ Relatives Interest | Interest | Methods
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Occupation

Ownership of land is & prerdgative of all individuals with
sufficient capital to buy landxzaso of individuals who inherit
land or receive it by gift. Under such unrestricted conditions it
is clear that the ownership of rural land can be widespr¢ad among
- 4ndividuals in many different occupatioms. The occupation of the
owner can afféct the operation of rural land especlally farmland.
The freedom of operational control and the flow of capital and income
to and from farms are directly affected by the occupation of the
owner and his interest in the land.

Full-time farmers would be expected to be a large group of
land owners in agricultural areas. Another group of owners would
report dual occupations that included part-time farming and part-iime

at some other occupation. A business or professional group of

owners together with a group of retired nonfarmers may be an important f %
land owning class in the county. Other groups of land owners may be ? E
leborers and retired farmers.

Age and education

Land ownership is usually found to be skewed toward‘peesons of
older age groups. The greater proportion of acreage is usually held
by owners in the upper age groups.

The level of education of the land owner provides some insights
into the type of people who own land.

Type of owner

It is important to have information on the type of owner.
It would be expected that wmany parcels of land would be owned by
a8 husband-wife group. Not .all of the land is owned by individuals.
Some land is owned by partnerships or corporation. It may be helpful
information to know how much of the local land area is owned by

corporations especially if the amount is sizeable.




Tenure
Our system of private property, under which an owner has the
right to receive benefits from a resource even though he does not
use it himself, leads to a variety of tenure arrangements between
land owners and land operators. The sepération of ownership and
use results because all persons who obtain land may not have the
ability, desire, or resources necessary to operate 1t. |
Perticularly with regard to farm land the tenure relationships
can present helpful information. The various tenure groups t0 be
considered are listed below. The operator groups refer to operators
of farmland and the nonoperator classes refer to indifiduals not
operating any farmland.
Full-owner operators: Those who operate land which they own,
they do not rent land to or from others.
Pnrt-owﬁer opergtors: Those who operate land which they own
;nd rent additional land from others.
Full-owner operator-landlords: Those who operate some of the
land they own but also rent out some land.
Part-owner operator-landlords: Those who operate part of their
own land but also rent land to and from others.
Nomoperator-landlords: Those who operate mone of their land: .
and rent land to others.
Nonoperator-owners: Those vho operate none bf their land and
rent none of it to others.
Lend values
The price of land is related to its use. For example, conversion
of some land from agricultural to residential or industriel use is
aalociaied with increased land prices. Farmers in am area.where such
conversions are expected cam no lénger compete for land. Income from

ferming will not cover land costs based on residential or industrial
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uge. High land values ususlly call for mofe intensive uses, and land
development continues to further iﬁcrease land values.

For the survey land values would be determined as owners perceived
them. The assessors records would show the assessed valuation of the
1and and could be another source of this land value information. The
resesrcher should recognize some of the problems with determining land
values as the owners perceive them. Owners tend to overvalue their own
land except to the tax assessor. In conjunction with land values the
tax levels for that jurisdiction should be included.

Community involvement

A final ownership characteristic to include in a survey is to
.explore the degree of owner 1n§olvement in the community, as represented
by vaerious public services. Ownership of a parcel of land implies some
sort of attachment of the owner to the land, or an interest in the
community where the land is located. The survey questionaire asks
owvners about the quality of such public services as schools, roeds,
and recreation. The results of such a survey can help in determining
what social services are neéded,‘who the recipients are, and which
services should be emphasized in future planning. The survey may also

explore the single most important reason for owning the land es

perceived .by each land owner.

The purpose of this section is not merely to obtain ratings, but
to discover whether the respondents have an opinicon about the countﬂ's
public services. NonQresidents are likely to be less informed on
community problems and issues, and they are likely to be guided by
a set of wants and needs for community services that differs from those
of the residents. With a high proportion of non-residents reporting
no opinion, the researchers would assume that they are either unaware of

or unconcerned sbout community services such as police protection.




Summary

In summary seven areas of study have been specified as important
eleme?ps of land ownership:

ij Residence

2) Occupation
3} Age end education

k) Type of owner
5) Tenure

6; Land values

7

Community involvement
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CHAPTER FOUR

TOWARD A LAND OWNERSHIP INFORMATION SYSTEM FOR KENT COUNTY

The first step in meking a report on land ownersﬁip for a county
is to get an accurate as possible pictufe of the county: its land
and its people. In the case of Kent County this might be done with the
~use of maps, Census of Agriculture Reports, tension Reports, and
most importantly by meeting with leaders and informed pecple in the area.
The views of ﬁeople working and living in the area can be an invaluable
gource and check on information gathered in this type of & study. These
beople can be a great asset to'a study in terms of accuracy, legitimacy,
énd applicability. Specifically, they can help in the formulation and
interprétation of the hard data; It is important to totally understand
an area with more than Just data when meking a study.

What land to include

Some of the earlier studies of land ownership such as the.19h9
study were concerned with farm land ownership. By the early 1960’'s
when a’ land ownership study was completed for the southeastern United
Stafes, the different kinds of land that owners held in the Southeast
Region determined thet a survey of only farm land owners would be
incomplete in describing the patterns of rural land ownership. It
would fail to include many important commercial forest holdings and
would not provide a compléte Picture of chenges in land use where whole
tracts of land shifted out of farm use. Since that time land ownership

studies have been rural land ownership studies and not farm land

ownership studies.
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Whet kind of survey

Since land ownership studies include such a large area and 80
many people, it is Jjust not physicelly or financially possible to
- inelude all lénd owners as part of the study. Therefore, random
surveys have been used to describe the land ownership patterns. If
care is taken to make the survey indeed random, an‘picture of the
diversity of land ownership can be represented.

The most common form of survey instrument is the mailed questionaire.
With that method'the gquestionaire is sent to a randomly picked sample
of landowners in the area. Somewhere between 20 and 60 percent of
the mailed out questionaires are usually Qeturned. If the researcher
takes all necessary precautions in his mailed survey questionaire,
he will get a much better response rate from bhis questiénaire, maybe
even above 60% return. Keep the qﬁestionaire gs brief as possible, as
neat as poésible, and as authoritative as possible. Be careful for the
1ittle details and be sure to include & personal letter explaining
the survey and questionaire, a return addressed stamped envelope, and
if possible allow the respondee t& check 8 box if he wants a copy of the
results.

If the number returned are sufficient for the study and if there
15 not bias introduced between those who return the questionaire and
those who do not, then the results of this mailed guestionaire will
be very usable. '

Another Burvey technique that has been used in land ovnership
studies including the recent one in Kent County by the Department of
Regource Development at Michigen State University is to obtain the
necessary information by means of & personal interview with land
owners chosen from & probability area.sample of land owners. There

are much higher costs associated with this approach and it is therefore




necessary to use a comparatively small total sample of land owners.

A third survey technique is becoming more popular in sampling
public opinion, a telephone survey. If the questionaire is kept short
this may be a viable alterﬁative.

The mailed survey would seem to be ;he most practical form of
land ownership survey in most cases. It necesgitates a convenient
and accurate list of land owners from which to draw the sample. In
Michigan this is the case. According to Mr. Frank Moss, Equalization
Director for Eaton County, each county in Michigan now has an equal-
ization office which keeps up-to-date records (cards, files, and maps)
of wvho owns whet land in that perticular county. These equalization
§ffices are the place to go to get listings of land and its owners.
From these listings every nth parcel for tax purposes can be pulled
out of the list to achieve a random sample of the land parcels. These
files are kept up-to-date daily with contact with the county Register of
Deeds office. With a little help from the county extension office the
land éwnerahip base of the equalization office which is somewhat
restricted information can be made available for such a land ownershdip
study.

A number of the County Equalezation Offices around the state of
Mighigan have this informetion of land parcels and ownership on
computer with up-to-date printouts of the entire county and by
township and city coming to the equalization office every six months.
Some of the counties that have such an information base available
include Kent, Eaton, Gennessee, Wayne, and a few others. A computer
printout of land parcels and owners that could be used for & study such

as this was estimated to cost approximately $200 dollars.




It appears that other county equalization offices will be scon
to follow as this kind of printouf information would be extremely
helpful to even the smallest counties--the information on who owns
vwhat parcel of land is so readily available to the office it has
become valuable to real estate offices who call the equalization
offices regularly to find out uho owns a specific parcel of land.

It is important to note that each county has a land information
base with nothing at the state level. . Therefore any land ownership
study must be done at the county level and the information for esch
county aggregated if a larger area 1s desired.

What land in the county should be sampled

The land ownership studies deal with rural 1and‘ownership or in
this case whatever ies not urban land. In addition land ownership
studies deal only with privately held land so public land such as
county parks or national forests etec. would not be included in the
survey although they are part of the county's over-all land use
Plcture and should be mentioned when describing the county's land
use and ownership.

To be eligible for enumeration in some of the land ownership
studies, the land parcel had to be 3 acres or more and had to be
rural land. Other land ownership studies have required a parcel to
be at least 20 acres to be included in the study. The best choice
was the recent study made in Kent County, 1975 in which a parcel had
t0 be 11 acres or more to be included in the study. A minimum parcel
size of eleven acres was chosen as & limiting criterion in order that
only relatively large areas of land would be included in the study and

small and obviously residential properties would be avoided. The

kx




specific minimum of eleven acres was chosen in deference to the
Michigan Subdivision Control Act of 1968 which regulates land

sales practices of 10 acres or less. The Act has resulted in the
frequent occcurence of subdivisions comprised of lots ﬁhich are &
fraction of an acre over 10 acres in order to avoid these regulations.
A minimum parcel slze of eleven acres for the research study helps

10 avold most of the strictly large lot subdivisions.

Why use parcels rather than people'as a basis for study

There are really two populstions that can be recoznized--one of
land owners and one of parcels of land owned. The tax parcels recorded
in the equalization office of éach county provide a convenient way
§f i@entifying owngrship units within the county. There must be an
owner for each tax parcel but there may be more than one tax parcel
per owner. Thefefore, the mumber of tax parcels would be expected to
exceed the number of persons or organizations who are owmers.

The data collected from the questionaire can be illustratéd by
means ofrtables and graphs throughout the report. The data are intended
to give the reader an estimate of broportion, but are not to be used as
precise measures. If the reader then wants estimate numbers rather
than percentages, the tabular percentages can be multiplied by the
over-all totals of owners, parcels, and acres if they are known.

How many parcels should be included in the survey

Briefly, the purpose of survey:.dedign is precision and-economy.
Every effort is made to obtain the required information of the best
quality at the least possible cost. That is why a sample rather than
a complete census 1s taken. . A complete census would be e perfect
description of the subject under study, but a carefully chosen semple
can give very reliable estimates, and a stetistically designed sample

will indicate Just what the chance of error is. A well-designed survey




can provide results that are almost as precise ags a full count.
Irom‘other similar meiled surveys we know that not everyone

replies to questionaire--so an allowance must be made for no response.

In the study of Rappahannock County of the h,?és parcels of land in

the county 469 were selected for the sufvey. Out of that 469

mailed out questionaires 266 usable questionaires were returned

"ylelding a response rate of 57%. For mailed surveys.of that type

a 57% response rate is considered good. . .’

What to do about non-respondents

The researcher musi plan on a certain number of non-respondents.
¥If planned he will’ still have a-large enough number of responses to do
ﬁn agalysis. Then he must determine 1f the respondents differ from
non-respondents. A compariscon of the non-respondents must be made to
the respondents'to determine if there was a bias introduced into the
sample because only part of the originally contacted group.replied.
For detailed information on non-respondents a swall sample of éO-hO
parcels of land per county, for which no response was received,;knuulbe
selected and the owners interviewed in person or by telephone. In
that way the researcher can determine quite well whether a bias has
been introduced by the lack of information from the non-respondents.

How to obtein e random sample for the survey gquestionaire

As in any example of sampling the size of the sample needed
depends on the variation among members of a population (parcels of
land in this survey), not on the proportionla sample is of a population.
A one percent sample may be larger then pecessary or a 10 percent sample
may be too small. If ell items in a population were exactly the same,
a8 sample of one could represent all items. It follows then that if
there are 5ust a few broad categories, then a smaller sample is

required than if there are many categories included in the sample.




For aome.land ownership studies the size of the land parcels may
be an imﬁortant variable and for other studies location may be an
important variable. For example in the 1975 land ownership survey
of Kent County, the county was divided into six ereas so that the
results could be compared among' the areas, These variation; can
only be worked out to fit the particular study. The six areas into
which the county was divided for the purposes of the study were
described in terms of population density, transportation access to
the metropolitan Grand Rapids area, and in terms of current land use.
These types of divisions within the study area would have to be

worked out for each particular study.

How often should this type of study be made

. There must be‘a ﬁerindic re-sampling of the study area in order
to better understand the changes in land ownership. In order for
the data to be comparable for each study there must be some conformity
in the survey instrument. The farm land ownership studies madé et
Jowa State University provide the only example of the kind of
periodic approach wpich is necessary. The studies are made at ten

year intervals or less if necessary.

What are some other problems faced by land ownership studies

The reéearcher must carefully protec¢t the confidentiality of each
of the individuel responses., His integrity is on the line. That ‘
point is made especially important when one hears that some researchers
are encountering resistance by persons who fear government pressure
from the data or misuse of the data by corporations. The redistributive
impacts of land ownership reports have not been carefully encugh

considered.
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In order to obtain the necessary information from land owners
the researcher must be representing a respectable organization such
as M3U Agricqltural Experiment Station or Extension. People respond
if they can see the need for the research. The integrity of the

- report then relies on the integrity of the researcher.
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MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY
Department of Agricultural Ecconomics
Cooperative Extension Service

William Van Dam

2460 Plymouth

Dutton, -Michigan k9506
Dear Mr. Van Dam:

As you may know Michigan State University, through its Cooperative
Extension Service and Agricultural Experiment Station, has a long
history of researgkactivity which is designed to help meet the
needs of the State's citizens., This work covers a vi&e variety
of topics including agriculture, home economics, management of
recreational enterprises. Right now we are engaged in a study of
rurel land ownership and the focus of our study is Kent County.

The reason we are writing to you 1ls to ask ydu? cooperation in
this project. All ﬁﬁat is required is that you fill out our
questionasire and return it in our stamped envelope.

We should add that your name was selected at random as an
owner of more than ten acres of land in certain designated areas
of Kent County. It is especially important that we have your
help if at all possible.

If you have any questions about the study or your role in it,
please feel free to call us collect at {517) 353-9751. You maey
also request a copy of the final resulis of this study if you wish.

Sincerely yours

o Uuccln
ack Visscher Larry Libby
Prcject Coordinator Project Director
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Survey Questionaire

| As we explained in our letter, this questionaire deals primarily
with questions about your property. There aren't any "right" or
"wrong" answers to any of the questions; we're simply interested

in some facts about your particulsr plece of property. In order for

- the questionaire to be useful, you will have to be as candid as

Residence

possible. All your answers will be held strictly confidential
and nelither your name nor your-property will be associated with
your answers.

At the outset 1t should be made clear that these guestions
refer specificelly to your acre tract of land which is

Jocated in section of . Township.

1.1 According to public records as of Jan. 1,
1577 you owned whole or part interest in
this tract of land.

(If acreage is not shown please write in)

- 1.2 What is the 1océtion of your residence?

Acquisition

on the survey parcel

edjacent to the survey parcel
in the neighborhood

in a nearby city
-other (specify)

2.3 In what year d4id you acguire the tract? year

|

2.4 How 4id you acquire the tract?
(check one oi more) Purchease
Inheritance
Gift
Other (specify)

i
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2.5 Reason (or reasona) for acgquiring
If more than one rezson write "1" for the most important
"2" for second in importance and "3" for third in importance
(If you iphprited or were given the tract, check the box
showlny; the reason for keeping the tract)

Investment .
For personal cperation such as farm, timber
or commerclal enterprises
For rental income
For future sale
Residenre
Prinary
Secondury (or vacation) home
Other esthetic or personsl reasons
Open country recreation
Proteczion of cther land
To keap in the family
Other reasons (please specify)

T T

Occupation _ ‘
3.6 What is your cceupation (main scurce of income, principal setivity){check one)
Farmer (s2lf-cmnloyed)
Farn worker (employed by others)
: Protessional, technical, or manegerial
! Clerical, =zales
Crafispan, coperater, worker
Other employed
Not employed, retired
Yot employed, cther

T

3.7 How far do you travel to work (round trip)?

3.8 Vere is your plece of wain employment
In Kent County
. Outside Kent County
" Not employed

1]

2.9 Flease check your ecorcnis grour (o-ress avg. annual incowe all scurces)
less than $5500
$5000 to 5099
10C20 to 19649
20000 to 49399
50000 and over

111
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Age and Occupation
4,10 Please cheeck your age group:
less than 25

25 to 3k

35 to Lb

45 to 54 -
55 to 6L "
65 and over

L4.11 Please circle number of years of formal schooling

T or less 8 9 10 1 12 13 14+ 15 16 17 18 or wore

Type of owner _
5.12 Is tae ovmer of the land specified in question 1.1
A single individual
Husband-wife
. A partnership (other than husband-wife)
An estate (rnot settled)
A corporation or company
Govermment ard institutions
Other (explain)

NRRRRR

Tenure
6.23 Is the ovner of the land specified in question 1.1

Full-owvmer cperator
Part~owmer operator
Full-owner oporator landlard
Part-owner operater-lundliord
Nonoperator-londilord
Nonoperator~-owner

T

Land values

yes no

- If ves eheck e box for erch type of change mede

Buildinggi Croniand Puesture Weodland Cther

T.15 YWhat woold you esvimate to be the cuwrrent par acra market price
of this tract; ineluding buildings? $ ver aore

*

that vould you estimata te be the current per nore market price

of this tract without vuildings $ _  __povocere

Prices of lerd in Kent County have increcsed in receni years, 0o

you tiink this tract hne Socransed wore, lesas, or olout the averso?
- Hore About the same Lesx

7.1% Have ycu made changes in the use of all or part of the tract sinee acg




Community Involvement ' :
8.16 How would you rank the gquality of the following public services

. .8chools

8.17

in Kent County?

Good Adeguate Inadequate No opinion

Police protection

Fire prolection

Road maintenance

Parks and recreation

Trash disposal

Building inspection control
Administration of zoning
Tax assescment

County Extension programs
Othexr [epecify)

If you could specify how $100 of your County taxes were to be
spent among the 3 most important services, how would you
distribute the $100 among the above items.

lst _ $
2nd $
3rd $
Total $100
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CHAPTER FIVE

POLICY CONCLUSIONS

Land ownership is important . for reasons beyond the scope of this
paper. As a commodity land ig important to private markets and to
public policy; as an institution land is important in law and economics;
‘as 8 resource land is important for agriculture and for other uses;
as a matter of history land ownership has proved to be important to
both an sgrarian and a highly industrialized and developed socliety.

The importance of land ownership goes back to ancient and biblical
-times. land ownership as an American institution goes back to the
early European settlements and is based on the American Constitution.
(In Michigen much land policy wes set by the Northwest Ordinance 1787)
There has never been much information on who owns the Americen land
end why! |

.The basic theme of this paper is still applicable: there 1s
a‘lack of good aggregated data on land ownership. The problem posed
for the paper was not only why s land ownership information systen
was necessary, but also what would be the best way to conduct and
report on land ownership in a systematic fashion. A land ownership
sufvey instrument was developed and recommended as the means - of
obtaining a8 land ownership dats base. If the data is combined with.
analysis a helpful land ownership system can be developed for any
county in Michigan. The appendix includes the results of an application.

The conclusion of this report 1s basically the conclusion of
land ownership surveys and studies: Information gathered from a
single land ownership survey or & set of one-time planning maps

are insufficient for the continuing process of land use planning.

T e |
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Continually updated information on land use changes, construction,
ownership transfers, land value changes, recreational resources,
and cther resource changes will aid planners and public officials
in performing their tasks better.

Regarding land ownership studies and land ownership information
+he game general position hol@s. It would be more helpful to do
periodic studles of land ownership to see what changes are taking -
Place. At Iowa State University thie idea has been carried out.

The current farm land ownership study in Iowa is part of a series of
farm land ownership studies of Iowa which describe the changing
pattern of farm land ownership in Jowa. Previous studies - . - .-
have been made in 1949, 1959, and 1969. The fourth study is the
present cone being completed in 1977. The data from each study is
kept so that it can be compared with the others. Each of the studies
is patterned after the others so that current data ¢an be analyzed
1q&elation to the previous studies. The agricultural technology and
econoﬁic conditions of the intervening years influence and change
the farm ownership structure.

The second major conclusion of this report is that there is
no one single land ownership survey to be used in all cases. The
sample questionaire and surrounding material provided in this text
is provided as an example. It is not the last word and may not be
the best land cwnershilp survey instrument to be uesd in all cases.

Land ownership surveys differ in their purpose and the survey
instruments differ as well. This report presents a model for making
a -land ownership survey, but it is nothing more than a model. If
the purpose of the study makes it necessary for the researcher to
include extra parts and delete others, then the changes should

certainly be made. _ , :
" - é
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There are advantages to follow;ng a model which should not be
overlooked. The text of this report and the survey were designed
to be used for land ownership study of Kent County, Michigan with
- the intention'that the seme instrument could be used in any other
Michigan county as well. Other areas and researchers may want to
vary the model to fit their specific area. However, the model should
be adhered to as much as possible in the interest of conformity.

If the same instrument is used in a number of neighboring counties,
then the data can be aggregated for a mult~county region. If the
s#me instrument is used in a state-wide study es well as in a single-
county study then those resulis can be coﬁpared as well and the
researcher can find how the county compares with the results of the
state as a whole. If the same instrument is used in each periodic
study then those resulis can be compared as well.

Phe final conclusion provides a proper ending to this report--
proper in that it provides an ending point, but maybe not the same
conclusion that every equally informed person would reach. There
are reservations reg&ﬁing this tyﬁe of land ownership study.

A land ownership study such as the one proposed in this report
provides a good opportunity for a greduste student to do original
research. The universities may be the best place for this research.
No one else 1s collecting the information because it apparently is
not being demanded.

The relationship between land use and land ownership hes not yet
been clearly determined. Land ownership gan give some indication of
future land use in conjunction with other data. Hopefully, land
ownership studies can and will be pursued by student researchers

with the information made available for others 10 use.
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Agpendix

The ﬁroposed questionaire instrument needed to be tested.

As part of this research & pre-test of the questionaire was con-
ducted. The purpose of the pre-test wa§ to test the questicnaire

in the same way as it would be used--sent to the same type of

people to get their response.  The smell pre-test was not inténded
to obtain statisticslly significant results, only to test the
questionaire to see what changes should be made in it. This appendix
includes the questionaire instrument as it was mailed and an analysis
of the results.

The questionaire was applied as suggested in this report. A
list of names and addresses of land owners was obtained from the
Equelization Office of Eaton County, and the pre-test was performed
in that county. The Eaton County test area was convenient, similar
to Kent County, and‘would show the applicability of the survey
instrument to other counties in Michigan. The list of land owners
wes selected somewhat randomly. They were all individual owners
or husband;wife owners who owned more than 10 acres of land in the
county end according to public records owned only one parcel of
lend. The questionaire asked questions of that parcel of land only.
Twenty questionaires were mailed out on June 2, 1977 and 1t was
requested that they be returned by June 7. By June 9 thirteen of
the questionaires were returned and were usable.

Eaton County deoes not have large land parcels of 300 acres or
more. This was reflected in the results. The land parcels for wiich
fesponses were received ranged from 17 acres to 197.62 acres and

averaged 61 acres. The nonrespondenfs parcels averaged 70 acres.




Residence
The residence of land owners does not seem to be an important
issue of land ownership in Eaton County. Most of the land owners

are residents of the county at this timé.

Number Percentage of owners = % of land owned
Residents 1 85 95
Nonresidents 2 ' 15 5

-Acquisition
Most of the lend surveyed was acquired by purchase. Two of

the parcels'were acquired by inheritance and the other eleven parcels
wére purchased.

An important finding of this acquisition sect¥on of the questionaire
was to discover trends in the land acquired. By relating the date
parcels were acquired and the size of the holdings, it was discovered
that the more recent acquisitions were all smeller parcels and

all of the large parcels were acquired some time ago.

Date Parcels Were Acquired

Date acquired 4 of percels % of land owned Size of holdings
1965;1976 .38 20 40,36,20,40,20
1955-196k R 45 40,55.29,197.62,60
1945-1954 23 _ 28 156,52,17
1935-1944 8 T 59.3

793.21




The reasons for acquiring and holding land in Eaton County
were primarily primary residence and perscnal operation. The
two nonresidents llsted future sale andlbpen country recreation
&8 thelr reasons for acquiring the land.-

Reasons for acquiring
Number of parcels

Primary residence 6
Personel operation such as farm 5
Other 2

Occupation

There was a wide range of occupations represented by the land

owners in Eaton County.

Occupation of the land owner

Occupation . Number Percent of cwners

Farmer (self-employed) L 31
Farm worker ({employed by others)
Professional, technical, managerial 4 kAl
Clerical, sales 1 8
Craftsman, operator, worker 2 15
Other employed

Not employed, retired 2

Not employed, other

15

The gross average annual income of the land owners fell slmost
entirely within the two ranges ($10,000-$19,999 or $20,000-349,999)
with only one land owner in the $50,000+ category. Only one of the
land owners traveled more than 12 miles (round trip) to work each

day and his distance wes 20 miles.




Age and Education

The average age of land owners in Eaton County was approximately

50,1 and the average number of years of formal schooling wes 13.h.

Age of landowners

Age group Percent of owners Percent of land owned
less than 25 0 (3]
25 to 3b 8 .15
35 te b 23 35
45 to Sk 3 39
55 to 6L 23 : 47
65 and over 15 ik

Education of landowners

Years of school % of owners . % of land owned
7 or less 0 0
8-12 61 83
13-16 31 1k
17 or more 8 3

Type of owner

All land owners in this survey were either a single individﬁal
or a husband-wife land owner. This seems to be the primary ownership
form in Eaton County. According to the public records there were
some corporation land owners in the county, but they were primafily

smaller than 10 acre parcels.




Land values

There was a wide variation in the land values as estimated
by the land owners. The average was approximately $60C per scre
but the range was from $300 to $1500 an acre Just for the land
without hulldings.

Question number 14 which.concerned changes in the parcel since
acquisition drew some lnteresting responses. Almost all of the
land owners indicated they had made some changes in the use of
their tract since acquisition except for those who had acquired
the tract very recently. One other respondent's reaction was that

the question was unclear.

Community involvement

This section was an attempt to get the opinion of the land
owners on local public services., Most opinicn survéys are public
ocpinion type pblls and the opinions of the general population may
differ from those of land owners. an must keep in mind that
most of the local public services-are paid for by property taxes
which directly affect land owners.

The public services in general were viewed as adequate. Tax
assessment and police protection were given the lowest ratings and
were sometimes viewed as inadequate,

The land owners were most concerned about crime prevention and
education. There was a heavy emphasls on spending for schools and
police protection. ‘While nearly 80% of local property taxes goes
toward schools in scme of these ﬁreas, the land owners wanted to

put only 50% toward their schools.




Conclusions of the pre-teat

At the conclusion of the pre~test and its analysis there are
some important points still to be made. Some interesting fesults
were:
1) Of the 20 recipients of the gquestionaire two of the parcels
were owned by women and neither of them returned the questionaire.
Three of seven of the individual men owners did not return
the queétionaire either. Only two of eleven of the husband-
wife owners failed to return the survey questionaire.
2) Noﬁresidcnts seemed to be less concerned and less interested
in the pubiic services of the county. One of them didn't

even respond to that part of the questionaire.

The results of the pre-test indicated that there may be some
changes to be made In the questionaire. One suggestion would be
.to indicate the primery use of the parcel at the present time. For
example if the parcel was a farm, it would be interesting to find
out what kind of farm. Since one of the uses of this data would .
be to indicate land use trends another questlon might essk the land

owner what changes he foresees for his parcel in the next five years.

Although the pretest was conducted to test the quesfibnaire
instrument and not to obtaln statistically valid fesﬁlts, the findings
of the pretest suzgest some areas that deserve additiohal attention:

1) A further investig@tion of the nonrespondents group since there
was a group of single individuals who did not respond.
2) Nonresident owners ia the coﬁnty and their reasons for holding

the land compared to the reasons of residents.




3) The relationship between smaller land holdings and younger pecple.
What does the trend toward smaller parcels of land mean for the
county? It quite obviously indicates thai these land owners are

not interested in full tixe farming-operations.




COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE
MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY and
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE COOPERATING

AGRICULTURAL ECONOMICS ' EAST LANSING * MICHIGAN -« 48824
AGRICULTURE HALL

Dear Sir:

We are writing to request your cooperation in designing a survey
-instrument for a study of fural land ownership. Similar studies have
been conducted in other states. Our major purpose is to suggest the

components of a land use information system.

We are now at the stage of pre-testing our questionaire. All
that is required is that you f£ill out our questionaire and return
it in the stamped envelocpe.

We should add that for this pre-test your name was taken from
a list of land owners in Eaton County. It is especially importaent
that we have your heip if at all possible and as soon as possible.
Please return the questionaire by June 7.

If you have any questions abopt the study or your role it it,
please feel free to call us collect at (517) 353-9751. We would
greatly appreciate your comments at the end of the quéstionaire.

Feel free to suggest changes in the questionaire.

Sihcerely yours,

I pedb Yorveder

Jack Visscher Larry Libby
Graduate student Professor




Residence

Acquisition

Survey Questicnalire

‘As we explained in our letter, this questionaire deals primarily
with questions about your property. There aren't anyl"right" or
"wrong" answers to any of the questions; we're simply interested
in some facts about your particular piece of property. In order for

the questionaire to be useful, you will have to be as candid as

'possible. All your answers will be held strictly confidential and

neither your name nor your property will be associated with your

answers.

;.1 Are you a resident of Eaton County? yes no

1.2 How many acres of land do you own in Eeton’Couhty?

2.3 In vhat year did you acquire this land?

2.4 How did you acquire the land?
(check one or more) Purchase
. Inheritance
Gift
Other (specify) __

————
———




2.5 Reason (or reasons) for acquiring
If more then one reason write "1" for the most important
"o for gecond in importance and "3" for third in importance
(If you inherited or were given the tract, check the box
showing the reason for keeping the tract)

Investment .
For personal operation such as farm, timber
or commercial enterprises
For rental income
For future sale
Resldence
Primary
Secondary {or vacation) home
Other esthetic or personsl reasons
Open country recreation
Protection of other land
To keep in the family
Other reasons (please specify)

. Occupation
3,6 What is your occupation {main source of income, principal activity) (check one}
Farmer (self-employed) '
Farm worker (employed by others)
Professionsl, technical, or managerial
Clerical, sales
Craftsman, operator, worker
Other employed
Not employed, retired
Not employed, other

T

3.7 How far do you travel to work (round trip)?

3.8 Where is your place of malin employment
In Easton”County
Outside Eaton.County
Kot employed

1]

3.9 Please check your econcmic group (aross avg. annual income all sources)
less than $5000 '
$5000 to $9999
10000 to 19999
20000 to Ub9999-
50000 and over

111




Age and Educstion

.10 Pleage check your age group:
less than 25
25 to 34
35 to ub
45 to Sk
55 to 6l
65 and over

[T

" 4.11 Please circle number of years of formal schooling
T or less 8 9 10 1 12 13 1 15 16 17 18 or more

Type of owner
5.12 Is the owner of the land specified in question 1.1

A single individual
Husband-wife
A partnership (other than husband-wife)
An estate (not settled)
A corporaticn or company .
Government and institutions
Other (explain)

RRRRER

Tenure
6.13 Is the owner of the land specified in question 1.1

Full-owner operator
Part-owner operator
Full-owner operator landlord
Part-owner operator-landlord
Nonoperator-landlord
Nonoperator-owner

LTS

Land values - . :
7.14 Have you made changes in the use of all or part of the treact since acquisitiorn .

yes no

——————

If yes check a box for each type of change made
Buildings Cropland Pasgture Woodland Other

7.15 What would you estimate to be the current per acre market price
of this tract, including buildings? $ per acre

What would you estimate to be the current per acre market price
of this tract without buildings $ per acre

Prices of land in jour County have increased in recent years. Do
you think this tract has increased more, less, or sbout the average?
More About the same Less




Community Involvement
8.16 How would you rank the quality of the following public services

in ¥our County?

Good Adequate Inadequate No opinion
L .8chools
Police protection
Fire protection
Road maintenance
Parks and recreation
Trash disposal
Building inspection control
Adnministration of zoning
Tax assessment
"~ County Extension programs
Other (specify)

8.17 If you could specify how $100 of your County taxes were to be
spent among the 3 most important services, how would you
distribute the $100 among the above items.

lst ' $

2nd $

3rd $ _
Total $100

Comments: Please feel free to suggest changes in the gquestionaire
because that is the function of the pre-test.
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