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Agriéultural Conservati_oh Easements and Farm Adaptation to Urbanizing
Environments | |

: Abstract
| Agriéulturall r:onservation easement programs have recently generated much interest and
concern regarding thgir effecfiveﬁe_ss in preserving active farmland. This paper reports
findings which help‘ clarify the debate a‘r)out the likelihood of achieving stated public gr)als,
' witl_i emphasis on challénges facing farmérs in urbanizing areas. Previously unstudied
charaéterist‘ics‘of partiéipanté in Pennsylvania’s program were elicited and analyzéd_. The
results suggest that farms deemed more at ﬁsk of conversion to npn—farm uses were
represented mare heavily _in the prdgram than in the aggregate Pennsylvania farming
.'community.' However, no linkage was fOund between conservation easement sales and

- adaptation toward more successful commercial farming.

Key words: Conservation easement, farmland preservation
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Thé vwisd’om'of présefving agricultural land’is subject to dngoing,‘ public policy debate.
Regardless, farmland _prescrvation _r_eceivés broad public support and séveral types of policies
haye been enacféd to protect farmland from competit'ipn‘ in the fnarketplac_e. An increasingly -
chmon farmland pfeservatién technique is the purchasé of agric_:uitufal consérvation
easemeﬁts_. T_His paper treats ihe. social desir‘ability of farmlénd preservation as given through -
the poljtical process, and féstricts gttention to the effeétﬁenéss of agricul‘tural covnservat‘i_o‘n
| easefnént p'rc')gfa‘ms: in v‘attaining"their st_atéd objeétives.‘ o

vThe experiehée of Pennéylvania’s agriéultural conser»’v'aticéni 'eavsément :prbgfém is used -
to help clarify two issuevs:?of debate ambhg land use planners, farmérs,-and poljc;y analyét‘sl.' SR
The first issug ‘concemsb thé extent td_'»;v‘hiéh conservation easemént. programs breservé |
farmland which would btherwise convert to non-farm uses. He_nce, the focus 1s nOt\ on the
volume of easement sales but rather ornr the differeﬁﬁal ¢ffect of the program. The second
igsue.addresses the féct Vtha,t conséfvation easement programs,rr.lay protect farmland, but do
not explicitly prot_éct farmers from the many other challeﬁgés facing tco‘mmercial. agriéulture
ih urbaniiing areas. 'Empirical eVid‘e,nce_' that fa;ms preserved under conservation easements
~also éngage in adaptation td urbanizing environments would be a pésitive ihdic'a't‘o'rvthat

conservation easement programs can attain farmland preservation goals.

Farmland Preservation and Agricultural Conservation Easements
Development rights on real properfy can be transferred to others while: retairﬁng the
- remaining rights of ownership, and consequently maintain a value separablé‘ from the value

of other ownership rights. For example, the development rights on farmland can be valued



as the difference betvveen themarket value of the property and its-agric'ultural value. Ina
conservation easement program farmers voluntarily enter into,a contract to sell the
development rights of the farm in exchange for a eash payment. 'l‘he proceeds are'_taxable as
a capital transaction, and the basis vof the real property is reduced bythe' sale amount. The
development rights are‘purchased by an authorized gov'ernment agency, or so‘metimes by a
nonproﬁt organization, and held in perpet'uity. The farm 'may be sold at any time or passed v
on to heirs with all proper:ty,rights'except the ’development 'rights left intact.

The goal of agncultural conservatlon easement programs is to preserve a cntlcal mass
of farmland and ensure survrval of farm support businesses (Damels) Questions have been
raised about the high cost of conservation easement programs (Lappmg, Daniels, and Keller;
Derr). Some analysts argue that the market should determine land use, possibly removing

| farmland from production and replacmg it with nonfarm development Geisler questions the
efficacy of purchasmg conservat1on easements suggesting that the domestic 1mportance of
land-based occupations is fadmg as service sector employment expands whrle manufacturrng
- and extractive industries.’decline. ,’ * |

Conservation easement programs are voluntary and do not guarantee that viable‘ farms
in high'eost areas can be retained at reasonable cost. * As the easement holder cannot require
that a parcel be far‘med, the danger arises~_that the‘progra'rns will devolve into open space
acqui'sition‘ rather _than farmland preservation programs (King)., An‘other concem is that
conservat1on easement programs are merely a bzul out for margmally successful farmers or

those who 1ntend to exit the 1ndustry anyway (Lembeck Kelsey, and Becker) Fmally,

mun1c1pa1 govemments may ‘sacrifice tax revenues by keepmg land in farming



On the other hand, ‘farmland pres_ervation receives strong publi‘cb.support and
conservation easements have the advantage of permanence over other techniques.
Conservation easements offer farmers a middle ground between zoning, which does not pay
compensation, and selling out to developers (Daniels). ‘Equity 1s another ‘advantage of
c.onservation easemen_ts, allo_wing farmers to_‘ be compensated for the "com'modity" value of .
~ the property while'retaining the ‘lresource" value. Farmers alsov‘receive propertyb and estate
tax benefits (Mittleman, Ka‘tz‘” and Vilms). 2

| Several researchers have conducted 1nvest1gat10ns of conservatron easement programs
in the Northeast One study reviewed the relationship of cost to the characteristlcs of '
preserved parcels 1n Rhode Island (Wichelns) another examined economic efﬁc1ency in the
selection of parcels (Morns) Lessley discussed the 1ntegrat10n of conservation easement |
programs with othe’r farmland pre‘servation programs. King’ reviewedthe pohtical issues
raised 'by conservation easement programs. o | |

» ’l‘he relationship between conservation easement programs and 'agriculture in |

urbanizing areas- isof interestto'land- use planners and policy _analysts,,but has received .‘ |
comparatively little attention in prior studies Commercial'agrictﬂture b‘est‘survives. in
metropohtan areas by engagmg in a w1der range of farm enterpnses ta110r1ng productron to
local food demands producrng higher value per acre products and provrdmg more services :
than' non-metropo_litan farms (Gar‘dner; Heimlich and Barnard).. ‘ Heimhch and Barnard denote
this "for'm of agriculture as, "adaptive" as oppOSed"to tradltronal" farmmg, such as dairying
Urbanization and land speculation has been empmcally determmed to exert strong downward

pressure on agncultural land use and caprtal mvestment (Lopez Adela]a and Andrews)



However, capital investment on adaptive farms was found to be almost twice as high as
capital investment on traditional farms (Heimlich and Barnard).

Residents of urbanizing areas t;)d to support farmland retention and growth control
prografns which retain open space and visual amenities, yet oppose agricultural disamenities
such as manure odors and chemical spraying. The impact of conservation easements on
participating farms is especially important to understand because it affects whether the
easements truly maintain farming, orfsimply‘ end up preserving open space. Easeménts may
reduce growfh. and tax pressures on the farms, but by themselves they do little to protect the
farms from other copflicts‘with urbanizafion. Urﬂess these farms also adapt their production

to their urbanizing environment, simply prohibiting development on farmland will not

guarantee survival of a viable metropolitan agricultural sector.

Pennsylvania’s Conservation Easement Program

| Pennsylvania is the leading agricultural state in the Northeast. There are over 50,000
farms, over one fourth of the staie’s land is devoted to agriculture, and 1993 cash receipts
from Pennsylvania croﬁ and livestock produ‘ction.totaned over $3.7 billion (U.S. Department
of Agriculturé). Dzﬁrying dominates Pennsylvania’s agricultural sector, accounting for over
40 percentbof c;ash receipts frorﬁ farm marketings. Feed for dairy cows and livestock is fhe
second major output of the state’s farms. Poultry, egg, and mushroom production are also
significant. |

- In Pennsylvania the greatest population pressures on rural and farming commu‘riities

are occurring in the same areas where the most productive agricultural land exists. Eight of



f Pennsylvania s top lO agncultural prodlucmg counties are located m the southeastern part of
the state, an area. under populatlon and development pressure from the nearby Philadelphia
area, New Jersey, Baltrmore‘,‘ and W.ashington, D.C. B |

“This conflict for space has attracted the attention of farmers,‘"lawmakers, municipal
ofﬁcials, growth hoosters, homeibuyers, and-environmentalists'., ‘Due to agriculture’s
economic significance and other positiVe ‘contributions in Pennsylvania the agricultural
preservatron movement has sustarned strong support from the c1tlzenry In a 1990 survey of
over 3, 600 Pennsylvamans 70 percent sa1d that preservation of farmland should receive
greater attention (Lembeck, -Wilhts, and Crrder).

Pennsylvania has enacted a wide variety of farmland preservation -'programs, including
preferential tax assesSment,:’a_gricultural 2oning, creation of agri_cultural security areas, right-
to-farm laws, beneﬁt assess_rnent exemptions, review.Of emin'enti dornain actions, and most
| recently, agricultural'conseryation easernents.v Until recent years the predominant
preservation techmques used in Pennsylvama were agncultural zomng and preferential tax
assessment. Zomng is essentially costless to the general public and 1s referred to as a first
generation ‘polrcyv tool; preferential. taxation isa low-to—moderate cost technique and is termed
a second generation ipolic.y tool,, and conservation easements are' costly"and referred toasa
' third generation technique. ,‘ | B

| Serious'discus_sion concerning how to design and fmance a conservation' easement
program in Pennsylvania began 1n “19:86; a rudimentary program outline and a decision to
fund the effort ‘with a bond issue was mad:e in l987. In» thef following Novemher general

election nearly70 percent of voters answered "yes" to a referendum question asking if they
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favored incurring a $100 million debt to purchase conservation easementsw from farmers. The
program was enacted as an amen_dment to the Agricultural Security Areas Law and oversight
was assigned to the State Agricultural Land Preservation Board. The statute authorizing the
program, adminis&rative guidelines, and all subsequent policy made it abundantl}: clear that
the purpose of the program was to preserve viable farmland. It was not conceived to be,‘ nor
s it to become, an open space acquisition program.

Under Pennsylvania’s program, Aeligibilityb to sell a conservation easement is -
contingent upon meeting ﬁife basic reqvuirements: (1) the farmland tract must be located m an o
agricultural security area established under State law by a local government u}nit, (2) the
applicé.nt farm operation must generate or be capablé of generating at least $25,000 in annual
gross receipts, (3) 50 percent of the land must be in Soil Conservation Service classes I
through IV, (4)‘50 percent of the land must be harvested cropland, pasture, or grazing land,
and (5) the yield per acre of agricultural comrhodity (e.g., corn, oats, wheat, barley) must
‘meet the county average for harvested cropland. In addition to these basic requ_irements
- county ‘agrfi‘cultural land preservation boards may add further criteria.

A farmer wh(; is interested in selling éonservaﬁon easements applies tov the couﬁty‘ .
board. As of De'cembér 1992, 35 counties had created boards and 32 counties had been
certified to participate in the prbgram. If the farm meets the five basic eligibility criteria it is
then} scored against land evaluation and site assessrﬁent criteria set up by the couﬁty and
numerical score is assi‘gned to the tract. The highest scoring farms are then apprais\éd to

determine the agricultural value of the easement and the process of negotiating the final sale

price and other details is carried out.



Pennsylvania’s agricultural conservation easement program sold its first 205

- conservation easements duripg the peric;d from Decémber 1989 to December 1992. A total
of 24,347 acres were purchased for $50,882,900, an average of $2,090 per acre. Sales were
heavily concentrated in tﬁe southeastern part of the state. Lancaster County alone acco:mted
for 36 percenf of the sales. Seven other southeastern counties each contributed between five

and nine percent of the sales, with 13 additional counties each accounting for less than five

~ percent of the sales.

Data Collection

The first 205 Pennsylvania farmers selling égricultural conservation easements were
sgrveyed to learn about their mqtivations for participating and the impact of the program on
their farms and their lives. The sample included all farmers who sold easements between
December 1989 and December 1992. The survey instrument asked sellers to describe their
farm énd major farm products, their motivation for selling the easement, how the procgeeds of
the sale were-uséd, and general information about the farmer and spouse. Th¢ survey' :ﬁsed a
modiﬁed Dillmaﬁ appr@ach with an initial mailing, a reminder postéard, and a second letter
aﬁd survey for non-respondents. A total of 161 questiénnaires were received, represénting
an overall response rate of 78.5 percent. The response rate varied substantially across -
counties; for example, the Lancaster County response rate was approximately 50 percént. In
the‘ remainder of the paper, those who sold conservation easements will be referredi‘to as
participants or respondents. Pennsylvania farmers in counties where the program was‘. active

at the time of the survey who did not sell easements will be referred to as nonparticipants.



Survey Results

Frequency tables were used to ciarify the distribution of respondents across counties,
age groups, and farm types:_ Reasonsv for selling an easement and uses of easement proceeds
were similarly tabulated. Broad classifications of key variables were developed to ensure
adequate subsample sizes while retaining meaningful characteristics.

Two broad age groups divided at age 55 were analyzed, based on prior expectations
| that farmers apbroaching retirement might participate in the program for different reasons
and use the procéeecis in different ways than younger fafmers. Where appropriate,
participan_ts over age 65 were considered as well. The disproportionately high percenfage of
sales in Lancaster County prompted an analysis of differences between} participants in . |
Lancaster County and those in the other counties. Lancaster County is Pennsylvania’s most
productive agricultural county, ié subject to strong development pressures, and is heavily

‘represented by the Amish farming community. Farm types were delineated between dairy

and non-dairy because dairying is the dominant agricultural activity in Pennsylvania.

Age of Participants

Participants were significantly oldér on average than the aggregate Pennsylvania
farming comrﬁunity, but age distriﬁﬂtioné Wefe‘relatively uniform across sﬁbsamples of -
participants, as shown in Table 1. Age data regarding the éggregéte group (participants‘and
nonparticipants) was drawn from thei 1992 Pennsylvania Census of Agriculture (U.é.
Department of Cbommerce). The difference between the age distributions of Lancaster

County participants and all Lancaster County farmers is notable.



Imphcatrons of thl.s'skewed age dlstnbutron for achrevement ‘of the program’s
objeotrves are ambrguous The closer a farmer is to retrrement the lower would be their
’vexpected net present value of maklng a large change in the farm S operatlon - Hence, the
| hrgh proportlon of older farmers enhsted in the program lowers expectatlons bof srgnrﬁcant
farm expans1on or adaptatron early in the program s history. Dependlng on how essentral
adaptatibon to one?s urbanizing' environment is for commercial success,‘ one might argue that
the farms being preserved are not those best equipped to .sur'vi‘ve 1n an urbaniaing N
environment, and may soon lapse 1nto 1nact1v1ty In contrast, farmers nearmg retirement
may be among the most hkely to sell their farm in the near future in wh1ch case the s
program appears to preserve those farms most at risk of conversion to non- farm uses. The
. lntentlon'of keepmg the famlly farm in operatron was frequently ex‘pressed by respondents,
thus tempering concern _that the progra_m ’wil_l immediately devolve into open space :
acquisition, and sUggeSting that many farmers'felt that sellingb the farm for development
might ‘h‘ave b.eenv necesSary 1n the 'absence of the conServation easement program. i

< TABLE 1 HERE >

Reasons for P&rticiparion “ -

In the survey, farmers were asked why they part1c1pated in the program. Three l)road
reasons emerged from the various responses The "agrlcultural preservatlon reason
encompassed statements about savmg farmland maintaining farmmg as a way of hfe

.keeprng the farm in the famrly, and stoppmg development The "ﬁnances" reason contarned

| ‘money concerns hke paymg off debt taxes estate planmng, and mvestment Retlrement was




10
listed by seven 'respondents‘ and constituted a third general reason.. As respondents often

listed multiple reasons, three additional categories representihg possible combinations of the
basic categoriés were fo‘rme'd:. -
- The majority of parﬁciﬁants reported that they sold cons‘ervation eaéerﬁents based on
personal conyictions supporfing farmlaﬁd preservation and maintenénce of the family farm,
as showvn‘.in’ Table 2.- Relatively few participants listed only ﬁnan(_:ial reasons for selling. .
Over half of the.respondcrits'fe'll intp the "a}gri_cultural preservation only" category. An
additional 26 pércent gave both agﬁcultural preservation and financial reasons, wﬁile 11 '
| percent of resvpondents gavé only financial reasonﬁ. Given the large percentage of 6lder
| participants, retirémeﬁt was rarely Offered as a reason for selling an easement. Oldef
pal'ticipénts were more likely to.give only' preservétion related reasons for selling easements,
while farmers ih the younger age group were almost twice as likely to give only financial
reésons for'-participating (sée Table 3). ’

’Of tﬁesubgrdups defined within the sample, oniy Lancaster ‘County participants
deviated.substanvtially frOrh_ the aggregate distribution of reasons for selling. Twenty-two
pércent gave orﬂy ﬁnancial reasbns for participating; This response is curioﬁs because.

- Lancaster farms are under some of the most intenée development pressure. Given the lower
survey response fate of Lanqasfer County participanfs relétive to'rc-)the.r p,articipanté, one
possibility is that‘.those who responded to the survey from Lancaster County differed
.‘ systematicédly from those wh.o did not respond. |
The possibilitj of a bias toward reporting socially desirable reasons on the's-ur‘\-/éy is

an important con‘c’ern. Several factors reduce (but do not eliminate) the potential for such



bias. An Vopen-ended question was u_sed" to elicit'reasons; respondents’ }entrvies in the
comment section at the ‘end of the survey were ‘generally'consistent with their answers, and
respondents Were a}ssu_red of anon.y‘miity‘.‘ Furthermore, those with purelyfmanc)ial interests
would presumany have. greater 'incentiyes to sell to developers,‘ and would tend not to‘
partioipate in the prog‘ram: " Participants are expected to be'sensitive to fﬁnancial
consrderatlons regardless of personal convrctlons the 1nterest1ng result is that personal
'convrctrons were. expressed S0 strongly relatrve to ﬁnancral TEasons..

< TABLE 2 HERE > | | |

< TABLE 3 HERE >

 Level of Fanm’ng}Activityv

Participants'yv'ere askedv in the vsurvey whether their levef of farming activity remained
as high after the easement sale Twenty two percent of respondents reported that they were
not as actively 1nvolved in farmmg as they had been before the sale Of these 74 percent
were over age 65, and 88ﬁper,cent Were over agey55 . Further‘more,- 44‘per‘cent of these
farmers reported that farm income Vcompriseduless’than- one ﬁfth of .their totalki.n.come before
the sale, in Contrast to only 21 percent for those who remained‘ _as'actiyefy involved in
farmin‘g.v, T L _ v o

If 1t is reasonable to presume that farmers wrth dechnmg mvolvement in agnculture
farmers neanng retlrement | and owners who derrve less than one ﬁfth of total mcome from
the farm are most hkely to sell therr farms in the near future then it appears reasonable to

classify these farms as bemg at hlgher risk of conversion to non- farm uses. The preservation
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of these at-risk farms appears to be a positive indicator of the program’s effectiveness in
achieving its stated goals. However, the future likelihood that the farms will be

commercially successful in urbanizing areas is still uncertain.

Use of Sale Proceeds

Only é small portion of funds received from selling conservation easements was
directly dgvotéd to expanding farm operations, as shown in Table 4. Direct‘" farm expansion
was indicated By the purbhase of farmlaﬁd, gonétructibn of buildings, and purchase of
livestock. Other uses included improving cash flow, future financial planning; debt ”
reduction, and off-farm business uses. In the aggregate, 15 percenf of proceeds were used to
directly expand farm operations, 36 percent were devoted to debt reduction, and savings -
accounted for 29 percent. As anticipated, younger farmers devoted a significantly higher
percentage of easement sale proceeds to farm expansion than older farmers.

< TABLE 4 HERE >

Changes iﬁ Farm Production

Table 5 inaicatés that‘a relatively small number of farmers (15) changed their primary
farm product after thé sale, and their charaétédstics wefe not representative of the entire
sample.v Of these 15 farmers, 12 were over 65 years old, 12 reported lower invol»:ement in
agriculture after the sale, 11 were dairy farmers before the sale, and none were daify‘farmers
after the sale. Eight of the 11 dairy farmers converted to either grains or field crops a%ter

the sale.
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The results suggest that conservation easement sales were not used to fund the
transformation of existing farm;s from traditional farm types to adaptive farm types in
urbanizing areas. The few farmers who changed their principal farm product were mainly
older daiq farmers who probably 'grew grains and field crops as part of their dairy
operation. -A conservation easement sale allowed them to exit from dairying while allowing

- continued farming using available equipment and experience.

< TABLE 5 HERE >
Summary and Conclusions

Agricultural conservation easements are bne of several policy tools for preserving
farmland. The use of agricultural conservation easements is a more recent development than
other farmland preservation techniques, relatively expen‘sive, and debated by pqlicy makers

regarding its effectiveness. This paper draws on a survey of 205 participants in
Pennsylvania’sﬁ conseryation easement program to provide useful information aBout»who sold

- conservation easements, their motivations for doing so, what they spent the proceeds on, and‘
the extent to which the conservation easement program stimulated adaptation to farming in
urbémizing areas.

Farmers who participated in Pennsylvania’s éonservation easement progvram were

: \

v older on average than the Pennsylvania farming community. While financial rewards »w'ere
often stated as an important factor in the decision to sell conservation easements, persdﬁal

convictions about farmland preservation appeared to be the dominant motivation for the



majority of respondents. Maﬁy said they sold the conservation easéhdents to allow' younger
ge;nerations to ‘c‘or-ltinue'opera»tirig‘ the family farm. The greaﬁ majority of prdcgeds from
conservation eaSérﬁenf sales wevrie‘ devoted to improving cash-ﬂow and future financial :
planning rather than expansion of _farrﬁ operations. | Ho_wéver; over three quarters of -
parﬁcipant§ reniained as actively engvaged in farming after the sale as tﬁey were before. ‘The
résulté suggestédv that. th‘e éonservation easement program is beihg ﬁsed maiﬁly to support
COntinuétion of »bfvarr‘n‘_ obérétion_s rather than promoting eifhgf »expan‘sibn.orbéxi_tlfmm
| agriculture in urbanizing aréz_is. | . |

In jﬁdging‘the pro’grziﬁi’_s effeétivénesé; two' important cn’fé’;ia_ appéa;"go conflict: |
preservation of férmlzinqul‘nerable to de?elppmeht pressures; and presefvétion of farms
which contribute the moét to 2 healihy‘ agricultural sector. The likelihood ‘o_f a farm’s
imminent sale was speculated to increase as retiremént‘ approached, share o‘f_ off—fa_riﬁ iﬁcome
increased, and g’ros‘s f‘arm‘ incbmé decreased._ B y fhese standaf&s, _.tl.l‘e, results of this study |
suggest that Penhsyl?ania’s_ cronserv‘avtion easement program has most 1ikely been successful in
 preserving viable‘kfarmlkand which miight othefwise have been Convérted to_non-fal:m uses.

Ho.wevér,' the relative contribution of theée' farms towérd the mva,‘inte.nance ofa
commercially‘sﬁcc‘essful agﬁcultural sector might be Iowef th‘an/ bth’at of ‘full—tixﬁe, higher
income farms 0peféted by' ‘farmersvin }thve early or middle stageé of their’cdreers. ‘Younger.
farrhers were less likelyv to bartiéipaté, but evidence su‘gvgestked that'tﬁdse Who did' were more
likely to devote easement sale proceeds toward farm expansion. 'In thfs reg’ard,_buying
conservation ea‘sementé from y‘ouﬁger fa;mers, full-‘time fanﬁe,rs, and higher income f;fms

may have a greater farmland ‘presgrvation impact than buying farms more at risk of
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~ conversion 'to non-farm uses.‘: .How ‘much farmland must be preserved for the program to be "
- judged an‘ overall sUccess, and at vvh’at VC‘(»),S,t’ can only be ‘decided in the »political arena.

No evidenoe was found that Pennsylvania’s conservation easement program stimul_ated‘
conversion from "traditional" to adaptive" farm types which have been shown to be
| commercm.lly successful in urbamzmg areas (Heimhch and Barnard) Few changes in
pnncrpal farm. product occurred', and those Wthh did oceur were mainly by older farmers
changmg from dairy to crop. farmmg The program 1tself contams no 1ncent1ves to pursue i
‘. adaptatron except that it prov1des an 1nJection of capltal w1th wh1ch to 1mplement a major
change in the farm’ s operatlon If as several studies 1ndlcate farms in urbamzmg areas
must adapt to therr environment to surv1ve in the long-run, thls suggests that the p.rogram S
exclusive focus on landvpre_servation may overloolc a need for o't'her incentives encouraging
more rapid adaptation to ohang-e.

~ Evidence from thrs ‘study“further suggests. that preservation of farmland alone does not
immediately_ promote adaptation toward farm‘types' which are aesthetieally better-suited to
}urbanizing' areas. This i.mplies'that agricultural disamenities are preserved to the same eirten't'
as. highly valued farm charaeteristiCs.’ While conservation easernents help meet public goals
for farmland retention, they 1n1t1ally contribute little to resolutron of 1ncreasmgly prevalent
conﬂ1cts between farmers and their non- farmmg nerghbors If adaptauon- is indeed necessary
to ensure survival of agricultural oper,ation's’_in' urbanizing areas, it ap'pearsvv'that the impetus
for such adaptation will mainly:come from the personal interests of farmersthemseilves.
- Participating farms, currently operated by older farmers will ieventually pass on to other

farmers; a useful extension would be an analysis of farm adaptation after the conservation



easement program has existed for several more years.
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Table 1. Percent of Pennsylvania farmers aged 55 and over: participants vs. non-participants

non-Participants

Participants
Entire sample *** 5 é%
Location subsamples:
Lancaster County *** 61%
-no_n-Lancaster' County ** . 51%

41%

27%

45%

** and *** denote a statistically significant difference between participants and non-

participants at 0.05 and 0.01 significance levels
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Table 2. Reasons given by participants for selling conservation easements, in the aggregate

and b'y» age gfoup .

All - Age Age

| Patticipants | <55 255

Reasons Given |  m=156) 1 =60 =9
Ag Preservaion Olly ST L R
Finarllcgs Only‘:‘ - ‘:_ I  11% | 15% 8%
Retiremeﬁt Oxﬂy‘ R | ‘ 71% | 10%: 1%
Ag. Preservation &,‘Fi»nanceAs' - | | 26% | - 37% o 20%
Retire & Ag. Pre‘ser'vation”‘ | L 4% | . 0% ok 6%
Retire & Financeé . | | 1% O% 2%

* and ** denote a statistically significant difference between the 'subsample and its

~ complement at 0.10 and 0.05 signiﬁcahce 1eve'ls .
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Table 3. Reasons given by participants for selling conservation easements, by location and

primary farm type

Dairy

Lancaster Other non-Dairy

- County | Counties Farmers Farmers
Reasons Given ] : (N=36). (N=120) (N=74) (N=82)
Ag. Preservation Only N 53% — 358% "~ 57% 57%
Finances Only 2% 8% 15% %
Retirefnent Only 0‘% 1% 0% 2% |
Ag. Preservation & Finances 22% 27% 24 % 28%
Retire & Ag. Preservation 0% 5% 1% 6%
Retire & Finances 3% 1% 3% 0%

* and ** denote a statistically significant difference between the subsample and its

complement at 0.10 and 0.05 significance levels
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Table 4. Average portions of easement sale proceeds devoted to farm expansion

Percentage of Proceeds Devoted

~ to Farm Expaﬁsion

Entire Sample | o o 15%

- Location Subsamples: -
- Lancaster County - o . o 14%

non-Lancaster County . | - 15%

Production Subsamples:  ***
Dairy Farms o 13%

non-Dairy Farms o : o 16%

Age Subsamples:  ***
< 55 Years Old - 21%

> 55 YearsOld o 10%

ek denoteS'a‘s_tatistically significant difference between a subsample and its complement at a "

0.01 significance level
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Table 5. Changes in Production Before and After Easement Sales, Classified by Primary

Farm Product

Number of Farms] Number of Farms by Primary Farm Product After Sale

by Primary Farm

Product Before Dairy Grains Li‘vestock | Field Crops Other
. Sale | |
Dy - 5 . — — B
®7%)" | (1%) (1%) @% | a%)
Grains 3 - 13 - . i —
N % || 6w
',Lives‘tock» 21 ', = - 19 —— 2
| (90%) o (10%)
Flld Crops 2 |- — - /R
- | ' (100%)
Ofher 20 — - - = 20
| (100%)

* Values in parentheses denote row percentages
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