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INTERFACE

Non-metropolitan population
growth in North Carolina

Rural renaissance or urban sprawl?

Director’s Notes
By Bo Beaulieu

Mitch Renkow
North Carolina State University

Rural North Carolina has experienced unprec-
edented demographic change over the past 30 years.
Starting in the decade of  the 1970s, more people have
been moving into the state’s 75 rural counties than have
been leaving them.  The pattern of  in-migration into
rural areas has continued to the present – reversing a
long-standing trend of  rural out-migration that dated
back to the Civil War.

North Carolina is not unique in this regard. A simi-
lar pattern of  rural population growth has been ob-
served throughout much of  the United States.  This
has caused significant debate among demographers,
economists and other social scientists trying to explain
why more people are moving into rural areas.

This article argues that, at least in North Carolina,
the re-population of  rural areas primarily reflects a
growing desire for the relatively open spaces, lower
cost of  living and scenic amenities that rural areas of-
fer.  The article discusses how trends in migration and
commuting, the increased popularity of  rural retire-
ment destinations, and the greater mobility of  work-
ers strongly support the preeminence of  residential
preferences – rather than rural employment opportu-

nities – as the driving force in recent rural-urban popu-
lation dynamics.  The article then discusses some of
the key impacts these trends have had on local econo-
mies, including impacts on local labor markets, housing
markets and public finances.
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Figure 1. Net migration into metro and rural
counties of North Carolina, 1960-1999.
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The 2000 population census has reaffirmed
what many of us in the South have known for some time –
the South’s population has grown at a rapid pace over the
course of the 1990s, expanding by nearly 15 million people.
What is even more telling is the fact that over 45 percent of
our nation’s growth over the 1990-2000 time period occurred
in the South.  In light of this brisk rate of growth, it should be
no surprise to anyone that the rural-urban interface has
emerged as a hotly discussed and debated issue in many com-
munities across our region.

This issue of Southern Perspectives is designed to devote
attention to this timely topic.  Drawing upon a score of ex-
perts across the South and beyond, we attempt to present our
readers with a diversity of perspectives on this critical subject.
Included are discussions of  land use shifts, the rapid growth

of rural areas situated at the fringe of urban counties, and
policy options being debated in response to challenges associ-
ated with urban encroachment  (such as land trusts and impact
fees).  Moreover, case examples are offered as a tool for delv-
ing more deeply into how farmers and rural communities are
responding to the stresses associated with land-use changes.
Also considered in this issue is the growing concern regarding
the use of fertilizers and pesticides by the residential sector.

With this issue, we welcome our new editor, Allison
Matthews.  As many of you will notice, Allison has introduced
some very positive refinements to our newsletter.  We hope
you will feel free to contact her if  you have any comments or
recommendations regarding the SRDC newsletter.  Please re-
member that our next issue is devoted to “civic engagement.”
We are still in search of individuals who are willing to prepare
an article dealing with this topic.  So, if you have any good
ideas, we would appreciate hearing from you.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau
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a farmer’s perspectiveThe Rural-Urban Interface:
Lavaughn Johnson with Steve Tate
Auburn University

The Tate Farm is a family owned joint
venture partnership, consisting of

5,000 acres of cropland planted primarily
(4,500 acres) in cotton.  The farm is located
just north of  Huntsville, Alabama, and has
been operated by the greater Tate family since
the mid 1860s.

While the Tennessee Valley has long been
recognized as one of the premier cotton pro-
ducing regions in the country, it has experi-
enced a dramatic transformation in demo-
graphics over the past 50 years.  For many
years Huntsville was a quaint Southern county
seat town, surrounded by cotton fields, with a
population of only 15,000 residents as late as
1940.  This purely agrarian existence was al-
tered as the cotton mills began to close, and
the U.S. Army established Redstone Arsenal
at the beginning of  World War II.  The
Marshall Space Flight Center was established
during the 1950s,  and change was inevitable.
The influx of  a diverse and talented work force
helped transform Huntsville and Madison
County to a more mature economy, consist-
ing of  aerospace, electronic, automotive and
other high-tech industries.  Population has
grown from 60,000 residents in 1950 to
280,000 residents currently.

While the transformation has been a
Cinderella story from an industrial develop-
ment perspective, it has created challenges for
the local agricultural economy, which is still
very viable today.  Despite large tracts of  land
being consumed by development, Madison
County is still a leading producer of  all row
crops in the state, including 68,000 acres of
cotton and an additional 150,000 acres de-
voted to other agricultural enterprises.

The most noticeable effect of  the indus-
trial progress has occurred in the real estate
market.  Cropland in the vicinity of  Hunts-
ville is prime development property, and land
prices have increased significantly; land out-
side Huntsville easily brings $3,000 to $15,000
per acre. While a majority of  farmers in the
county (including the Tates) lease cropland,
the opportunity cost related to land owner-
ship has dictated a mass conversion to resi-
dential and commercial uses.  Many of  the
second and third generation landowners are
converting the land to cash rather than leas-

ing it to farmers.  Farmers no longer purchase
land as a tool of production, but as a specula-
tive investment.

Any farm must maintain a viable acreage
base in order to remain in business. The Tates
have been fortunate in leasing additional land
to replace acreage that has been lost.  The
more recently leased lands have lacked the
same quality and fertility, but since the land is
leased on a crop share basis, these inequities
have been somewhat abated.  The Tates also
have utilized Section 1031 in the IRS Code to
replace lands having development potential
for land with less potential but equally pro-
ductive from an agricultural standpoint. This
has allowed them to actually  increase their
percentage of  owned land.

The Tate’s farming activities occur in a sub-
urban rather than rural setting.  Daily plans may
be altered as much by traffic flows as by weather
forecasts.  While they do not currently have to
adhere to any planning or zoning regulations,
there is an effort being initiated to implement
such restrictions.  Most local proponents of
planning and zoning are targeting the unsightly
random developments that have taken place in
unincorporated portions of  the county.  Since
farmers own a significant portion of  undevel-
oped land, they are therefore at a greater risk
of  having land devalued due to undesirable
development around their farms.  Farmers are
actively involved in these deliberations and de-
sire to be a part of  the process.  There may be
opportunities for farmers in Madison County
to help develop conservation easements or
property development rights, thereby preserv-
ing green space for health and aesthetic reasons,
and protecting the natural integrity of  the land
for the public good.

While the quantity and quality of  land for
farming is a major issue in the county,  water
rights has yet to become a serious public is-
sue. A small percentage of  the cropland is ir-
rigated, and there are few confined livestock

operations in the
county.  The Tates ir-
rigate about 1,400
acres, pumping out of
the Flint River
through a permit is-
sued by the Army

Corps of  Engineers.  Water quality continues
to improve as soil conservation plans continue
to be implemented, the applications of pesti-
cides continue  to decrease,  and no-till or
minimum till practices increase. Approxi-
mately 50 percent of  row crops in the county
are now no-till or limited-till.  Another impe-
tus for the switch to no-till or limited-till has
been the reduction of  farm labor availability
as nonagricultural industries have competed
for these workers.  Limited tillage requires
fewer hours of  labor.

Since Madison County agriculture is pre-
dominantly pristine row-crop and open pas-
ture, most subdivision friends consider farm-
ers as good neighbors.  Recent developments
in biotechnology and the completion of  the
Boll Weevil Eradication Program have been
solely responsible for farmers’ new found
popularity among non-farm citizens.  Pesti-
cide applications on cotton have been greatly
reduced.

Rural-urban coexistence is possible, but it
cannot be accomplished without a certain level
of  awareness from every farmer, and a com-
mitment to be more involved from a choice
few. The harmonious coexistence between
farmers and suburbanites in Madison County
has not come without periodic growing pains,
as recently demonstrated in the Boll Weevil
Eradication effort. Complaints by some resi-
dents against certain aerial applicators led to
an orchestrated effort by some concerned citi-
zens to ban all aerial application and to se-
verely restrict their application by any method.
The citizens involved were highly educated,
had the necessary financial resources, were
effective communicators, and had the discre-
tionary time to spend on their cause.

The allegations required an immediate and
credible response from those in the cotton
industry.  Farmers were able to bring the
proper people into the dialog, and through a
series of  public forums, the major issues were
ultimately resolved.  Several lessons about

Since farmers own a significant
portion of undeveloped land,
they are therefore at a greater
risk of having land devalued
due to undesirable develop-
ment around their farms.
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public relations and conflict resolution
were learned in this process.   Farmers had
to put a face on agriculture by participat-
ing in these meetings;  the meetings al-
lowed farmers to tell their story in an ob-
jective and unemotional manner, pointing
out the long range benefits of  the pro-
gram.  The farmers were successful in es-
tablishing a rapport with the leadership of
the opposition and in establishing cred-
ibility with may others at the forums by
being well prepared and non-confronta-
tional.  Farmers also tried to respond to
all  media inquiries, since silence is often
perceived as an admission of  guilt.  Dur-
ing this entire process, lines of  communi-
cation remained open, relationships were
kindled, and work was conducted through
appropriate state and federal agencies.
The resolution of  this problem required

much time and energy, but it has estab-
lished a foundation for rural-urban inter-
face, which the Tates and other Madison
County farmers still utilize today.

The most significant public relations
event on the Tate farm for the past five
years has been the “Cotton Pick’n Pump-
kins” enterprise.  Each year, the Tates host
school groups and the general public for a
day on the farm. In the Fall of  2000, they
received approximately 15,000 students and
another 10,000 people on weekday after-
noons and Saturdays.  Many people have
the chance to observe farming firsthand for
the first time.  The Tates provide whole-
some family fun activities including the
farm animals, picking cotton, a hay maze, a
cotton jump, hay slide and the classic hay-
ride to the field to pick their own pump-
kin.  Families also have the opportunity to

acquire fall decorating items at the “Cot-
ton Pick’n Country Store.”  Some of  the
same people who were adversaries during
the pesticide battle are now regular custom-
ers.  The pumpkin venture has been profit-
able and has allowed the Tates to make
many new friends in the process.

The Tates continue to face challenges
and greet opportunities in Madison County
as they strive to be included as a partici-
pant in the civic process of  change in a
Southern town that has progressed beyond
its agricultural heritage, but in many ways
longs to return, if  only for a day.

Editor’s Note:  Steve Tate is a farmer in
Madison County, Ala.

Lavaughn Johnson is professor and head of
the Department of  Agricultural Economics and
Rural Sociology at Auburn University.

FARMER’S PERSPECTIVE

Migration Patterns in North Carolina
The 1960s marked the final decade in a

long historical pattern of  out-migration from
rural North Carolina, both to urban centers
within the state, as well as to locations in other
states (see Figure 1).  In sharp contrast, the
1970s witnessed significant net in-migration
to rural areas, as well as a large influx of  per-
sons into the state. Net in-migration into
North Carolina increased in the 1980s, but
the great bulk of  these new residents settled
in urban growth centers such as Raleigh,
Durham, Greensboro and Charlotte (see Fig-
ure 2).  Net migration into rural areas, while
still positive, was considerably smaller than in
the previous decade.  However, between 1990
and 1999, net migration into rural North Caro-
lina exceeded 250,000 persons.

Migration into rural areas has not been
uniform.  A closer look at the numbers re-
veals several interesting observations.  First,
the great bulk of  new rural residents – nearly
85 percent in the most recent decade – settled
in rural counties located immediately adjacent
to urban counties.  Second, older persons have
made up a growing share of  the stream of
migrants into rural areas – in particular, moun-
tain and coastal counties that are popular re-
tirement destinations.  Third, while the aggre-
gate trend has been that of  net in-migration,
a number of  rural counties have experienced

net out-migration in one or more of  the past
three decades.  Most of  these counties are
highly dependent on agriculture, and most are
located in the eastern part of  the state.

Explaining the Trends
The recent movement of  people into ru-

ral North Carolina is reflective of  a general
trend throughout the United States.  The
1970s witnessed the so-called
“nonmetropolitan turnaround,” a reversal of
the long-standing trend toward depopulation
of  rural areas.  During that decade, U.S. rural
population grew faster than the urban popu-
lation, and more people migrated from ur-
ban to rural areas than in the opposite direc-
tion [2].  The 1980s saw a reversion to the
historical trend of  net out-migration from
rural areas, although net migration into some
rural counties – particularly retirement desti-

nations and “recreation” counties – continued
to take place [4].  Recent demographic data
suggests that since 1990, net in-migration rates
for rural areas have once again risen above
those of urban areas [3].

Social scientists attempting to understand
these national population trends have gravi-
tated toward two competing explanations.
Some argue that sweeping changes in the struc-
ture of  the national economy – shifts in na-
tional comparative advantage from manufac-
turing to service industries, technological
changes (particularly in information technolo-
gies), and intensifying international competi-
tion – have caused growing numbers of  busi-
nesses and industries to locate in rural com-
munities.  By this argument, the large move-
ment of  people into rural areas has stemmed
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Figure 2. Metro and rural counties in North Carolina.

NORTH CAROLINA CONTINUES ON PAGE 4
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from people following employment opportunities.
Others focus on residential preferences, maintaining that the re-

population of  rural areas reflects Americans’ growing desire for the
relatively open spaces, lower cost of  living and scenic amenities that
rural areas offer.  The increased popularity of  rural retirement desti-
nations and the greater mobility of  workers both support this point
of  view.

For North Carolina, the evidence points strongly toward this latter
explanation.  Clearly, the growing popularity of  rural destinations for
older, retired persons is a matter of  residential preferences.  There is
strong evidence, too, that the mobility of  North Carolina’s workforce
has increased sharply over time.  One important indication of  this is the
striking increase in cross-county commuting by North Carolinians (see
Figure 3).  By 1990 – the most recent date for which these figures are
available – more than 20 percent of  all workers in the state crossed
county lines to go to work.  Between 1960 and 1990 there was a nearly
fivefold increase in the number of  individuals living in one county and
working an another. Several factors underlie this greater workforce
mobility, including growing numbers of  dual income-earning house-
holds, expansion of  the state’s road network (particularly the interstate
highway system), continuing increases in average fuel efficiency of  au-
tomobiles, and the long-term decline in the real price of  gasoline.

A huge fraction of  the new migrants into the state’s rural areas
have settled in counties located next to urban centers.  In 1990 more
than 18 percent of  workers located in these “adjacent” counties trav-
eled to urban counties to work.  By way of  comparison, the figure for
1960 was only 7 percent.  A recent statistical analysis of  commuting
and migration data for North Carolina confirms a strong link between
migration into these rural counties and commuting back into nearby
urban counties [5].  This work found that the major part of  the popu-
lation growth of  rural counties is attributable to an expansion of  the
geographical area from which urban businesses draw their labor.

Impacts on Rural Communities
An influx of  new residents to rural counties has a number of  im-

pacts on the local economy, some positive and some negative.  Popu-
lation growth tends to stimulate certain sectors of  the local economy
– particularly, construction and retail establishments.  This can be good
news for communities with high unemployment rates if  the newly
created jobs are filled by local citizens.  In addition, such positive
employment shocks can pave the way for further economic develop-
ment by encouraging the formation of  still more new businesses – a
sort of  “pump priming” effect.

Population increases also usually put upward pressure on housing
prices by boosting the demand for housing services.  This can be good
news for property owners since it will raise the value of  their prop-
erty.  However, it can be bad news for individuals who don’t own their
homes, since it will increase rent.

Aside from these effects within the private sector, population in-
creases can have profound fiscal effects on local governments.  Larger
population means greater demands for publicly provided goods and
services such as education, waste management services and water and
sewer infrastructure.  A growing body of  research indicates that the
cost to local governments of  providing these public goods and ser-
vices to local residents invariably exceeds  – usually by a large amount
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– the property taxes and other revenues originating from those resi-
dents.  Consequently, financing these new demands can be a severe
challenge for rural county governments, especially in the increasingly
common situation of  a rural county becoming a de facto “bedroom
community” for a nearby urban county.

The growing pains associated with rural population growth have
fueled a widespread interest in growth management and land use plan-
ning in North Carolina.  Some rural counties have begun taking a
hard look at implementing countywide zoning, something that would
have been unthinkable in the past given the traditional resistance of
most of  the state’s rural citizens to being told by government what
they can and cannot do with their land.  The demographic trends that
have been discussed seem likely to continue well into the foreseeable
future.  As such, this kind of  community self-examination will be-
come even more important in the years to come.
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Figure 3. North Carolinians crossing county lines to go to
work, 1960-1990.NORTH CAROLINA
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Jeffrey H. Dorfman
University of  Georgia

Impact fees have become something of  a
lightening rod issue on the playing field of
local development politics. Many groups that
might be categorized a santi-growth, slow-
growth, pro-environment, smart-growth,
along with similar catch phrases, have argued
in favor of  impact fees on new development,
claiming that such fees are necessary to re-
flect the true cost burden of  the new devel-
opment on the community-at-large. On the
opposite side, developers and many related
real estate interests have resisted impact fees
on the basis of  affordability, attracting new
development (and its associated tax base) to
the community, and the idea that future prop-
erty taxes are intended to cover the cost of
servicing each property.

There is truth on both sides of  this argu-
ment and no community can achieve a bal-
anced, equitable growth pattern solely by de-
signing a perfect impact fee program. Thus,
impact fee proponents need to recognize the
proper, limited role of  impact fees and to in-
clude other facets of  a balanced growth ini-
tiative in their proposals. Conversely, impact
fee opponents should realize that major parts
of  their arguments against impact fees are
flawed and that some level of  impact fee is
likely appropriate, given the property tax struc-
ture of  most local governments.

This piece will try first to explain why im-
pact fees make economic sense and increase the
equity of  local government funding across tax-
payers. Then, reasons why impact fees fall short
of solving all the problems inherent in economic
growth will be discussed. Finally, focusing on
the experience with impact fees in Georgia, some
caveats to both the economic and legal limita-
tions of impact fees will be presented.

Why Impact Fees Make Sense
Local governments often approve new de-

velopment in order to “increase the tax base.”
While new development does accomplish this
feat, it also increases the expenditure base by
requiring the local government to deliver a set
of  services to the new development. In stud-
ies of  more than 70 communities around the
country, including five counties in Georgia that
the author personally studied, residential de-

velopment pays less in various taxes and fees
to the local government than it receives in ser-
vice expenditures. The shortfall is covered by
overpayments from farmland, forestland and
commercial/industrial development; all these
land uses produce more in local government
revenues than is spent on providing them with
services.

In the Southern United
States empirical evidence sug-
gests that residential develop-
ment produces about
$0.80 in revenue for ev-
ery $1.00 that is spent by
the local government.
An average house might
pay $650 in local govern-
ment property taxes (not in-
cluding school taxes), $250 in local
sales taxes and other fees, and $700 in local
government utility and service-related user
fees, all on an annual basis. This total of  $1,600
in revenue implies a cost of  service of  $2,000
per year based on our assumption of an
0.80:1.00 ratio of  revenue to cost, and thus
an annual revenue shortfall of  $400 per house.

If  a local government wanted to recover
the equivalent of  this stream of  annual short-
falls up front through an impact fee, the
equivalent would be on the order of  $6-8,000
(depending on the interest rate used in the
calculation). However, since all residential
housing, including the existing housing stock,
is likely underpaying, it is more equitable to
charge a smaller impact fee to equalize the
differential service cost of  new versus older
residential units. Such a fee is likely to be in
the range of  $1,500-3,000, a much more af-
fordable fee. In fact, most of  the impact fees
in Georgia are of  this smaller magnitude.

It should also be noted that since commer-
cial, industrial and agricultural land uses pro-
duce revenue surpluses for local governments,
new development of  these types should not
face impact fees on the basis of any economic
equity argument. However, they tend to face
impact fees that are higher than those imposed
on residential development. A counter-ex-
ample is Acworth, a city in North Georgia
which charges a $500 impact fee on each house
or apartment unit to pay for parks and recre-
ation programs. No fee is charged to nonresi-
dential development.

Shortcomings of Impact Fees
Shortcomings of  impact fees can fit into

three basic categories: political, legal and eco-
nomic. Each will be addressed briefly in turn.

Political issues with impact fees begin with
the need for coordination among local gov-
ernments. Because development can gener-

ally occur at several different lo-
cations within a specific area, if

development at one site would be
subject to impact fees while another

would not be, development can
shift to avoid the impact fees.
This was an issue in Cherokee
County, where within several city
limits no impact fees are assessed,
but a countywide impact fee ap-

plied in the rest of  the county. Build-
ing permits increased 55 and 17 percent

in two cities in Cherokee County, while county
permits went down 2 percent [2]. Similar dis-
location effects can occur across county lines
or from city to county if the impact fees are
imposed solely within a city. Such dislocations
are a serious shortcoming of  impact fees as
the development avoids the fee, yet may still
cause roughly equivalent impacts. Thus, it is
helpful if impact fees can be coordinated and
roughly equalized across adjoining municipali-
ties. There is also an important political hurdle
in passing impact fees, as developers tend to
be powerful influencers in local politics.

Legal issues are a vital aspect of  impact
fees. Under Georgia law (as in most states),
impact fee systems must be designed to have
a “rational nexus” or reasonable connection
between the fees collected and the services
paid for with the revenue. This legal require-
ment means that impact fees cannot be col-
lected from one group to pay for service to
another. Fees from new residential develop-
ment cannot be used to repair streets in an
unrelated part of  the community (such a plan
is the target of  a current dispute between the
city of  Atlanta and a number of  developer,
legal and environmental groups) [1]. Chero-
kee County’s plan has also been legally attacked
due to issues surrounding the service area
defined [2]. Under Georgia law, impact frees
only can be spent on the category of  public
facility specified and within the service area
where they were collected (O.C.G.A. 36-71-1

Impact Fees: Are they a magic bullet?

IMPACT FEES CONTINUES ON PAGE 6
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through 36-71-13). Georgia’s im-
pact fee statute also restricts pro-
grams to water, sewer, roads, parks,
recreation facilities, public safety
and libraries (so called “public fa-
cilities”). Thus, one of  the largest
impacts of  developments – school
crowding – is excluded from im-
pact fee programs. A local government must, according to recent rul-
ings, design their program carefully to meet the “rational nexus” test
regarding where the money comes from and where it goes. For ex-
ample, Cherokee’s plan has been halted because county development
was paying for roads, parks and libraries that would also be used by city
residents who were not paying the impact fee.

Economic shortcomings of  impact fees, at least under Georgia law,
are mostly that the programs most in need of  impact fees are not the
ones on which they can be collected. First and foremost, the highest cost
impact of  new development is on school systems, which are legally barred
from impact fee programs. Second, the rational nexus test is being inter-
preted in Georgia in a manner that makes it economically impractical for
most road projects, libraries, parks and recreation programs. This leaves
governments with the ability to collect fees for water, sewer and public
safety projects. Water and sewer projects can often be paid for either by
developers installing them as a condition of  permitting, or by ensuing
user fees paid. Thus, public safety programs appear to be the remaining
aspect of  impact fee programs. Here, they could make economic sense.
New development that will require a new police substation or firehouse
can be assessed an impact fee to cover the new construction and infra-
structure, while the property taxes go toward the stream of  ongoing
operations costs of  the public safety programs.

Conclusions
New residential development increases the tax base of  local gov-

ernments, but increases the expenditure base by more. Thus, there are
economic equity arguments in favor of  impact fees in order to re-
cover this revenue shortfall. However, current Georgia law makes it
difficult to assess impact fees in the areas in which they would be
most useful. Further, impact fees assessed on commercial and indus-
trial development serve to increase the revenue surpluses such types
of  land uses already provide to local governments. Under current
Georgia law, impact fees are a very imperfect system of  financing
local government services. Proper management of  growth through
planning, accurate fee setting, and achieving a balance of  land uses,
will help local governments solve their growth and financial problems
in a more efficient and equitable manner than impact fees can do
alone. Impact fees need not be discarded, but they must be seen as
part of  a broader solution, not a magic bullet.

References:
[1] Gove, Matt. 2001. “City’s Impact Fees under Fire,” Atlanta Busi-

ness Chronicle. May 28, 2001.
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Editor’s Note: Jeffrey Dorfman is professor of  agricultural and ap-
plied economics at the University of  Georgia.
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Ron Brown is the new executive director for the Association
of  Southern Region Extension Directors.  He will work with the
directors of  Extension from the Southern region to expand multi-
state Extension programs through electronic technology and the
sharing of  resources.  Brown assumed his new duties after retir-
ing as director of  the Mississippi State University Extension Ser-
vice.

Joe McGilberry is interim director of  Extension at Missis-
sippi State University.  He has served in the Extension Service
for more than 23 years, most recently as state leader for enter-
prise and community resource development.

Ernesto Riquelme is the acting dean and director of  the
College of  Agricultural Science at the University of  Puerto Rico.
He is a native of  Chile and has been at UPR for approximately 10
years. His discipline area is animal nutrition.

W. Gaines Smith is interim director of  Alabama Coopera-
tive Extension System at Auburn University. A native of  Ala-
bama, Smith received his Ed.D. degree in adult education from
Auburn in 1981. He has served as associate director at Auburn
since June 1990. He succeeds Steve B. Jones, who accepted a
position with North Carolina State University.

Bobby Tyson is interim associate dean for Extension at the
University of  Georgia Cooperative Extension Service. He suc-
ceeds Bill Lambert, who retired.

Paul Warner is interim associate director at the University of
Kentucky Cooperative Extension Service. He succeeds Walt Walla,
who retired.
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New editor joins SRDC staff
A Mississippi State University alumna became the

new editor of  Southern Perspectives and other SRDC
publications when she joined the Center May 1.

Allison P. Matthews, a local native, has a B.A. de-
gree in communication with an emphasis in journal-
ism. She has worked with Mississippi newspapers and most recently
with the MSU Extension Service’s Department of  Agricultural Com-
munications.

As writer/editor at the SRDC, Matthews edits the quarterly news-
letter, SRDC Millennium Series policy briefs, a new Food Assistance
policy brief  series, as well as curriculum and other Center documents.

Contact Matthews at allisonm@srdc.msstate.edu with comments
or questions about SRDC publications or southern region news.
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Diane Hite, Mississippi State University
Brent Sohngen, John Simpson, and Josh
Templeton, Ohio State University

Introduction
There is significant concern over land use

change in traditional agricultural regions of
the United States.  The Southern region espe-
cially has been impacted by economic and
population growth, accompanied by urban
and suburban sprawl.  In recent years, large
areas of  agricultural land have converted to
urban uses, and as this development contin-
ues, high quality farmland could be lost for-
ever, water quality could decline, and conges-
tion could increase.  The continued loss of
productive agricultural land and the costs of
suburban sprawl have led to a number of  sug-
gested changes in policy, including purchase
of  development right programs (PDRs), im-
pact fees, agricultural zoning, preferred tax
treatment for agricultural land uses, and other
policies.

In this article, we report the findings of  a
project in which we have studied a fast-grow-
ing county located on the rural-urban fringe
of Central Ohio [a].  Although this area is not
in the South, the issues are the same.  That is,
what are the factors that cause some farm-
land to convert to other uses, and what poli-
cies may be effective in slowing this conver-
sion?

We examine land use change issues from
two perspectives.  First, we consider the way
that new migrants to rural areas, whose tastes
and preferences differ from traditional resi-
dents, value open space.  This aspect of  land
use change is important given that it is useful
to explore the potential benefits and costs of
policies that could be used to alter future land
use.  Second, we investigate the way land use
change is impacted by a readily available policy,
i.e. property taxes.  Property taxes as a policy
are attractive from the standpoint that they
are already in place and can be altered at the
local level to affect change.

Data
The study area for our analysis is Delaware

County, Ohio.  The southern boundary of  this
county lies only a short distance from the in-
terstate highway circling Columbus, Ohio.

The county ranks slightly above average in
agricultural production among Ohio’s 88
counties and is relatively flat.  However, the
county has a number of  interesting human
and natural geological and environmental
features that may attract homebuyers, includ-
ing four large reservoirs and Delaware State
Park, which surrounds the northernmost res-
ervoir.  In addition, two major interstates and
two major rivers run north to south through
the county.  The county is approximately 20
miles from southern to northern boundary,
with the city of  Delaware sitting in the
middle.  It provides an interesting example
for analysis because it is among the fastest-
growing counties in Ohio and the United
States, and it is similar to other agricultural
regions near cities in the Midwest.

Our basic dataset contains 15,569 parcels
that were in agricultural use in 1987.  Of  those,
8,886 lots—or 20,000 acres—converted to
residential or other uses by 1998.  This trans-
lates to approximately 9 percent of  agricul-
tural land area.  The change is heavily con-
centrated in the southern townships closest
to Columbus, where 50 percent of  the overall
change has occurred.  In addition to data on
land use change, we have examined 5,250
house sales between January 1996 and June
1998 from this database to estimate the value
of  open space.

Our data are obtained from several sources.
Information on land and house sales comes
from the Delaware County Auditor, which has
maintained a Geographic Information System
(GIS) computer database over the past 11
years consisting of  house sales, land values
and other characteristics.  We used GIS to
measure the distance of  each parcel to a num-
ber of  environmental characteristics.  Among
the characteristics in our dataset are proxim-
ity to agricultural fields, proximity to infra-
structure (roads, highways, exit ramps, trains,
airports, dumps, etc.), proximity to the cen-
tral city and fringe job centers, quality of  soils
and other variables.  In addition, each parcel
is geographically linked to census block level
data from the 1990 U.S. Census.

The Value of Open Space
The first aspect of  our study explores the

relationship between house values—as mea-
sured by sales price—and house, neighbor-
hood, environmental and socioeconomic char-
acteristics between 1996 and 1998.  The aver-
age house sale is approximately $195,000, and
the average lot size is 0.76 acres.  The sales in
our data are heavily weighted toward the
southern third of  the county, with an average
distance from the southern boundary of  3.8
miles.  The data indicates that the houses sold
were relatively new, with an average age of  10
years.

We found that house values in this rapidly
urbanizing area increased by about $2,700 per
month, translating into a rate of appreciation
in house values of  more than 12 percent per
year, with the strongest growth occurring in
the southern part of  the county.  In fact,
houses in the northern third of  the county
experienced two-thirds of  the monthly price
appreciation as the average house in the
county.

Overall property values decreased dramati-
cally from south to north.  The marginal value
of  an extra acre of  land for development
within 5 miles of  the southern boundary is
$22,150 per acre; the same land had an agri-
cultural value of  approximately $2,000 per
acre.  For properties greater than 10 miles
from the southern boundary, however, the
development value declines to $4,580 on av-
erage.  This suggests that remaining agricul-
tural land in the southern part of  the county
is highly valuable for conversion to houses,
but that agricultural land use in the northern
part of  the county is still relatively competi-
tive with residential development.

We find that there is little value associated
with having a house next to agriculture, ex-
cept that as one moves further north, being
next to an agricultural field becomes a posi-
tive amenity.  While the greatest proportion
of house sales occurs in more densely popu-
lated regions in the southern part of  the
county, homeowners who choose to move
further north appear to value larger lots near
farm fields with frontage on country roads in
regions with heavier agricultural density.

Case Study

Land Use Change at the Rural-Urban Fringe:
Evidence from Delaware County, Ohio

CASE STUDY CONTINUES ON PAGE 8
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Homeowners do not appear to value the
same land characteristics as agricultural pro-
ducers do.  The relationship between house
value and corn yields is negative suggesting
that higher value houses are placed in areas
with lower value cropland.  This makes sense
given that land near streams may provide at-
tractive home sites, but low quality sites for
agriculture.  Homeowners are also sensitive
to other amenities such as proximity to
streams, golf  courses and schools, which are
positively valued.

The results have several implications for
policy in Delaware County.  First, since
homeowners tend to value low quality agri-
cultural sites the most, policies that aim to
preserve high quality farm land may fail be-
cause they focus on land that is less valuable
for homeowners, and therefore, less likely to
convert to residential purposes.  While such a
policy may slow farmland losses, it may be
more expensive than a more targeted policy.
Second, although landowners apparently value
larger lot sizes in the northern part of  the
county, if  the goal of  a policy is to minimize
land used for development, maximum lot sizes
may be more effective overall than minimum
lot sizes.  Third, PDRs would be expensive,
since homeowners in the southern—and more
developed—part of  the county do not
strongly value aesthetic service flows from
agriculture.  Homeowners in the northern part
of  the county, however, appear to value these
service flows, and thus some conservation
efforts in that area may provide net social
benefits.  Finally, property taxes may provide
another policy alternative for mitigating land
conversion, which brings us to our next area
of  analysis.

Property Taxes as a Policy to
Impact Land Use Change

Local property tax increases are often used
to raise revenues for infrastructure, but are
seldom used to affect land use change.  Theo-
retical results in the urban economics litera-
ture suggest that taxes can impact the timing
of  land conversion [1,2,5].  Given this result,
and the wide use of  property taxes for raising
revenues, it is useful to consider how prop-
erty taxes may affect land use change.  We
thus examine how taxes affect timing of  land
use change in our study area between 1987
and 1998.  In addition to tax variables, we ac-
count for a range of  other factors likely to

have important effects on the timing of  land
use conversion.

To analyze tax impacts we used a survival
model and simulated different tax policies.  In
terms of  controlling factors, we found that
greater distance from streams, the city of
Delaware, and industrial sites reduces the time
to residential development (i.e. speeds devel-
opment up), as does location inside a munici-
pality.  Development is slower for parcels with
greater slope and higher soybean yield, as well
as for those at greater distance from roads,
electric transmission lines, water lines and
schools.  Higher taxes have the expected ef-
fect: they increase the time to development.
Interaction with land quality (as measured by
soybean yield and slope) suggests that taxes
also have differential effects on different qual-
ity land.  Low quality land tends to be chosen
first for development, substantiating the re-
sults of  our analysis of  house values.

Using our model to predict change within
the sample (baseline scenario), we find that
the lowest quality agricultural land (low soy-
bean yield/high slope) results in the lowest
average predicted days to development.  At
the same time, predicted time to development
for high quality agricultural land (high yield/
low slope) is 33 percent longer than for the
average.  Higher taxes and lower slope gener-
ate predictions of  more days until develop-
ment, while lower taxes and greater slopes sug-
gest fewer days to development.  For either
high or low tax rates, higher slope lands are
developed more quickly than lower slope
lands.  Thus, residential development appears
to migrate toward lower quality agriculture
land on the margin, and an increase in taxes is
more effective in slowing down development
on lower quality agricultural land.

We consider two policy simulations to ex-
amine the effect of  taxes on development.
First, we compare conversion times from our
baseline scenario to predicted conversion
times generated under the assumption that
taxes remain at 1987 levels (that is, as if  there
were no tax increases).  There were 211,477
acres of  farmland in Delaware County in 1987.
Our model predicts that 186,573 acres of ag-
riculture should remain in 1998 based on the
tax increases that actually occurred within our
data.  With no tax increases, this number is
predicted to be 180,446 acres so that approxi-
mately 6,000 additional acres of  farmland
would have converted to residential use, or
approximately 25 percent more land than with

tax increases.  Looking at the cross section of
taxing regions within the county, the regions
with the highest taxes averaged 30 percent
longer predicted time to development than
those with the lowest taxes.

Next, we simulate the potential impact of  a
20 percent tax increase across all of the taxing
regions for the 1998-2008 time period.  On
average, the predicted days to development
increase by 25 percent, from 3,661 days to
4,582.  However, the distribution of  remaining
land shifts toward lower quality land.  If  taxes
remain the same as in 1998, 65 percent of the
agricultural land remaining in 2008 would be
in the top quality class (low slope/high yield).
If  taxes increase 20 percent, 63 percent of  the
agricultural land remaining in 2008 would be
in this same (high) quality class.  Thus if  taxes
remain the same as in 1998, by 2008 there are
2 acres of  high quality farmland remaining for
every 1 acre of  low quality farmland.  How-
ever, this ratio declines to 1.75 to 1 by 2008 if
taxes increase by 20 percent.  Note that higher
taxes will conserve both high and low quality
agricultural land relative to no tax increases, but
higher taxes shift some development toward
higher quality agricultural land.

Conclusions
Overall, our findings are important for lo-

cal land use policy.  In particular, policies that
aim to preserve high quality agricultural land,
such as PDRs and favorable taxes, may fail
because they will only intensify development
on adjacent, lower quality farmland.  Once
the lower quality land is developed, it should
be more likely that other development would
follow.  It is perhaps a surprising result that
residential land owners apparently do not
value the open space amenities provided by
agricultural land, which would also tend to
lessen the effectiveness of  some current poli-
cies.  Furthermore, we found evidence that
suggests that agricultural policy intended to
raise farmer revenues may have little effect
on the conversion decision at the rural-urban
fringe.  Thus, policies intended to change com-
modity prices would not appear to have an
effect on development patterns at the rural-
urban fringe.

Although a tax policy that increases taxes
can reduce the overall area of  land conver-
sion in a given time period, higher taxes come
with a cost; namely, they shift some conver-

CASE STUDY

CASE STUDY CONTINUES ON PAGE 9
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sion from lower to higher quality agricultural
land. We stress that higher taxes do reduce
overall development, but they marginally shift
some development toward higher quality
farmland.  This is unfortunate, because many
taxing authorities often raise taxes as devel-
opment occurs.  Although the increases are
typically aimed at raising revenue rather than
at preventing additional land conversion, they
may have the unintended consequence of
causing more prime agricultural land to con-
vert to development.  Thus, if  taxes are to be
used as a policy instrument, the timing of  in-
creases should be carefully examined.

Endnotes
[a] The studies on which this article is based

can be found in [3], [4], [6] and [7].
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Support for protection of  agricultural land
at the rural-urban interface in the United
States grew tremendously through the decade
of  the 1990s.  One example of  this was the
increase in the number of  public programs
supporting purchase of  agricultural conser-
vation easements (PACE programs). Accord-
ing to the American Farmland Trust, state
programs doubled from 10 to 20, while local
programs more than doubled from 15 to 34.
However, in terms of  public dollars commit-
ted to those programs and acreage protected,
their overall impact has been rather limited.
Nationally, only about 820,000 acres were pro-
tected as of  2000, and most of  this land was
concentrated in just a few states and counties
[1].

With respect to protection of open space
land more generally, Gustanski [4] found in a
1996 national survey that only 4.7 percent of
respondents agreed that “too much is already
done to protect open space,” while 77.7 per-
cent agreed that “policies protecting open
space could be stronger.”  The Land Trust
Alliance reported that 1998 and 1999 saw a

The Growing Role of Land Trusts in Protection of Agricultural
and Open Space Land at the Rural-Urban Interface

nearly 90 percent success rate for the more
than 100 state and local ballot measures each
year calling for greater funding of  programs
to protect open space or establish parks and

green-ways.  Another national survey, com-
missioned in 2000 by Smart Growth America,

LAND TRUSTS CONTINUES ON PAGE 10
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Figure 1.  Percentage of Local and Regional Land Trusts in U.S. Protecting Various
Type of Land in 1998.
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discovered that 77 percent of  respondents
favored “having government use tax dollars
to buy land for more parks and open space
and to protect wildlife” [6].

However, even given this upward trend in
public sector activity to protect agricultural
and open space land, a mood of dissatisfac-
tion seems to exist with regard to the pace of
progress.  This dissatisfaction is reflected in
an unwillingness to rely exclusively on public
sector initiatives.  As Gustanski [4] sees it:

Many people across the country have become frustrated
and disillusioned by the failings of  various govern-
ment programs to adequately protect cherished lands
from sprawling development.  This disappointment fac-
tor has played a significant role in the phenomenal
growth of  land trusts.

The Recent Growth in Private
Land Trust Activity

The Land Trust Alliance, which was
formed in 1981, periodically conducts a Na-
tional Land Trust census.  Data from the 1988
and 1998 censuses characterize the nature of
this “phenomenal growth” in land trust ac-
tivity.  The Nature Conservancy has protected
about 11 million acres of  land to date, and
continues to play a dominate national role
among private land trusts. But the rapid
growth over this decade was at the local and
regional levels, where the number of  private
land trusts increased by more than 50 percent
between 1988 and 1998, from about 750 to
over 1,200.  Even more impressive has been
the growth in acreage protected by local and
regional land trusts, which more than doubled
between 1988 and 1998 from about 2 million
to about 4.7 million [6].  The types of  land
protected and the percentages of  land trusts
involved in protecting each type are indicated
in Figure 1.  These 4.7 million acres were pro-
tected by one of  four methods: 1) acquiring
and holding fee simple ownership; 2) acquir-
ing a conservation easement; 3) acquiring
ownership and transferring it to a governmen-
tal agency; or 4) other means, such as deed
restrictions or acquisition of  mineral rights.
Growth in the number of  acres protected by
these methods as of  1988 and 1998 is reflected
in Figure 2.  Note the increasing relative im-
portance of  conservation easements as a
method of protection for this period [6].

The number of  land trusts in the 13 SRDC
region states has grown faster than the num-
ber nationally, more than doubling from less

then 60 in 1988 to 153 in 1998.  Nearly all of
these land trusts focus their efforts in a local
area or a region of  a state.  An exception is
the Conservation Trust of  North Carolina
(CTNC), a statewide land trust that works with
communities, landowners, land trusts and
other conservation organizations throughout
North Carolina.  The CTNC partners with
local land trusts, providing technical assistance
small grants, educational materials and work-
shops [2]. The number of  land trusts and the
acreage protected by the first three methods
in these 13 states as of 1998 is presented in
Table 1.  Perhaps not unexpectedly, the level
of  land trust activity varies dramatically across
the Southern region.  SRDC region and na-
tional totals are also presented, indicating that
the SRDC region accounted for 12 percent
of  land trusts and 11 percent of  land acreage
protected in 1998.  This is not surprising, given
that over the 1988-1998 period: a) the con-
servation easement method has become more
popular, compared to the other two methods;

and b) private land trust activity has grown
more rapidly in the SRDC region, compared
to the national average [6].

The Role of Federal Tax Policies
While the first land trust was formed in

1891 and approximately 200 existed as of
1980, the rapid growth in land trust activity
over the last two decades was facilitated by an
obscure provision in the Tax Reform Act of
1976.  Section 170(f) allows a taxpayer to claim
an income tax deduction for the charitable do-
nation of  a 30-year conservation or historic
preservation easement to a qualified charitable
donee.  A year later the law was amended to
require donated easements be perpetual.  In
1980, new tax legislation slightly modified the
rules for deductibility.  Section 170(h) requires
that land provide “significant public benefit”
to qualify for a tax deduction.  While land trust
representatives were initially concerned about
the matter of  how this phrase might be inter-
preted, a series of  favorable IRA rulings in

LAND TRUSTS
Table 1. Local and Regional Land Trust Activity in the SRDC Region as of 1998.

Alabama 3 5,472 0 26,000 31,472

Arkansas 2 1,581 85 0 1,666

Florida 29 9,899 17,071 29,869 56,839

Georgia 23 1,457 6,189 0 7,646

Kentucky 9 1,296 12 1,689 2,997

Louisiana 1 651 14,604 300 15,555

Mississippi 1 1,098 1,875 0 2,973

North Carolina 22 6,259 26,564 4,918 37,741

Oklahoma 0 0 0 0 0

South Carolina 14 4,978 22,071 2,700 29,749

Tennessee 13 6,932 1,797 14,908 23,637

Texas 20 3,244 3,823 4,464 11,531

Virginia 16 11,368 118,402 3,183 132,953

SRDC Region Totals 153 54,235 212,493 88,031 354,7591

15.3% 59.9% 24.8%

National Totals 1,213 827,566 1,384,883 971,121 3,183,5701

26.0% 43.5% 30.5%

States
Number of

Land Trusts Owned

Transferred to
Government

Agencies Total
Under

Easement

1 Does not include areas protected by other means, such as deed restrictions and
acquisition of mineral rights
Source: Land Trust Alliance (2000).
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the early 1980s reassured representatives that
the phrase would be broadly interpreted [7].

An additional tax incentive for donation
of  perpetual conservation easements was in-
cluded in the 1997 American Farm and Ranch
Protection Act.  Section 2031/(c) essentially
says that when an owner of  land subject to a
section 170(h) conservation easement dies,
under certain conditions he/she can exclude
up to 40 percent of  the value of  this land for
federal estate tax purposes.  Originally, the land
had to be located within a 25-mile radius of a
metropolitan statistical area, a national park
or a wilderness area, or within 10 miles of  an
urban national forest.  The Economic Growth
and Tax Relief  Reconciliation Act of  2001
eliminated this geographic limitation.  The
maximum amount that could be excluded in
1998 was $100,000, increasing by $100,000
each year up to a maximum exclusion of
$500,000 in 2002 and after.  Section 2031/(c)
also includes a provision that allows an ex-
ecutor, a trustee or an heir to donate a quali-
fied conservation easement after the death of
the landowner [7].

Other Efforts to Assist Land Trusts
At least two states in the SRDC region

have initiated efforts designed to encourage
and facilitate donation of  conservation ease-
ments to private land trusts.  In 1997, Vir-
ginia established the Open Space Lands Pres-
ervation Trust Fund, which can be used to
reimburse landowners for costs associated
with conservation easement donations, e.g.,
legal, appraisal and survey fees [8].  In 2000,
the North Carolina General Assembly ap-
propriated $1.5 million to the Farmland Pres-
ervation Trust Fund.  These funds can be
used to cover transactional costs associated
with donated conservation easements or to
provide matching funds for the purchase of
development rights on farms.  Land trusts
are eligible to apply for funding, along with
county governments and Soil and Water Con-
servation Districts [2].

Congress further acknowledged the valu-
able role that land trusts can play in farmland
protection in the Agricultural Risk Protection
Act of  2000.  This legislation added non-gov-
ernmental organizations, including land trusts,
to the list of  partners eligible to receive fed-
eral funds for acquisition of  conservation
easements under the Farmland Protection
Program initiated in 1996.

Concluding Comments
Land trust activity surged in the 1990s. A

likely reason is because many people and
groups saw public sector regulations and pro-
grams as doing “too little, too late” to protect
agricultural and open space lands.  Land trusts
efforts may have initially been viewed as sim-
ply supplements to direct public sector land
protection programs.  However, it appears now
that land trust efforts, aided by public tax or
spending subsidies, will substitute for direct
public programs to a great extent.  This is highly
consistent with the general shift toward re-
source conservation and environmental poli-
cies that are more flexible and market-based in
nature, or involve private-public partnerships.
As a specific tool for land protection, the con-
servation easement is increasingly attractive
because, according to Diehl and Barrett [3]:

Conservation easements occupy an appealing niche in
the array of  land protection techniques – halfway be-
tween outright public or non-profit ownership at one
extreme and government land-use regulation at the
other.  Easements are more permanent and often re-
strictive than land-use regulation, which can shift with
the political winds.  At the same time, easements are
tailored to the protection requirement of  the particu-
lar property and to the desires of  the individual land-
owner.  Easements keep property in private hands and
on the tax roles, and also carry a lower initial price
tag than outright acquisition.
Conservation easements thus allow for

mutually beneficial exchanges between land-
owners and land trusts which seek to repre-
sent the broader social interests of the local
or regional community.  This approach to pro-
tection of  agricultural and open space lands
at the rural-urban interface seems destined to
play an increasingly critical role in the SRDC

region in the future.
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versity of  Tennessee.

LAND TRUSTS
Figure 2. Land Protected by Local and Regional Land Trusts in the U.S. by Various
Methods.
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Lawrence W. Libby
Ohio State University

Rural America is changing rapidly in the
21st century as people move to the country-
side in search of  “wide open spaces.” The
United States is unique among developed na-
tions in the degree of  mixing of  farms and
development in the rural countryside. People
insist on surrounding themselves with open
space, and national policy has made it all pos-
sible. David Rusk describes a “national sub-
urban policy” of  programs that encourage
population dispersal – credit subsidies for
home ownership through FHA and VA to help
young families have their new single family
homes in the suburbs rather than in older ur-
ban neighborhoods; a secondary mortgage
market through “Fannie Mae” to increase
funding for private mortgages in the suburbs;
income tax deductions for mortgage interest
and property taxes absorbing some of  the
private cost of  home ownership. The interest
write-off  alone was $54.4 billion in 1999, equal
to the sixth largest budget outlay that year [5].
Federal highway expansion brings the coun-
tryside within reach for all; sewer and water
systems with federal grants make rural life
more manageable. Federal spending on high-
ways (nearly $30 billion in 2000) dwarfs that
for public transit ($5.8 billion) [9]. No one
disputes the need for roads and sewers, but
patterns of  these expenditures have largely
undocumented impacts on rural land use pat-
terns that now have become problematic for
communities across the nation.

Low density residential development be-
yond the urban boundary has earned the pe-
jorative label “urban sprawl.” There are few
precise definitions of this phenomenon, but
everyone seems to know it is out there, and
many believe that this particular pattern of
rural change costs more than it contributes.
In addition to low density (one house on two
to 20 acres or more), sprawl implies scattered
development that creates unreasonable expec-
tations that all farm and other open land can
bring top dollar for development. Wassmer
defines sprawl as “excessive suburbanization”
measured by distribution of  people and jobs
within a metro area but outside of the central
city [10]. More non-farm rural residences and
businesses inevitably increase points of con-

tact between farms and other land uses. There
are many policy issues and options that de-
rive from that setting – only a few will be
mentioned here.

State Efforts to Manage Growth
Programs to guide development are essen-

tially at the state level with local implementa-
tion. The most straightforward technique is a
growth boundary beyond which residential
and commercial growth cannot occur. It is
regulatory in nature, reinforced by expendi-
ture decisions of  state and local government.
Lexington, Kentucky, was the first to try this
approach, in the 1950s. It is still working there.
The Oregon system of  urban growth bound-
aries, the most studied program in the nation,
requires establishing boundaries around all
cities with a 20 year build-out capacity for
each. There are provisions for expanding the
boundary when necessary, inevitably a matter
for huge debate. The idea has not worked per-
fectly everywhere; people can be creative at
bending the intent of  a program while stay-
ing within the letter of  the law. Some Oregon
urban growth boundaries have over-estimated
the 20 year requirement and some have seen
haphazard and costly development within the
boundary. Rural sprawl is still a problem out-
side the boundary. “Exception” status may be
granted for residential development outside
the boundary when the land involved is un-
suitable for farming. There has been more “ex-
ception land” developed than is contained
within the boundaries. Housing prices within
the Portland UGB doubled between 1989 and
1996 [4].

There will always be slippage in any growth
management program as people try to bal-
ance development, open space protection,
housing needs and other factors. But the Or-
egon system has had an obvious effect on
development patterns in that state. Urban
growth is relatively contained; the rural-urban
interface is more distinct than elsewhere.

The 1998 growth management program in
Tennessee directs all counties to prepare
growth plans that include urban growth
boundaries for major municipalities. A “co-
ordinating council” of  local governments
within that county is the primary initiating unit.
Areas outside the growth boundaries are put

into various rural land categories, including
farmland. Only by completing these growth
plans may a county and its municipalities be
eligible for Community Development Block
Grants, Industrial Training Grants, or other
grants for housing, tourism development and
intermodal transportation. It is an impressive
comprehensive effort to guide the pattern of
growth and perhaps more importantly to re-
quire coordination among local units of  gov-
ernment. July 1, 2001 was the deadline for plan
submission — evidence of  success or lack
thereof will be coming soon.

Urban growth boundaries will work only
if  supported by city or metropolitan spend-
ing on roads, sewers and other infrastructure.
Regulations may be necessary, but are never
sufficient. They are always subject to change,
and exceptions can be granted that may un-
dercut the intent of  the program. Rules that
confront rather than guide or accommodate
real economic forces in the area are doomed
to failure as policymakers must weigh human
cost. But rules combined with incentives and
strategic allocation of  infrastructure can work.
In 1980, Montgomery County, Maryland
downzoned 90,000 acres of  farmland with
permitted density of  one house per 5 acres to
one house per 25 acres. To offset the loss of
potential economic value from the four homes
not built, the owner was allowed to sell those
development rights to owners in “receiving
areas” where density could be increased by
four housing units. Other “hybrid” programs
can tie regulations to incentives that ultimately
spread the cost of  growth management, and
thereby increase political support [7].

Saving Open Space
Another set of policies is directed at pro-

tecting land in farming, forestry and other
open land uses. While there is an obvious re-
lationship between concentrating develop-
ment and protecting open space, the two goals
are often pursued separately. The state agen-
cies, interest groups, legal history and even
the sources of  research and education talent
from the university tend to specialize in one
or the other with little collaboration. All of
the authorities of  state and local governments
— to regulate on behalf of public health and
safety, to tax, to encourage and cajole through
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education and technical assistance, and to
spend public funds — have been directed to-
ward protecting open lands. In some sense,
protecting open lands is the supply side of
the issue, seeking private land decisions that
keep land undeveloped. Growth management
policy deals more with the demand side, de-
velopment forces seeking to convert land to
various other more intensive uses.

Regulation. Zoning is generally a local
authority, guided in a few cases by state policy.
The American Farmland Trust defines “agri-
cultural protection zoning” as ordinances with
a minimum lot size of  at least 20 acres [1].
These are not true “exclusive agricultural
zones,” but inclusive zones that permit many
different uses within the density limits. States
that have a few of  these county ordinances
include California, Florida, Colorado, Iowa
and Minnesota. Ohio is one of many states
where “agricultural” zones are really just “de-
velopment land in waiting.” Some counties do
well, but a recent survey of  Ohio counties
found that nearly nine of 10 local (county or
township) ordinances with agricultural zones
have minimum lot sizes of  3 acres or less [6].

Tax Incentives. One way of  encouraging
farmers to maintain land in open use is to re-
duce the tax cost of  keeping it that way. Use
value assessment of  farmland is required by
law in all 50 states. These laws acknowledge
that markets establish the value of  land based
on what a willing buyer would pay a willing
seller, an indication of  income potential of
that land. Value is some combination of  the
land’s productivity and its location relative to
other land uses. When the location compo-
nent outweighs productivity in land value, the
farmer cannot convert wealth to income with-
out giving up the productivity value on which
farming depends. Use value taxation requires
that land taxes be levied only on the produc-
tivity component, reducing the short run cost
of  production and the incentive to sell for lo-
cation value. That location value still exists,
of  course, maintaining the farmer’s wealth,
unless zoning or planning pushes development
elsewhere. Use value assessments constitute
a tax shift from farmers to other property
owners while leaving full land value with the
farmer.

Some states capture a portion of  that tax
shift (3 to 5 year rollbacks of  landowner taxes
saved) when farmland is converted; others
(California) put restrictions on the farmland
owner to assure that the public interest is pro-
tected. In all cases, though, these special tax

provisions are intended to encourage contin-
ued provision of  open space by subsidizing
the landowner for those social benefits be-
yond returns to the farm enterprise.

Purchase. State and local governments
have dedicated various sources of  funds to
buying the land or landowner discretion nec-
essary to keep lands open. Nineteen states
have authority to buy development rights to
farmland, leaving other ownership rights with
the farmer.  Owners may also donate their
development rights to a qualified conserva-
tion group or government unit, a charitable
deduction for income tax purposes. Such de-
ductions for up to 30 percent of  annual house-
hold income are allowed for six years. A com-
bination of  sale and donation, known as “bar-
gain sale,” enables the owner to combine cash
and tax deduction in an optimal way and
stretches the government’s purchase dollar.
Such a purchase can work only if  planning,
zoning and other instruments of  local policy
are used in concert, to implement the citizens’
desire for thoughtful development and pro-
tection of  significant blocks of  open land [3].

Scale Problems. Cities tend to spread lin-
early along highways and major roads, bound-
ing beyond the city limits to soft rural country-
side. “Sprawl” does not honor county or town
boundaries and only the firmest of  urban
growth boundaries can contain the pattern of
change. A metropolitan region binds urban and
rural together through a network of  social and
economic linkages. While the problems are re-
gional, profoundly multi-jurisdictional, policy
solutions tend to be local, each unit wanting its
own piece of  the action. The tyranny of  small
decisions can undercut the best of  good inten-
tions in managing growth. David Rusk has said
that “little box” governance fosters segregation
of  all kinds, creating persistent pockets of  pov-
erty because agreement among small units is
virtually impossible [5].

On the other hand, a “one size fits all”
approach to land use policy may render injus-
tice to some parts of  the region to satisfy de-
mands in another. Policy response should re-
spond to local demands, or it becomes an in-
efficient intrusion. Alex Anas argues that
“fragmented governance” entails substantial
benefits. Local governments are more com-
petitive when there is a multitude of  them,
and a wider variety of  local public services is
offered [2]. He favors metropolitan compacts
among local units.

Further Issues. There are other tensions
at the rural-urban fringe, like where to put

large livestock operations, farming’s contribu-
tion to surface water pollution and the differ-
ences in attitude among neighbors about what
should happen on the land. Many new resi-
dents have no clue about how passionately
farmers hold their private property rights.
Similarly, many farmers are unaware of  what
motivates transplanted urbanites –“What in
the world are they thinking?”

In the case of  animal agriculture, econo-
mies of  scale lead to larger and larger opera-
tions and relocations from outside the area
to take advantage of  processing capacity and
proximity to consumer markets. Biggest com-
plaints are the inevitable odor and pollution
problems, but some also complain about
those “outsiders” from another state or na-
tion, and the size of  their new operations.
They seem antithetical to the family farm
ideal, particularly when corporate in struc-
ture. Complaints are often as loud from cur-
rent farmers as from non-farm rural residents,
but for different reasons. The U.S. Environ-
mental Protection Agency is in the process
of  considering rule changes that will subject
more of  these new livestock farms to envi-
ronmental scrutiny [8].  Farmers/ranchers are
worried about the potential cost of  comply-
ing with these new rules. Every required hear-
ing for a “permit to install” a manure man-
agement system tends to turn into a shouting
match, raising real questions about the future
of  livestock farming. If  not here, where?
These issues will be at the top of  the rural-
urban agenda in the months ahead.

Few will dispute that agriculture is
America’s biggest water quality challenge for
the 21st century. Farms are not necessarily
huge polluters, but most other sources have
been taken care of, leaving farms and other
non-point sources as the primary barrier to
meeting water quality goals.  People are gen-
erally aware that the rivers look muddy, that
parts of  the Gulf  of  Mexico are dead as river-
borne sediment and nutrients surge out into
the bay, and that clean water is important to
human health. Farms are visible and their links
to muddy rivers seem obvious to most people.
There are other non-point polluters, of  course,
but farms, particularly those near the rural-
urban interface, are in the spotlight.

The central policy issue is whether farms
will be subject to the same limits as other wa-
ter users. All states are developing “total maxi-
mum daily loads” of  pollutants for selected
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Introduction
As rural land in the Southern United

States and elsewhere is developed for urban
uses, the number and area of  certain types
of  farms actually increase [a].  These farms
are the lawns and gardens, golf  courses,
parks, managed vegetation along roadsides
and other horticultural landscapes in urban
areas.  Use of  synthetic fertilizers, pesticides
and water can be more intense on these land-
scapes than most agricultural or tree farms
[11].  Moreover, these newly developed and
other urban areas have operators of  munici-
pal separate storm sewer systems who will
be subject to Phase II of  the EPA’s
Stormwater Program [9].  In particular, to
obtain their national pollutant discharge
elimination system permits, thousands of
municipalities will be required by March 2003
to begin delivering Extension programs that
encourage householders to reduce their use,
among other things, of  synthetic pesticides
and fertilizers.  Furthermore, the Food Qual-
ity Protection Act of  1996 requires the EPA
to reassess pesticide tolerances, or maximum
permissible residues on food, based on ag-
gregate exposures of  adults and children to
residues not only on food, but also in drink-
ing water and from non-dietary sources, such
as residential landscapes [8].  For these and
other reasons, public officials are paying
greater attention to the use of  these synthetic
chemicals on residential landscapes.

The issue will demand as much attention
of  people in Southern states as it does of
those elsewhere.  The Southern region of  the
United States had the second highest share
of  developed land in total non-federal land
in 1997 and the second highest increase in
these shares during 1982-1997 among four
regions of the continental United States [7].
The Virgin Islands and Puerto Rico had
shares of  developed land in total non-fed-
eral land in 1997 and increases in those shares
between 1982-1997 that exceeded those of
any region in the continental United States
[7].  The humid and hot climates of  most of
the Southern states provide ideal growing
conditions for plant diseases and insect popu-

Synthetic fertilizers and pesticides on residential landscapes
An issue of growing importance on the urban-rural fringe

lations [1].  To be effective here and else-
where, educational outreach programs for
households and yard care professionals
should be grounded in an understanding of
the patterns of  synthetic chemical use and
the economic and biophysical reasons for
these patterns.

Private Benefits and Costs
At least one non-structural pesticide has

been applied per year on the residential land-
scapes of  approximately 50 percent of  all
U.S. households during the past 20 years [11].
This steady percentage and population
growth implies an approximate increase dur-
ing 1975-1995 of 14 million households that
applied.  The expected benefits of  using syn-
thetic fertilizers and non-structural pesticides
outdoors include more comfort and safety
from nuisance pests, better-looking lawns,
higher quantities or improved quality of  ed-
ible produce or flowers from gardens, and
enhanced property values [4].  When syn-
thetic chemicals prevent or delay plant mor-
tality, people avoid or postpone monetary and
time costs of  replacing plants. Preserving
shade trees allows for a continuation of  lower
cooling expenses as well.  The private costs
of  this use include not only the household’s
money, but also its time for purchase, prepa-
ration, application, storage and disposal of
the chemicals.  A person’s dislike of  expo-
sure of  household members or the surround-
ing environment to synthetic chemicals is also
a private cost.

External Costs and Benefits
Outdoor residential pesticide use can ad-

versely affect the environment and human-
health.  Actual or potential external costs in-
clude pollution of some urban streams in the
Southern states [3] and elsewhere, accidental
poisonings of  humans and pets, loss of  ben-
eficial ‘pests,’ and avian mortality and repro-
ductive impairment [10].  The possibility of
cancer or other adverse health effects on chil-
dren, other bystanders, and applicators of
non-accidental, chronic exposure to yard pes-
ticides is the subject of  an ongoing, unresolved
scientific debate [10].  However, chemical use
that prevents plant mortality enables the
treated plants to continue to abate noise, mod-

erate temperature, and provide other environ-
mental benefits.  Moreover, use of  insecticides
also creates external benefits if  it reduces
populations of  mosquitoes, bees or other out-
door nuisance pests on neighboring property.

Do-It-Yourself Use and
Determinants of Action
Thresholds

About 44 million, or 45 percent of all
households in the United States purchased
non-structural pesticides, synthetic fertilizers,
or both to apply around their yards in 1995
[6].  Households give top priority to control-
ling arthropod nuisance pests [11].  Why?
People care most about their own safety [5].
Moreover, some nuisance pests impair out-
door recreation.  Damage done by weeds or
other arthropods to yard plants is usually aes-
thetic and not immediately financial [11].
Among U.S. households that do all yard care
themselves, the odds of  synthetic chemical use
decrease with time available for household
activities and increase with income, the avail-
ability of  competing leisure activities, and the
garden’s share of  total yard area [12].  The
number of  children in a household has no
effect on the odds of this use [12].

Expenditures for Do-It-Yourself
Synthetic Chemicals and
Determinants

Households spent $1-$1.3 billion in 1995
on pesticides that they applied outdoors [11].
Estimates of expenditures in 1995 for all syn-
thetic fertilizers and pesticides that households
applied outdoors range from $1.5 billion [12]
to $4.7 billion [6].  Southern households ac-
counted for 32 percent of all households in
the United States but spent 38 percent of the
$4.7 billion [6].  Among do-it-yourself  users
of  synthetic fertilizers or pesticides, expendi-
tures on these chemicals increase 4.4 percent
for each 10 percent increase in household in-
come [12].  Among the same group, expendi-
tures on these chemicals also increase with the
number of  competing leisure activities and the
lawn’s share of  total yard area [12].  The num-
ber of  children in a household has no effect
on chemical expenditures, but a positive ef-
fect on time spent in yard work other than
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river segments under Section 303d of  the
1972 Clean Water Act. Absolute purity of
water is both scientifically and economically
impossible, and at some level of  impurity the
water is still safe. Allowable impurity is to be
allocated among water users and EPA feels
that farms should be included. Others have
argued that agriculture and other non-point
sources are covered under Section 319 of  the
Clean Water Act dealing with watershed man-
agement, since the sources of  stream loading
cannot be precisely defined. There have been
lawsuits on this question, most notably by the
California Farm Bureau.

These are big challenges for local and state
policymakers at the rural-urban interface
throughout the country. The mix of  issues
will differ from place to place, but the op-
tions for response are fairly consistent. We
can learn from each other in this business by
observing how particular policy instruments
function under different sets of circum-
stances. We have a huge policy laboratory out
there if  we have the sense (and courage) to

POLICY ISSUES

chemical application [12].  A
household spends more time
in yard work other than
chemical application if  the
growing season is longer, the
yard is larger, or there are not
two spouses who work full-
time [12].  Households spend less time in yard
work other than chemical application as their
income increases [12].  Mass merchandisers
account for most of the retail sales of out-
door pesticides—80 percent of the total in
1995—but provide less product expertise than
traditional suppliers, namely nurseries, lawn
and garden centers, and hardware stores [11].

Professional Application
Although the overall percentage of  house-

holds that had pesticidal treatments has been
relatively constant during the past 20 years,
the portion that has paid for professional treat-
ments has been growing [11].  In 1995, 11.5
percent of all households in the United States
hired professionals to apply pesticides or fer-
tilizers or both to their yards and spent about
$2.7 billion for these professional services [6].
Approximately seven of  the 11.5 percentage
points represent households that also pur-
chased synthetic chemicals that they applied
themselves [6].  Expenditures of  households
in Southern states accounted for 46 percent
of the total [6].

Professional pest control
and soil fertilizing become
more attractive as costs of
household time, equipment,
or exposure increase or as
benefits of  professional time,
expertise, equipment, or a re-

stricted pesticide increase.  Lawn care opera-
tors have the largest market share among pro-
fessional applicators, others of  which include
landscape maintenance companies, arborists
and tree service companies, professional gar-
deners, landscape contractors and structural
pest controllers [11]. Professional applicators
of outdoor residential pesticides are more
regulated than householders who apply them
but are not monitored as much as applicators
of  agricultural pesticides.  The Professional
Lawn Care Association of  America, in
Marietta, Georgia, reports a trend of  fewer
and less toxic pesticides applied by profession-
als per acre of  an average yard [11].

Comparisons to Agricultural Use
In general, households are less likely to use

pesticides, read labels, take precautions, and
practice integrated pest management (IPM)
than commercial agricultural producers [11].
Households and lawn care operators apply
herbicides at higher rates than most agricul-
tural farmers and insecticides and fungicides
at higher rates than commercial growers of

most grains and soybeans [11].  These behav-
ioral differences occur because households
and, to some extent, lawn care operators face
less regulation, treat considerably smaller
‘farms’ with different ‘cropping patterns,’ and
have more non-financial reasons for manage-
ment of  pests or soil fertility than commer-
cial agricultural producers [11].  These differ-
ences and greater shares of  impervious cover
in developed areas help to explain why more
pesticides and higher concentrations of them
were detected in an urban watershed near
Atlanta than in two agricultural and forested
watersheds in southwest Georgia [3].

Implications for IPM, Abatement
Districts and Extension

This economic perspective, together with
scientific information on pest and soil fertil-
ity management, can be useful for creating
better programs to reduce adverse environ-
mental or public-health impacts.  Public cam-
paigns to reduce use of  synthetic chemicals
and promote integrated pest or plant man-
agement in residential areas need to address
the economic motivations for that use and
should use scientific evidence of  childhood
exposure risks to encourage households with
children to take extra precaution.  As a rule,
residential use of  synthetic chemicals outdoors

document what happens and modify the in-
sights for local realities.
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requires less time, money and knowledge, at least in the short run,
than use of  less-toxic pest controls or organic fertilizers to achieve a
desired result.  IPM is time- and information-intensive and prescribes
tolerance of  certain levels of  pest populations.  Least-toxic pest con-
trol, a special type of  IPM, can also be more expensive.

Since most of the households that use pesticides outdoors tend
not to tolerate nuisance pests, they would emphasize efficaciousness
over other attributes of  any pest control.  As a result, these house-
holds would not be likely to adopt do-it-yourself  IPM for control of
these pests unless their attitudes about them become more tolerant.
Furthermore, most households also are not likely to adopt do-it-your-
self  IPM for plant-damaging pests or soil fertility in their lawns.  Al-
though they tolerate minor aesthetic damage, scouting would be more
time consuming for these types of  pests than garden or nuisance pests,
since lawns are usually larger than gardens and areas managed for
control of  nuisance pests.  Acquiring adequate information to prac-
tice this type of  IPM would also require time and mental effort.  House-
holds are also less likely to use IPM the more valuable their yard plants,
such as specimen trees that would cost hundreds or thousands to re-
place.

There are roles for IPM, however.  Households are more likely to
adopt do-it-yourself  IPM for gardens than other areas of  the yard.
Gardens are usually smaller, and if  annual plants are concerned, less
valuable than other areas of  the yard.  People’s concerns about pesti-
cide exposure, if  any, should be greatest about residues on food.  Ca-
sual observation and personal introspection suggest that gardening is
more likely to be voluntary or a ‘hobby’ than lawn care and thus, house-
holds would be more inclined to increase time for it than for a chore.
Increasing time scarcity and household income motivated the dra-
matic growth of  professional lawn care in the last 30 years.  Hence,
households are more likely to hire professional IPM for lawn care
than for gardening or tree and shrub care.  Policies that make profes-
sional IPM for lawn care less expensive—e.g., subsidies for training
and certification of  scouts—will induce more households to use this
service and, thereby, might reduce adverse impacts of  some conven-
tional do-it-yourself  lawn treatments.

Households would increase their use of  ‘environmentally friendly’
controls of  nuisance pests that are as effective as conventional con-
trols, if  they are aware of  the relative environmental benefits.  More-
over, households are likely to support public abatement districts to
expand their efforts to control nuisance pests, particularly mosqui-
toes.  Abatement districts with professionals who are trained to utilize
all types of  pest controls over large public and private areas can re-
duce cumulative negative impacts of  conventional pesticide use or
overuse on separately small private areas.  Households are also likely
to support public abatement of  mobile pests that cause damage to
valuable yard plants, such as gypsy moths that attack trees.

Extension programs that provide accurate, accessible and under-
standable information reduce costs of  IPM and any other method of
pest or plant management.  These programs should focus on do-it-
yourself  IPM for gardening, professional IPM for lawn care, effica-
cious but less-toxic control by householders of  nuisance pests, and
better training of  professionals who work for abatement districts.  Po-
litically feasible taxation by a state of  synthetic chemicals as a group,
although unlikely to significantly reduce use, could raise revenues to
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fund these outreach efforts.

Endnote
[a] ‘Southern’ refers to the continental states that are covered by the SRDC.
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A national society recently honored the di-
rector of  the Southern Rural Development
Center, a community-focused organization
housed at Mississippi State University, for his
leadership in extension and public service.

Lionel J. (Bo) Beaulieu received the Excel-
lence in Extension and Public Service award
from the Rural Sociological Society. The na-
tional organization was founded in 1937 to
promote the development of  rural sociology
through teaching, research and extension.
Beaulieu accepted his award at this year’s con-
ference in Albuquerque, N.M., on Aug. 16.

Beaulieu joined the Southern Rural Devel-
opment Center as director in 1997. He has
been applauded by colleagues for his leader-
ship in the field of  rural sociology, as well as
the programs implemented by the Center un-

der his direction. A major undertaking of  the
Southern Rural Development Center is the
Community Development Institute, which
provides training to county-level Extension
staff  on issues such as building community
assets, understanding local economies, and en-
gaging citizens in community decision-mak-
ing.

The Southern Rural Development Center
was established by the Rural Development Act
of 1972, along with three other regional cen-
ters across the country. The Regional Rural
Development Centers work to link the re-
search and extension capacities of  land-grant
universities with local decision-makers to ad-
dress a wide range of  development issues af-
fecting rural America.

“Dr. Beaulieu has strong leadership skills,

a true work ethic, vision and insight
into rural issues. He is very com-
mitted to the concept of  out-
reach and education to help
people solve problems and im-
prove their quality of  life,” John
Lee, retired professor and head
of  MSU’s agricultural econom-
ics department, said. “Dr. Beaulieu’s record
of  service and accomplishment as SRDC di-
rector is nothing short of  amazing.”

Beaulieu has developed and facilitated cur-
riculum materials, briefing reports, issue pa-
pers, and other tools in support of  Extension’s
role as a resource for local communities. To
learn more about the Southern Rural Devel-
opment Center, visit the website at http://
ext.msstate.edu/srdc

SRDC director receives national award

Joint Southern Region Program Committee Meeting
August 26-29, 2001
Savannah, Georgia

This conference is designed to increase communication and planning
among Extension program leaders in the South, develop a common un-
derstanding among program leaders of  program planning and improve
Extension programs through the sharing of  ideas and resources and the
planning of  regional action. Participants will also identify new issues of
importance to the South and implications for current and future programs.

Southern and Delta Regional Rural Conference
September 17-18, 2001
Louisville, Kentucky

Connect with local leaders, and share perspectives on how to suc-
cessfully meet the challenges of  workforce and economic develop-
ment in rural areas and small cities. Identify resources that can help to
build leadership capacity and strategic know-how, develop the right
funding and partnership base at the right time, and empower your
community as partners in workforce and economic development.

This conference is designed as a professional development oppor-
tunity for Extension professionals at the state, district/area, and county
levels who want to learn more about e-commerce and how to inte-
grate it into educational programs. The conference will cut across pro-
gram areas by providing an awareness and overview of  e-commerce
issues relating to communities, agribusinesses and small businesses.
The conference is designed to encourage and facilitate Extension state
planning teams in e-commerce.

E-Commerce -- Impacting The Way We Do Business
October 1-2, 2001
Nashville, Tennessee

Southern Extension Health Institute
October 15-19, 2001
Lancaster, Kentucky

This conference is designed to provide Extension agents with a
unique opportunity to participate in an intensive state-of-the-art health
training program. It is designed to give participants an increased un-
derstanding to health systems, Extension’s role in health, and tools
and strategies for working with individuals, families and communities’
health issues.

On The Calendar

Southern Institute for Rural Development
November 5-8, 2001
Athens, Georgia

This institute is designed for professionals who are, or wish to
become, actively involved in rural development work at the local, multi-
county, state or regional levels. It will offer participants more in-depth
understanding of  two topics that are vital to the long-term health of
rural areas -- expansion of  economic development opportunities and
the broadening of  citizen involvement in shaping the future of  their
communities.

Strengthening Communities: Enhancing Extension’s Role
February 24-27, 2002
Orlando, Florida

The CRED Base Program Strategic Team and the four Re-
gional Rural Development Centers invite you to participate in
the first national Cooperative Extension conference, which seeks
to bring together Extension professionals from across the sys-
tem to share resources, curriculum, information and experiences
related to community resources and economic development pro-
gramming.
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