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The Changing‘cbntext of Rural Land Use

4

© - i

of the 2.3 billion acres in the United States, about one th1rd is
owhed by the Federal Governmeﬁt Another 300 m1]11on acres “are in ’
metropo11tdh cou:?heg--Standard Metropo11tan Stat1st1ca1 Areas as

def1ned by the Census Bureau.(l.) Most of the remaining land (1 3

~ to rucal cgmun:t,les. .

billion acres--60 percent of the tota]) 1s pr1vate1y owned--and for want )
of a better term, is usua11y ¢alled rural. ‘

Per@éﬁé it would be more appropc1ate to think of this: 1and as:
America's work1ng 1andscape" It produces most of the nation's"” feod and

forest products. It p1ays a key role in prov1d1ng minerals and-energy
products. Its aqujfehs and reservoins are essential to water,sUpp11es,
both urban and rural. And it is.the place where, after decades of '
dec11ne more and more people are e1ect1ng to work and live--noet on
farms, but in subd1v1swd%s, factor1es,\§tores, hosp tals, 3:hoo1s and

»

libraries not much different (save perhaps in size) than those in- the

suburbs of 1arge c1t1es

A1though constituting most.of the nation\s 1and this pr1vate1y “

owned 1andscape only occas1ona11y becomes the : cus of much puﬁ]ac

concern Probab]y the last t1me that th1s~was th case was* “during the ':

the dust and depress1on-r1dden 19305 The sense’pf gat1ona1 emergencx
that deﬁowed .the Dust ﬁow1 and the collapse of the r ra1 economy, -

stimulated new programs to Conserve the soil of Americals farmland, and"
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Yet, after an initial flurry of activity, the working landscape -

—-began to recede’ as as a topic of public concern--perhaps for good

reason. ~By the mid 1960s, U.S. dgriculture was producing. unheard of
surpluses on considerably 1ess land than at the end of World War II.
The“sqi1 and water conservation programs that had been put in ?1ace_
three decades before seemed in the opinion‘of most observhrs, to have

ameliorated the conditions that created the dust bowl.’ And, almost

- development. ( \

ever ywhere in rural America, people were leavifg farms and small towns
for the city. With the exception of areas within commuting distance of
urban centers, some of which found themselves growing explosively, most

small towns were confronted with the problem of attracting new

?

&

.

Yet there are some compelling reasons to beljeve that the land
base will onee again become the subject of widespread concern in the
1980s. For fundamental changes are occuring in rura1 America which
could have s1gn1f1cant implications for the “worang lTandscape."

To beg1n with, the U.S. needs t;e products of this area 140
‘quantities and ways that are who]]y unprecedented. Once agriculture
could yse up land -and move on; today, aetording to the U.S. Department
of Agriculture, there are only 130“million acres of land not current]y
in use that could be eas11y be brought into Prod;ct1on At the same
time, the need for increased product1v1ty--for food to se11 abroad to .
off-set oil import costs, and, more recent]y, to produce biomass _ .
feedstock for conversion into fuels and“energy--is goiné to abd~

pressures on the 1and base., Other products--1umber, foss11 fue]

‘resources, and minerals--compete for much of the same Tand. Str1ppab1e

.coal under11es lllh of the most fertile corn-producing acreage in the

. . .
- e .
} ,
. A
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g country é\sewhere, energy development competes not only for the ag;es, : v
out indirectly by requiring the same water needed for 1rr1gat1on ——
agriculture and the burgeoning urban populations.of the sun belt. . ,

\ And most rural .areas are now growing. -During the 1970s, for the - .

. first time in memory, more people moved into non-metrppo]itan:counties
than left them. In fact, the influx was great enough to boost the rate

of popu1ation growth in these counties “above that of metropolitan
' 4
V' counties for the first time: 11.4 percent over the decade, as opposed
- Lin metrofolitam ondes.y

"t0 6.1 percenj (2.) Moreover, the rate-of new job format1on in

non-metropd11tan areas was twice the rate of metropolitan area job
formation. And th1s growth has not been simply an extension of the
urban fr1nge into the more distant countrx/jﬁe, as some 1n1t1a11y
suspected. Of the 1450 non-metropolitan’ counties that grew at a faster

® -rate than metropolitan counties between 1970 and 1975, 850 were not

N

adJacent to metropolitan areas. (3.) . .

The ways in wh1ch .small towns and rura] communities respond to the /

. new growth and deve1opment 1s clearly a major environmental and Aand use . .

concern. In abso!yte numbers, to be sure, metropo11tan areas still ///_JZK/ b
c ga1ned the greatest number of people during the- 1970s--8 3 m1111on as }

'compareg to 7.1 m1111on in non-metropo11tan count1es--and the rutal
growth was spread out over a far larger land area than is the case with

s Co. metropoJ1tan areas, which constitute just 1l4.percent of, the country's

A}

1and area.
/,~ . ’

But, many non-metropo11tan areas are a1ready contend1ng with 1and

~

T ' use conf11cts and deveTopment pressures s1m11ar in nature, 1f not in

e @ —— e = [ P v S

1ntens1ty, to those prev1ous1y found pr1mar11y on the fr1nges of large’

- cities. One recent stuoy estimated that 350 nura] counties were growing ‘
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at rates beyond the capabi]iiies of Tocdl governments to contend with in

terms of land use planning, provision of services and facilities, and

~

the Tike. (4) o, . . N

-

\ If ‘'rural communities find effective means to guide neW“deve1opmenE)

-

the impact on the environment may not be that great. But if a .

laissez-faire attitude towards new growth predominates (as was the case

4

in many suburbs during the. 1950s and 1960s), a rural variant of urban

WL/’/r\

Sprawl may spread ifself -- atbeit tiinTy == -across a far wider

1andscape than is now the case. Relative to more compact settlements,
’ .

th1s could resu]t not only in growth prob]ems typ1ca11y associated with

_urban sprawl (sdch as relatively greater air and water po]lut1on, h1gher
¢

energy expenditures associated with transportat1on, gre\fer pub11c‘and
pr1vate expend1tu‘Fs for 1nfrastructure and services) but a1so in a more
pronounced effect on the rural 1andscape and trad1t1ona1 rura]

activities, such as agriculture, and forestry. Un11ke the_suburb, where
agricu1ture and other traditionallectivitieé are']erge1y'trahéitiona1;
the essential economic functions'o?fthe nation'szorking 1end base myst
be maintained. ! ‘ T

o~

Taken tegéthr, the new demendsvbeing placed on the rural land

base-- --for agricultural production, for energ} and minerals, as weil

.

as for economic development--are considerable, and” rural areas_;oaay

face a difficult challenge: to find waysbfo aceomodate new érowth and

development while at the same time assuring that, essentieJJaciivitieé

and the inherent values of,.the landscape are not greatly impaired.

o

+
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A number of issyes related to rural land resourceéiare Tikely"
to be of key importance to‘rure1 America during the‘comingvdecade:
these relate to aoricu1tura1 land retention, 'soil stewardship, mineral
and energy deve1opment, water rsources, and habitat and scenic values.
These are not the on]} land resource issues confronting‘rura1 America,
but they are quité clearly igsues that are of great ‘importance in many
rural aFEas‘which, one way or another, will need to be addressed in the
years to come. . :. ‘ a

Farmland Protectjon

. "Farming no 1on§er ddminates rural life," concluded a recent study
by the U.S. Department of‘Agricu1ture on the "structure" of U.S.
agriculture.(5.) . And that conclusion is backed Up by some impressive
statistics. Just 30 years ago, agr1cu1ture was the maJor source of

€
1ncome in two thirds of the country's 3000 counties. By the mid-1970s,

.agr1cu1ture provided 20 percent of personal income in less than 700

counties--most of them c1ustered in the mid-West and the Northern Great

Plains. In non-metropolitan America as a whole, manufacturing,

wholesale and retail trade, and professional services ‘each accoﬁnteo fovr
. }

more than twice as many, workers as agriculture.

This transformat1on in the economy of most rural areas has been i

+ accompanied by a major ‘increase in the convers1on oﬂ farm]and»to

“non-agricultural uses--a circum$tance that is prompting concern in most

regions of the country. This is ref1ected by the fact that protection
of agr1cu1tura1 land was seenas a h1gh priority issue in each of the
rura] _regional workshops held by the Inst1tute For Work and Learning in o
1980. According to the recent]y comp1eted;9 S. Nat1one?‘Agr1cu1tura1
Lands)Study (NALS), about three million acres Q\Qagr1cu1tura1 land are ‘

Jost to development .ach year. (6 ) R
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Less tangibie than actual acreage diverted to non- agr1cu1tura1 uses,
but prohably of equal importance, are the: "spillover” effects of urban
Tand use¥ on ,local farm economies. ’'In many areas, 1oca1 farming begins
to falter long before new subdivisions'appear As specuiative'buyjng of,
land begins, many farmers sell out or stop making 1ongtterm investments
in their farms. Support seryices may go out of bus1ne s or move’
’ eisewhere Nhen-thg~new subdiViSions do appear, farme s may find that( 'y

their new neighbors regard essential farm operations as a nuisance, ‘and °

local restrictions may be imposed on- ordinary farm activities.

o

Conflicts between industrial uses and agriculture may alse arise
One particularly Significant issue--brought up strong]y at the Institute
for Work and Learning's Michigan and Maine regional workshops--concerns
the dumping of hazardous wastes on rural Jand Without special
R precautions, hazardous waste disposal cah result in contamination of
land and 1ivestock.' _— ‘

Farm]and'conversiop’was once considered to be just an open space |
problem on the fringes_of large cities. But it is.now seen as a far ‘
more pervasive problem which may, over the 1ong_run, reduce the capacity
of ‘the nation to meet long ranbe demands for U.S. food. In the last =~
decade, U.S. food exports have tripled, and have .become a major factor

. s

in offsetting balance of trade deficits. To meet this increased demand,
h&vg x .
- v farmers & brought a great deal more land into production. Relatively
e (

. . Tittle land (about 130 million acres) remains in reserve. Some

projections'suggest that if current trends continue, the U:St could
_cease to be_ a food exporting: natiOn in fifty years. ’

—_ h The effects of rural population growt# are another factor. Once -
.1arge1y 1i?ited to the fringe of major cities, farmland converSion'is

now occuring in a scattered pattern in many areas of rural America. In

Lo ’ :

4 .

9 .

o ”
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some»areas,.Jt is occuring .with a rap1d1ty character1st1c of the

3 . suburban growth. In others, a scattered over]ay of deve]opment is
3

-

evident. ., -
Concern about fdrm1and convers1on is prompting numerous state and
Tocal programs to protect<?arm1and from haphazard deve]opment Beyond\
property tax relief. programs, wh1ch are generally consmdered to be
"1nadequate to abate land conversion pressures in and of themse]Ves, two
states--Oregon and Wisconsin--have adopted state_wide farmland
protect1gn programs that, provide gu1de11nes for local zoning. About 104

AS

"counties and 166 mun1c1pa11t1es have adopted agr1cu1tura1 zoning,
‘ according toﬂthe Nat1ona1 Agr1cu1tura1 Lands Study. (7.) In addition,
. : several areas (mostly in the Northeast) have programs to buy up
development rights to farm]and. Under this approach, landowners keep
’tit1e to the ﬁand, and can continue to use it for agr1cu1ture,'but,
after compensation, re1inquish their options to develop the land.
~ . How are these programs working?m'NALS{ which has conducted the most
comprehensive survey of the programs to date, tonc]uded it was too early
to judge zoningt a we11'designed program could be effective if
"agricu1tura1 zones were carefully laid out on the basis of accurate
and complete data on soil productivity, land tenure patterns, and
_agrdeuktaral productivity," but that "zoning is vu1perab1e,to change if

7 . there is a shift in political power."(8.)State oversight of local zoning

s
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can provide greater permanance, but there are relatively few_states

_where this is a politically realistic option.
As for purchase of development rights, NALS concluded that such '

programs are genera]]y proh1b1t1ve because of the1r high' costs. In

areas where development pressures are 1ntense, it ean cost severa1

thousand dollars an acre to purcha§e~farm1and development rights.

Moreover; sipce: it is generally only possible to buy development rights
_to a small amount of land, development may occur around'farm pa;ze1s and
| make them.difficu]t to. farm. ' .

"Whi1e it is clear tnat zoning (mutable but cheap) and purch;se of
devé]opment r}ghts (%EFmanent but .expensive) tan be effectiVe under tné
rignt circumstanees, not’every comnunity will find these techniques
appropr1ate < ' ﬁ

 For examp]e, it is often not enough to just protect farmland from ¢
deve]opment emphasis on protecting the act1v1ty.of farming may be
reqaned. Agr1cu1tura1 districting--based on the prem1se that urban and
other uses\should not intefere with agri$u1ture--has been used in New’
York State for some time, and is now being\adobted'by other states.
: j Moreover, except in a_ few cases, farmland protection programs often
ha’e not addressed the other side of thesequation: the crucial prob]em.
of directing.new growth to its most appropriate location. Oregon's
statewise land use program is an exception: it is designed not ohly to

protect farmland, but a1 so identifies urban growth boundar1J where new

7 development will be encouraged.

Ty , .
i . .
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- Another important farmland protection issue concerns tHe role of N

~

the federal governﬁent. Federa] and fedeha]]y assisted programs and

.t

projects have, in many cases, inadvertantly encouraged conversion. of

N v »
prime agricultural land even when less valuable land has been available.

Two federal agencies (the Debartment of Agriculture and the , U
PR * Py,
Env1ronmenta1 Protection Agency) have recent]y adopted internal agency

po11c1es des1gned to m1m1n1ze the 1mpacts of their own actions on

‘e

farmland.' The_ﬂALS strong]y recommended that other agenc1es follow
suit. . . ' ' _ . S

’ ‘Beyond the effects of fedéral activities themselves, there is the
question of whether the' federal government should provide'finanEia] ang
technical assistance to statee and localitigs interested'in establishing
the1r own farmland retention progrqms Very modeet 1eg§s1ation of this
sort--des1gned to assist ‘ocal demonstrat1ons of 1nnovat\ve farmland -
protsct1on approaches-- was proposed in the 95th and 96th\Congresses,
but\ha§ yet to be enacted (9) Quite clearly, many 1oca11t1es could use j“

such - he]p ' ‘o ' ’ \ . -

" Soil Stewardship : . ‘ . - .\ .

In' the 1930§, a combination of drought, depression and | .~ v
soil- destroy1wg agr1cu1tura1 pract1ces brought the prob1em of‘§011
erosion to nat10na1 attentiom. President Franklin D. quseve]t put the
matter in sta;k terms; “"The nation that destroys it§‘soi1, dest oys
itse]f." sense of emergency about soil degradation led to the

S),.
estab11shment of the Soil €onservation SerV1cek and a nationwide grogram

\

v

'to conserve so11 resources that has been in place ever since. L ( T

_\ .. . ‘
' [
. * ’
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Despnte the expenditure of $15 bi]]ion at the federal level in the

interim, soil erosion has continued to be .a major agricuiturai prob]em
has- )
\\\éut, as memories of the dust bowl began to recede, it became in many

ways a hidden problem. r . ) ;

L4

After World War 11, and up‘untii the early 1970s, routine crop
N
© L surpiuses--made pOSSibie by technological) advances and good

weather--masked the continuing effects of erosion. Moreover, the early
- efforts by the Soil Conservation Serv1ce, and the local soil and water.<

conservation districts that were set up to he]p farmers install

” conservation practices were very successfui . '
3 4 [Y

But the problem has not gone away; in fact, according to the 1977

Nationa] Resource ﬁnventories (10 Y, conducteQ_by SCS, water erodeé four

Pe .‘. { K‘%' , ‘V -
bi]iion tons of soil- from the c untry's land base each year. Wind

erosion tikes additional soii. _A]though it is difficuit*to quahtify
lost production from erosion, USDAu&@%imates that poteptial corn and
soybean yields on some Mid-westernﬁsoi]s couid be reduceo by, fifteen to
thirty‘percent by the.year 2030 According to ‘a recent report by the
National Association of Conservation Uistricts, present erOSion rates

may be having the effect of -removing from production the equiva ent of

one million acres of cropland per year. (11 )

;&',§

=

S~

Moreover, runoff from agricuiturai land is causing significant .
water poliution problems: the sediment carries organic matter,

pesticides, and other'agricuiturai chemicals into water bodies. -

-

sl
.

\
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N . Dea]dng with the twin problems of soil erosion and water poliution

from agricultural practices will be difficult, 1In response to- {
increasing demard for agr;cu1tura1 products, many. farmers have removed
conservat1on she1ter ‘belts and other conservation practices begun  °
dec ades ago. Moreover, the ever increasing size of farm equ1pment has
made jt difficult for farm operators to works on terraces, contour rows,
and the corners of fields; as a resu]t many traditional spil
conservation practices are being abandoned.

The sudden interest in ."gadohol"--ethyl alcohol miied'with
‘gaso1ene--is-another potential prob1em. Some gasohol proposa]s_would
involve processing stubble and other crop residues which would normally °*
be left in ‘the fie]d Unless carefully :monitored and controlled, this °

cou]d result 1n;great1y 1ncreased eros1on prob]ems in some areas.
The fact that soil erosion cont1nues to be a major problem in th1s
country is causing reassessment of agricultural conservat:%n programs
\ that have been in effeet for decades. Under the 1977 So11 and Water |
Resources Conservation Act, the U.S. Department of Agr1cu1ture is
providing a great deal of new information about soi1 and water . e
resources. The recently completed "agr1cu1ture structure study" came up -
with a pumber of po11cy reconmendat1ons that seem quite reasonab1e in

the light of current and past trends: (1.) the need to target federal

cost-share funds to areas and farms where erosion is the most severe;

/ -

(2.) the need to divert agricultura1 land that is 3xperjgncing
critically high rates of erosion frpm product1on "for sufficently long
.per1ods of time -to restore the land; (3.) use of conservat1on -
achievement incentives. ' v ?
A Q .

<
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Epergy and Mining* oo

N

'(. _ Rural areas are no strangers to mining and energy development

projects, but the redoubled efforts to increase domestic energy
e L

- production, and assure national supplies of strategic minerals are

5
3

adding ‘a dimension of conflict in rural life that is unprecedented:
« ==In Minhesota, farmer opposition to.construction of a transmisstdn

line that crossed their farms was so vehement that guards had to be

posted along the entire route.

<

7 crime rates, and toofew doctors
° 4

v

--South Dakota's Attorney General pred1cted that federa] marshalls
would be needed to protect a proposed coal slurry p1peJ1ne from farmers

gutraged by the project. The pipeline was never built.

--The small Colorado village.of Crestéd Butte has mounted a
mb]ti-year campaign against a miming company's prOposal'to dismantle

part of a nearby mountain- that serves as a backdrop to the town. So

4 N
? B

far, they hdve succeeded.

R}

The prob1eh posed by these examples is a vexing one. There 'is a

perceaved national need for increased energy ‘and mineral deve1opment

but the impacts of that debelopment are not evenly d1str1buted they hit
rural America the hardest. During the 1970s, many sma]] towns in the
west became “boomtowns" almost overn1ght, as~hundreds and sometimes

B

thdusands of workers weie drawn to a project. Many of these towns,

1ack1ng the planning skills to contenﬁi with .even moderate new growth,
suddenly had to grapple with prob]ems such—as acute housing shortages,

" [N

traffic jams, inadequate public services, skyrocketing inflation and

!

*The_intense competition for water in the west among agr1cu1ture,
energy, and urbanization is considered in 2 subsequent section.

\
<

15
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. region is subject to recurrent f1ood1ng, and is 111su1ted for
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r
~

*IY* addition to the boom, there is- the prob1em of the bu?t that may
[}
follow. Construction of a new powgr plant may bring 2,000 peop]e into a

town to work on a project d1rect1y, ‘along with severa] hundred others to

provide support serv1ces But, once constructed only a few hundred
enp1oyees may'be needed to actually run the operation. 'Q
Fortunate]y, western states are becdﬁﬁng more adept at dea11ng w1th' .
the impacts of energy deve1opments--through a variety of state programs' . .
aimed at energy impact assistance. But the‘e can be no‘doubt that major

projects radically chanée the character of western communities affected :

by them.

Although receiving less attention, the sogial and economic impacts

of coal mining in Appalachia 3re .also important. The Appalachian

'RegionaL Commission ‘estimates that there-cou1d.be an in-migration of -

344,000 people into the region as a result of coal related deve1opment
in the next decade if there 4s a major éxpansion in eastern coal
production. The study estimates that” it would costl$2.98 billion to : "._ -
prov1de hous ing, schools, roads, ut113t1es and land for these people.
The problem is compounded by an acute hous1ng shortage 1n the ‘
region--brought on by the destruction of much existing hous1ngnby.f1oods~ i
ino1§77, as well as by,the requirements of in-migration. The' housing
shortage has been exacerbated®by the 1imited amouint of land that is

available for community expansion. Much of the bottom 1and in_the ’ ‘

L

” habitation. Much of the remaining land is, owned* by corporatnons that

N

_have been reluctant -to make'their 1and available for housing §yn1ceL .
s could, foveclose theinm optiow ﬁa develop

(,3“9_. Ve SOUACot tble. land um.(:a.«ms

»
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A The Three Mile fs1and nuclear power p1ant incident-vivid]y brought

-

to pub1:c attent1on some.of the planning issues assoc1ated with nuclear '

power- p1ant s1t1ng But the hazards associated ‘with energy deve1opment
are not- 11m1ted ‘to ‘nuclear plants.
Underground, coal miniﬁé has long been recognized as a dangerous

activity for the miners themselves. Less well known, are hazards--such

- as flooding and land subsidence--which mav harm 1ife and property in

Rk

-

nearby settlements. Probably the most famous example of a mine related
hazard to nearbv commdnities was the Buffalo Creek, West Virginia, dam
disaster in 1972. The dam, a temporary impoundment madeup of wastes
from coal mining, burst upder the pressure of heavy rainfall, and sent a
torrent of water into Buffalo Creek. The flood killed over Iab people
and left over 4,600 homeless. Land subs1dence associated with
undergrouhilnfniné is also a s1gn1f1cant problem. About two m1111on
acres--one fourth of all land overaggg% mines--is unstable; subsidence
can damage houses and other deve1opment over -the m1nes :

' Although somet1mes character1zedsas "Acts of God i most'm1ne

related accjdﬁnts affect1ng nearby development cou]d be prevented

- through carefu] planning, i.e. through 11m1tat1ons p]aced-on mining

act1v1t1es that constitute :a s1gn1f1cant risk to nearby development or,

-conversely, through 11mit§tions on new deve]opmenb that could be p1ad€%

at risk because of nearby mining activities. Provisions in the 1977 |
Federal Surface Mining Contro] and Regulation Act\CP.L. 95-87) attempted
to ‘deal with these problems by requ1rqng state reguldtory authorities to

have the capac1ty to designate areas unusitable for surface mining when

mining operations would substantially endanger'y1fe and property, and to

' ’
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suspend underground coal mining under urbanized areas, or' other .places

&

where mining would create a substantial risk. It‘aLso calls for
coordilqtion of such determintaions with federal, state or -local land
use plans and regu]at1ons .
The surfaceé mining act also addressed another m1n1n§ issue of
increasing concern: surface mining on prime agricultural land. Prime
farmland overlies an estimated one fourth of the country's strippable
coal reserves, and a significant potential for conflict e;ists in states
like 111inois which are both major producers of coal and agricu]tura!
products. The surface mining act established stringent reclamation
requirements for such lands. But the act has been under fire ever since
its passage, and efforts to weaken the 1egis1ation‘have been proposed.
Energy development. is one area’ where exceptionally strong federal
inve1vement in land use has been proposed--not to force planning on
~local commuriities, but to, in fact, override 1oca1, state or even
federal enyironmenta] objectives when those objectives would slow down
‘or prevent the siting of needed facilities. A siting measure which
would have allowed federal energy_ageneies to promulgate siting
procedures for states that did not have ‘a federally approved siting
* program was propoeed by the Ford Administration ip 1974, but was never
enacted A s1m11ar but more d1rect federal role, embod1ed in the
Carter Administration's Energy-Mob111zat1on Board concept was s1m11ar1y
o not enacted in the 96th Congress, but most expect some variant of this
concept. to be revived. ' &-‘ b
Given the magnwtude‘of the poss1b1e impacts of hastily sited energy
facilities, nowever? such an approach, if  itrsuceeds \m;ght very likely
create more problems than it would solve. -Many, if not mosd, states
alr®ady have their own energy facility siting programs; because state T
agencies are less remote from the-i acts of energy deve]opment, and
more fam111ar 31th local conditions, they are much more Tikely to make

N

appropriate siting decisions than a federal .agency.

. 18 @‘?
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Water Resources

Water--both its guant1ty and quality--is another area where the
real1t1es d¥ changing 1and use could have profound repurcussions for
rural America. To begjn w1th, irrigation agriculture--which produces
some 28 percent of all crops on just 12 percent of the cropland base--.
gées more water’tnan any other sector of the economy. In the years
ahead, irrigation agriculture faces some seriou; problems. ‘

In several areas of Ehe west, most notably west Texas, irrigation
agriculture is taking much more water from aquifers than is naturally
being replenished." In Gaines County, Texas, the water level in the
Dgallala aquifer has dropped 12.8 feet jn the last ten years. This,
coupled with increasing costs of pumping water, has resulted in the
abadndonment ef 100,060 acres of cropland w?iﬁ?h the county in the last
few years. (12} Another serious prob]em is bui]d_up of salts on —
‘1rr1gated|1and from reﬁeated 1rr1gat1on |

In addition- to préblems arising from 1rr1gat1on 16$e1f Western
agricu]ture is also facing stiff competition from urbanization and
energy development for the region's limited water supplies. The City of
\Tuscon, for example,’ is trying to augment its water*supp]1es‘5y

purchasing irrigated acreage thus ga1n1ng hold of warer rights. So

4
far, accord1ng to the U. S. Counc11 on Ehv1r4nmenta1 Quality, the ci %y

has purchased about,12,000 acres of farmland and ant1c1f;tes that [t
T win need to purchase an add1t1ona1 36 000 acres by {985 (13) nh1s '

'
i

-will essent1a11y e11m1nate41rr1gat1on agr1cu1ture arounp‘the city.-
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{Some'areas, hoheQer, eean‘to.be makinb real progress towards
stretghing their water suppfies as far as thej can--and in the process
. make some;accomodation with agrtcu]ture. An example is Northglenn
.- . Colorado, a suburb of Denvery -."  Rather than condemning irrigatton
water for municipal use as some other Colorado communities have done,

) *Northq e

has entered into an agreement with local irrigators to recyc]e\the1r

waterﬁ and return it to them. The approach is intended to achieve
h

several goals--allocating water as a means of keeping new growth within
sustainable levels, protecting nearby agriculture, and reducing water

»

pollution from sewage treatment. ,
o ' o .
' The added overlay of demand poséd by new energy development -
Lo ek : BN . :
a key which was raised strongly by participants at the Institute
.of Work and Learnfng‘s western rural workshop. The U.S. Department of
Energy has 1dent1f1ed five western\reg1ons which may e:counter water *
shortages in the future due to the added competition for water from
, JoE .
energy and industrial development. Theﬁreport.notes that "obtaining '
- water supplies for new energy facilities in (these) water shgrt regions
could involve availability and institutional conflicts with other users.
, \ ,r «
If such conflicts cannot be resolved satjsfactori1y, projections—for— ——
. - 4
development of certain energy technologies and fuel resources may need
to be rev1sed "(14) t, . . o

o

Tﬁe problems withr.the water reg1me in the west are significant -
A:gugh to<Z§/eaus1ng a major env1ronmenta1 prob1em--de§ert1f1cat1on
estimated 225 million acres in the West are thought to b:;yndergo1ng

© severe desert1f1cat1on, which is character1zed by lower wat tab1es)

reduction of surface waters, salinizatioh of'water“supp]ies, fand severe




o - - as) o
; erosion. “While there have been many grandiose plans to increase
5 Wwestern water'supp1ies through-ma;sive.diversfons of far awaxﬁriuers, ' P
desalinzation plants, or. even transport of icebergs, these are not
11ke1y to occur w1th1n.the forseable future, if at all. Thus; there is
/ . real uncertaihty whether the west can sustain ‘current 1eve1s of..

bopu]at1on growth, accomodate massive new energy deve]opment, <i:ft111

ma1nta1n its 1rr1gated acreage in product1om
The quest1on about what might- be done to conserve ater and to plan

for its a11ocat1on among various existing and prospective ‘uses is
execeedingly comp\ex, effectite action. w111 need to 1nvo1ve all. levels '
of government, andfa mu1t1p11c1ty of private users. The federa]
government wh1ch recent]y established water conservat1on as a maJor
nat1ona1 pr1or1ty§‘1n\many cases may actuaT1y be d1scourag1ng water
.conservatnon by pr0v1d1ng ﬁEEEi at subs1d1zed pr1ces.,4ﬁ§ny Tocal
“ -governments in water short areas are still actfve]y encouraging an / i
influx of new popu1at1on that may Further exacerbate competition for Q\\
local wdter supp11es And agracu1tura1 users are, 1n=many.areae,

- "mining" water fromts1ow to recharge aquifers--a circumstance that makes
even from P rokit Masluuasa_ tons poimtot view .
sensejonly 1n the short Run. has -led to proposa1s for 11nk1ng Q

" Federal or state water po11c1es Hith. agr1cu1tura1 P011CM in order to .

-

'dJscourage overuse of watek. ’ B L
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Protect1ng Hab1tat and Scen1c Va1ues e

The vastness, the d1vers1ty, and the sheer_beauty of the Amer1can

* land is a transcendent pergept1on that each generatﬁon of Amervcan

, discovers anew. "And” it is not JUSt the beauty of the Nat1onaL/5‘ s;\~‘_114;

/ 3

though they are 1ncomparab1e, that is d1scovered’but that of

_5':.0 e

work1ng landscapes all over the country~that are outstand1ng for .their

aesthetic values and their provision of w11d§hfe habitat’, N1th the

scatteration-of new deve]opment across theagountrys1de, and more
‘1ntens1ve use of land resources for energy and other uses, there is a

danger that many of these 1andscapeg,wi11 1ose the~attr1butes that make
4

-

3

them so attractive. o, ”

El

4
' Yet this very increase’ in deve]opment pressure ;ri a 1arge

fract1on of the privately owned 1a base ﬁas very'ﬂarge1y foreclosed -

’

one of the major strategies used’by 1and preservat1on1sts during the

-

1960s to set as1de open space Tand around rap1d]y urban1z1ng cities.

] ’ o

The strategy was to 1nduce a government--somet1mes local, “sometimes ¥ -
state, and somet1mes federal (but a1most "always’ w1th federal " do11ars

‘ .
1nvo1ved)--to simply buy—up land of except1ona1 opén space va1ue that

was slated for devexépment
-4
This approach qu1te c]ear]y is of very }dm1ted ut111ty thése
' days--not only because- both the_Carter and Reagan Adm1n1strat1on s

want to balance the budget, but because' with: fhe _price of ryral Tand
rising at two or three times. that of 1nf1at1onj:a federal government
. rea1-estate dollar can accomplish very 11tt1e these days Moreoyer
even if, vast sums were ava11abTe, it would ne1ther be praciucab]e nor
dﬁs1rab1e to purchase enough rural land to protect a 1and5cape‘aesthet1c

wh1ch depends on rura1 scenery measured by the m11e rather than the

acre. . P R
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_ 1n several otpen areas--have been proposed These approaches borrow \\ =

o . . —

v
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. ) L3 vt ’ .
There are other options, however. In several areas that contain

outstand1ng landscapes, governments -are seek1ng to contro] the pattern ’
of new sett]emEht in scenic areas rather than buy1ng up the land and
e11minatxn§ neW'grthh_a]together. ‘New York State's Ad1rondack .
"Park"--an area ahout the size of Vermont in Which 60 percent of the
1and is pr1vate1y owned--1s a part1cu1ar1y consp1cuous example of th1s

A State chartered agency encourages deve]opment 1n hamlet .areas or in

~

clusters, rather than in a scattered pattern . Encounter1ng great local
oppos1t1on when it was estab11shed in the ear]y 1970s, the Adirondack
p]an 1s gradua11y ga1n1ng acceptance--a fact that in part reflects

greater part1c1pat1on by Tocal governments in the program. As local

»

governments assume more respons1b111ty, the Park agency is turn1ng more
e

and more of its attentﬁﬁn to he1p1ng strengthen the local economy, which .

s dependent on tourism.and forestry

A\s1m11ar effort--though 1nvo1v1ng the overs1ght of the Fegera1

government--is being tried in the P1ne Batrens of New Jersey Similar

approaches for the B1g Sur of Ca11forn1a the Cou1mb1a River Gorge, and\

from Tandscape protect1on techn1ques widely used in Eng]and and Europe, _\\\
and hawe been called the "green11ne concept " By using 1and acquisition”~ \

\
\
\

spar1ng1y if at all, and by app1y1ng a number of, d1rect and Andirect
approaches to cdntroi11ng deve1opment, a fa1r balance between econom1c
developmentand- 1andscape prot§§t1on can often be ach1eved traditional

agr1cu]ture andeorestry can continue (someth1ng that is often not the

e

-
caée w1th new parks) and. some new residential, commercial and even

. Y.
industrial development can be undertaken--but. only with careful e

. .
1] . <

guidance. ¥

®
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“"rhstﬁtutiona1 Responses B

. The change in rura] 1and use trends has been so recent that jalmost

everybody-ﬁanc1ud1ng state, local and federal agenc1es 1nma1ved in Q

when the prjmary growth prob1em in rura] Amer1ca as

]

ten years a

thought to be no growth at all, and the pr1mary farm1and prob1e was

thought to be overproduction. b . ‘

Y

to new deveTopment may result in serious growth prob1ems Trad tionally,

experience--to dea1\w1th “the: new 1and use issues that are now:
rundl govermmemts |

confront1ng them Many<have become aware that,-without carefyh

)

Land'Use—pTann1ng and zon1ng, have been, in the ma1n ban and

suburban phenomena sMany rrural areas have limited or no plgnning

capabi]fties--a circumstance.that ref]ects both a 1ack of a need\for

o

such capaB!11t1es unt11 recent]y, and a res1stence on the part of rural

®

1andowners to such approaches. In Targe part this reS1stence stems
from fears of landowners that 1and use contro]s w111 reduce the
potent1a1 development value of the1r land. Much of the dramatic
increase in the price of farmland over the last decade is re]ated to the

yalue of the land for agricu1ture:-not de9e1§pment--but most 1andowners

‘v .
'

‘ rd

L2
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\

g
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t  localities to protect farmland.
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want to keep their options open for the future. A

IR

b ‘This is not necessari1y an insurmopntable problem., Landowners néar
the urbanizing fr1nge around large c1t1es R feel fairly secure in.the -
assumpt1on that their land will some day fetch a/pretty pr1Ce from a
deve]oper t) rural %andowners are not in that s1tuat1on"however, a
few choice parce]s may be-bought by deve1opers, other land may be bought °
for amen1ty purposes But most farmers will not bé seriously
approached--save perhaps by other farmers--about selling ‘their 1and
Thus, - they may. stand to lose more than they will gain if nearby urban

&

uses begin to *interefere with the activity of farming. o

TEEE, it is not surprising that, in many areas of the country,

‘farmers have taken the 1ead in trying to get agr1cu1tura1 1and

. protect1on programs in p1ace Several . .. farm re1ated

organ1zat1ons--1nc1ud1ng the National Association of ConservatTon

D1str1cts, the Nat1ona1 Grange the National Farmers Un1on, and the

National Asoc1at1on of State Departments of Agriculture--have ful]

-

hearted]j endorsed proposed nationgl legislation to assist states and
b , ,

>~
< One can alsg expect new approaches’to land use problems that are
more-sensitive to rural neéds._70ver the years, the p1anggng profession
b b
as a whole ha$ beeh dominated by and urban perspective that may not be

espetia11y appropriate in a rural context. Greater interest in rural

¥ planning approaches is now in evidence--a circumstance that is reflected

1

Jin increased literature on rural planning issues.” -
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At the national and state level, a1so, there- is growing recognition,

of the 1and use prob]ems that .rural gommun1t1es face--but there is also

a quandary about what to do. Local land use p]ann1ng and regu]at1on are

controversial enough ip rural areas, but when a state.or espec1a11y the

-

federa]’government, becomes even indirectly involved, the political heat
- o\

_* becomes very 1ntense. ;o . .

H

-

The five years of Congress1ona1 debate in the garly 197OS\over

\

[N

‘propdsed--but never enacted--]eg1s1at1on wh1ch_wou1d have prov1ded

: financia1 assistance for state 1eve1q1and use‘orograms is a case fn
point. A b111 prov1d1ng*§1m11//)ass1stance for coastal areas passed

‘ easily in 1972 but, when statewide assistance’ was proposed, the bill
not only fdiled to pass, but .was 1arge1y ignored by ‘the peop]e in the

. country at large even as it was Sttacked vigorous]y by sing1e4issue'
act1v1sts O As a resuf\\\the Congress, and the federal government as a

whote have beCome,gunshy of new programs that could be even remotely

construed as increasing federa] involvement in_ 1and use decisions.
v -

4

At e,

There is a ce?%h1n jrony "in thas, for this reluctance to dea] w1th :
e

fand use issues is occuring exactly at the ‘time when rural Amer1ca is

most in need of assistance in dea11ng with its land resource prob]ems--

“

such as those des€r1bed in the,prev1ous pages "And--given current

< -

f1sca1 constraints and the suspicion of p]ann1ng and regu]atory at a]]
Teve]s of government--it is not -1ikely that- th1s will change in. the
near future. \ o
% e
There are, Howevef, a number of 1ssues~- al)-related to that much

discussed topic o gutt1ng the Federal, house 1n order"--that cou]d he]p

v ’

rév L]

?,
*

et ‘ : . : .

. v,w
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rural areas deal with land resource problems. -These would

‘not involve massive new commitments of federal funds, or

create a new land use bureaucracy.“ In Jact, theﬁ'might very
well save money and reduce bureaucracy. ) . *
Over the years, well over 100 federal programs have :3\\\
been adopted which have fairly signigicant affects on
state. local and private land use decision-ma%ﬁhg. Examples'
are highway programs. sewarage assistance, airports, °
water resource projects, and a host of other federal and
federally assisted activities that affect growth pgtterns. )

In some cases, federal programs have inadvertently

subsidized or encouraged activities that have resulted. in

- land use_prdblems. Fedgral and federally a331sted proaects

often result ip conversion of prime farmland -Zeven when other perfectly, '
o

acceptable sites may be nearby. Federa]ly\ggq§idized water ofted

-

-~ . o

discourages water conservation, and’ encourgges 1and degradation. And
there are a great many other federal prod/9gs and po11c1es--rang1ng from
sections\gf the IRS code that fuel the fires of 1nf1ation in farmland
values to interstate trucking: regu1at10ns--that have un1ntended
"spillover" effects on land use. It wou]d be reckless’ and unwise to‘
simply cut out.tdese Subsidies and po11c1es wholesale, for many of them
senye 1mportag§ public purposes. But their land u;é effects are{;oor1y

understood, and merit careful study and possible modifications of

policiés where appropriate. - ~. .
Another area concerns federal rural deve1opment.programsT\\Qjé? the

years, literally hundreds of federal prdgrams‘have been adopged to

*

. Channel development assistance to rural areas. Initially, the idea was

27
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to focus on distressed rera1 eommunities, bui, gpadually, manysof these
brograms have been broadened to inc]ude: in ene way or another, ﬁost of
rural America. ‘More carefu] target1ng%of these deve]opment programs
could help to assure that those communities most in need--the 250 rura]
counties, located primarily in Appa1ach1a and the South, and a few areas
of the west? where rural poverty is a pronounded prob]em--get the most

of the =a’va1'1ab1e development assistance.

Many of the other rural COuntiesggre less in need of assistance in
attracting new development--they have apparently ‘been successful at this
more than anyone would have suspected’a few years agoiethan‘in
essistance for p]ann;%g . And here, again, useful changes could be made
in the kind of planning ass1stance now given to rural America.

Most federal]y supported p1;hn1ng:-both urban and rural--is
conducted to meet narrowly def1ned obJect1ves--such as for waste
eisposaf %aei]ities, or roads.’ whi1e such .planning needs to be
conducted, brﬁad@? planning assistance -that..would consider dL]tip]e
objectives is not widély qyai]ab]e--especial]y in rural America.’
Comprehensive p1enning assistance offered by the Department of ‘Housing

and Urban Development has been broadened- dver the fears, but stitl is

&

14

primeri1y‘directed et urban aréas. And a small planning assistance
program under the aegis of the Farmers Home Administretton--authorized
at $5 miJlion per, year-~has only been sporadically funded.

Quite Ttlearly, this is not adedgate to the task ‘at hand. Over.the
years, there have been a' number of proposa]s to conso11date and
coord1nate federa1 and federa11y assisted planning--not on]y for reasons-
of efficency (many p]anning efforts overlap the,ﬁame area) so that _some

degree of consistency among prograﬁ obJect1ves can be ach1eved This may

v .

. . 28
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be desirable--but it will not help communities’ deal with ~
. ~ .
newly perceived probléms such as farmland ojnverslon for
which no authorizing legislation exists. Nor is plannlng

* without 1mplementatlon (through zoning, or other negulatory

techniques by stes or 1oca11t1es) of much use whatsoever.

~~ T~ “K1thsligh beyond the scope Of"thls paper—exec

\

in a genéral way, there are also the 1ssues assoc1ated R /

with federal land ownershlpg The federal government owns .,
\about one third of the nation's land. Most ‘of this land ;

' {s in the western United States, where about half of all B

land is in one or another: of the federal land management 1;1 )

systems, Some of this federal land 1is in natlonal parks
4

e or wildlife refuges, but most 1s "multlple use" land

adm1n1stered either Dby the Interlor Department s Bureau of
Land Nanagement or the Agriculture Department s Forest
Service. rederal dec1slons about how this land 1s used--
how much wilderness to deslgnate. how much energy develoo—
ment to’permlt. or how much timber harvesting and gra21ng\/~_~>

to allow --have major ramifications for Western states.

v

———  — — —been enacted—that_are;lniended _to_idéntify federal lanfl -

Over the last ten or fifteen years, seveﬁal 1aws have

management objectives more clearly. The result has been .

an intensive plannlng effort--characterlzed by a hlgh degree

of publlc part1c1patlon 4and, ‘not surprlslngly. controversey
~abqut specific management obJectlves (such as how much 1and

to designate as wilderness.)

N ée

. :,%& 1 . * - -
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With the west continuing to gain population, and with

wwestern, energy developmeﬁt playing a key role in various

~

.
» scenarlos for the natlon s energy future. management decisions

\J

about federal lands w111 contlnue to be a dominant land

.

| . issue-in the—coming-decadess --Although many westermers T

" see federal policies towards federal lands as impedihg .
the region's economic deéelopment (something that would
be hard to justify with statistiids), the national. interest
in these lands requires a more complex maﬁégement strategy

than would othé{wise bé the case.

The more sophiéticated planning. processes that are .

now belng applied to both ‘BLM and Forest §erv1ce lands

may. well prov1de a vehlcle for sorting out national, reglonal e

,

and loci;.lnterest in' managingsthe federal lands.

.
. &
- o 5

[
. .

. _
- While it is clear’that much can be done make federal programs more:

s -

responsive to the new realities?of rural land use, it would 'be a mistake

to conclude that federal housekeeping chores alone are all that is .

needed. The_land_resaunce_prnblems_that_nuraJ America faces are

. unprecedented, and most, if not all of them wou1d be there w1th or -

without paét federal .programs. As for the future, rura] America not

~ only needs help in dealing with-the%e'prob1ems, but the mational

e

interest in assuring the cont1nued productivity of the country S work1ng N

3

1andscape may well requ1re that this he]pgbe given. -

]
G
it
.
oY
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1. Only a small fraction (7.2 percent) withim SMSA's actually

in urban or built up uses. The rest is il open space, farmland,
forest, or other non-intensive uses. - SMSA's f
are used by most researchers and many federal programs to make a
distinction between metropolitan and nonjmgtropo1itan areas;
metropolitan counties are considered urban; non-metropolitan

(
" counties, rural. / ~

»

.
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