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ABSTRACT

Numerous authors have noted that the patchy, sprawling pattern of development
characterizing the metropolitan fringe results in part from the decisions of individual
landowners regarding the use, subdivision, development, sale, or transfer of land. These
decisions are related to owners’ inferests in their land: the set of benefits, derived from
ownership, that enhance owners’ physical, financial, or emotional well-being. In this
dissertation, I develop a framework for exploring landowners’ interests in their fringe
properties. The framework proposes a set of interests owners might hold in land, explains
how they are influenced by personal and external circumstances, and discusses how interests
shift over time.

In developing this framework, I draw from research on landowners’ roles in land conversion
and Marxist scholarship on “exchange” and “use” values in urban land. The framework also
emerged from research conducted in the Austin, Texas fringe, involving a telephone survey
of over 500 landowners, interviews with owners and experts on the region’s growth, and a
field visit. The study reveals that Austin-area owners are a diverse group whose land interests
relate to monetary gain, the use of land for residence or business, and emotional satisfaction
from the enjoyment of resources or activities on their property; and that individual and family
owners typically hold multiple interests in their land at any given time. However, the study
also identifies general “orientations” toward agriculture, enjoyment, and investment, which,
with other key variables (including residency, parcel size, tenure, and location), may be
associated with specific behaviors including use, sales, purchases, and transfers to children.

The research also reveals that, over time, personal and external factors (such as intensifying
development pressures) may serve some interests but be deleterious to others, complicating
owners’ decision-making, but explaining why some elect not to sell land despite potential
profits, and why, over the course of ownership, individual landowners may play multiple
roles in land conversion, contributing to the uneven nature of fringe growth. For planners and
policymakers, the dominance of individual and family owners, their interests, and the stories
of their histories with their land can inform efforts to encourage alternative forms of
development.
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Chapter 1

Introduction and Overview

This dissertation is about the owners of open, undeveloped land on the metropolitan

fringe, the complex and dynamic area extending from the suburban edge to the outermost
point where development is likely to occur within the next fifteen years. These landowners’
properties are currently under significant development pressure or are likely to be under that
pressure within the next decade. As such, these owners control the sites of future
metropolitan development, and their decisions about their properties, particularly those
related to its use, subdivision, development, sale, or transfer, are even now influencing future

patterns of urbanization.

Our knowledge of the owners of fringe land is limited. Although fringe landowners
were the focus of a modest body of empirical work, mostly in the 1980s, scant recent
research has examined owners’ current identities and behaviors, or the roles they are playing
in today’s processes of regional development. Conventional wisdom has it that landowners in
rapidly developing areas of the metropolitan fringe are motivated primarily by the
opportunity to profit from the sale of their land, and will sell their properties to the highest
bidders. Though many researchers have also focused on owners as rational economic actors,
many have speculated about the non-financial motivations that underlie landowners’
possession of land and their decisions about their properties; however, little empirical

research has examined these in depth. As a result, non-financial interests in land represent
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The Interests of Landowners on the Metropolitan Fringe

something of a black box within landowner research, viewed as potentially important, but

understudied.

Yet, if this box were to be opened, our understanding of landowners’ behaviors
regarding their land — and our ability to predict future behaviors — would be considerably
deepened, improving our knowledge about how and why current patterns of land conversion
occur (particularly the low-density, patchy patterns known as sprawl). The research described
here takes a first step in this broad agenda, asking simply: What interests do owners of fringe
land hold in their land? If we are to understand who owns land on the metropolitan fringe,
the decisions they make about their land, and ultimately, the link between owners’ individual
decisions and emerging patterns of development, we need to know more about the range of
owners’ interests in their land: the reasons they own land, and the benefits or advantages
derived from continued ownership that enhance their physical, financial, and emotional well-

being.

To that end, I examine the range and nature of interests in fringe land, the factors that
shape and influence them, and how they change over time, using a case study of landowners
on the Austin, Texas fringe. The study involved a survey of 521 owners, 11 in-depth
interviews with owners, over 60 conversations with area experts on Austin’s growth and
development, and a field visit to the Austin fringe. I specifically focus on the interests of
individuals and families who dominate ownership of land in the Austin region and who
currently utilize their land for agriculture, residence, recreation, or a site for business, owning
at least five acres, with some or all of their parcels in non-urban or open use (whom I refer to
in this dissertation as “pre-development owners” or “owners”).! Drawing from the data

gathered in the case study, I develop a systematic way to identify and describe owners’

! These are the “legal” owners of land. Although there are some rights to land held by others besides
owners (e.g. the public’s right to access private property, in some cases), this dissertation considers
only those who hold legal title to the property.

12



Chapter 1: Introduction and Overview

interests in their fringe land, drawing from previous research on fringe land conversion and
neo-Marxist scholarship on “exchange” and “use” values in urban land. The data collected
from the Austin-area research reveal that landowners hold a range of interests in their
property relating to the financial benefits of ownership; the functional use of land as a site for
conducting various activities; and emotional ties, enjoyment, and satisfaction. Furthermore,
each landowner is likely to hold multiple interests in the same parcel of land at any given
point in time. These interests may at times conflict, particularly as changing personal and
external factors, such as increasing growth pressures on the fringe, serve some interests and
are deleterious to others, complicating landowners’ decisions about their property (and

explaining why some choose to hold land when they have the opportunity to sell it for profit).

As I show, interests also provide insight into the types of owners who possess land on
the metropolitan fringe, and into the development of the fringe itself. In Austin, interests
group together into three categories or orientations, toward agriculture and profit from
farming or ranching, enjoyment of property, and investment. Owners described by the
orientations exhibit some significant differences in their demographic characteristics,
participation in land markets as buyers and sellers of land, and future plans regarding their
property (including plans to develop, buy, sell, transfer, or hold land indefinitely). However,
because nearly all owners hold multiple interests in their land, and because interests shift
over time in response to internal family and personal events and external circumstances,
landowners are likely to play several different roles in land conversion during the course of

their tenures.

Below I discuss in greater detail the rationale for focusing on interests as a way to

provide new insights into landowners’ identities, behaviors, and roles in land conversion.
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The Interests of Landowners on the Metropolitan Fringe

L Interests as a Lens for Studying Landowners

The concept of using interests as an organizing theme for this study emerged from the
research itself. A survey pretest of 360 owners in the Austin fringe, conducted in 2001,
revealed that individuals and families by far dominated ownership of land in the Austin
fringe, with few speculators and developers discernible among the survey respondents,
despite previous literature that predicted their presence (e.g. Baerwald, 1981; Brown et al.,
1981; Clawson, 1971; Coughlin, 1985, Lindeman, 1976; Pond & Yeates, 1994a; Sargent,
1976). Moreover, the individuals and families identified in the Austin pretest were quite
diverse in their demographics, land uses, past behaviors, and intentions for their property,
more so than was evident in reports from previous research in other fringe areas. The
differences between the types of owners identified in previous empirical research, much of it
conducted twenty years ago, and the Austin survey pretest may be the result of: (1) new
trends in fringe development, described in Chapter 2, (2) differences in sampling
methodologies between past and current research, (3) circumstances unique to Austin, which
was not among the fringe areas examined by previous research, or (4) some combination of
all of these. While a larger study is needed to understand fully how and why fringe
ownership patterns may have changed,” my goal for this dissertation became to understand
the diversity within the group of individual and family owners in terms of their
characteristics, behaviors, and the reasons they own land. From this early data, it appeared
that individual and family owners held a range of interests in their land, deriving multiple
financial, functional, and emotional benefits from land ownership; some of these interests,
such as the use of land for recreation, were fulfilled in the current time, but others, such as
financial gain from the sale or development of property, may potentially be realized in the

future. Because they might have multiple interests in their land, and these might be fulfilled

2 A more comprehensive landowner study is currently underway at the Lincoln Institute of Land
Policy, as described in Chapter 3.
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Chapter 1: Introduction and Overview

at different times, I surmised that individual owners might also be playing multiple roles in
the development process, including roles previously attributed to speculators or developers,
such as holding land for investment purposes or participating directly in building and sales of
residential development. To further develop and assess these hypotheses, the survey
instrument was reworked to probe owners’ underlying interests in their properties more
deeply. The subsequent survey of 500-plus owners, using the redesigned questionnaire, with
follow-up interviews, a field visit, and conversations with numerous Austin-area experts on

growth and development, provide the data for this dissertation.

The use of interests as an organizing framework provides a number of benefits one
would not gain by looking solely at owners’ demographic characteristics, past behaviors
regarding their land, or their reported future plans. First and most simply, interests add rich
dimension to our description of owners. Together with data on demographics and behavior,
owners’ rankings of their own interests help us understand, for example, the relative and
subjective importance to a farmer-owner of earning income through cultivation of land,
holding land for investment purposes, the potential for giving land to heirs, and the value of
land as a place for residence and recreation. From this information we see clearly that
farmers are not all alike in their reasons for owning, or, ultimately, in the factors they
consider in their decisions regarding their land. With data on owners’ interests, we can begin
to develop more detailed profiles of landowners who, according to their interests,
demographic profile, land characteristics, and past behaviors, lpight participate more readily
in land conversion activities like selling or developing their land, or who might be more apt

to hold land out of the development process.
Second, a focus on interests underscores the fact that most individuals and families

are guided in their land decisions by both non-financial and financial concerns, a fact

suggested in previous research but seldom discussed empirically. As summarized in Chapter
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The Interests of Landowners on the Metropolitan Fringe

2, previous literature on landowners as actors in the development process has tended to focus
on a primary reason that owners possess their property, because that fit the purposes of
categorizing owners by their primary roles in the development process. We understand from
Brown et al. (1981), for example, that farmers’ main purpose in owning is to use their land
for agricultural production, while speculators’ main interest is in capital gain from
appreciating land values. However, beneath these typologies are important subtleties (some
noted in previous research but not pursued in depth). Rural users like farmers may also be
interested in capital gain; indeed, this is why many will sell to investors in the first place; at
the same time, speculators may use their land for income-producing agriculture during the
period that they wait for land values to appreciate. As for fringe homeowners, Bacrwald
(1981) has noted that while the “functional utility” of housing is a prime concern to owners,
so too is its investment value (p. 342). As suggested by this previous work, though some
landowners may be singly interested in profit-making from investment in or development of
their land, a majority have multiple interests in their land, perhaps simultaneously
considering property to be some combination of an investment, an input to agricultural
production, a residence, a legacy for children, a source of emotional fulfillment and
enjoyment, and, possibly, a public good that it is their responsibility to manage and protect. I
posit that, depending on their prioritization and immediacy, some or all of an owner’s set of
interests will play a role in the owner’s decisions about the use and potential sale of their
property. Through the lens of interests, we see more of the complexity of landowners’
decisions than we would by examining only owners’ primary reason for owning or their

financial motivations.

Interests also provide new insight into concepts of fringe land in general. Using only
an economic, transaction-oriented lens, land is seen primarily as a commodity, while through
the lens of interests, we can identify a kaleidoscope of meanings that land and landownership

can have for its owners, all of which might influence owners’ decisions in different ways. In
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Chapter 1: Introduction and Overview

different contexts, authors have examined Americans’ views of land (e.g. Altshuler (1999)
and Bryant et al. (1982) and discuss the role of competing views of land in land use and
policy conflicts); however, examining landowners’ interests shows how the same person
might attach different meanings to land, perhaps seeing it both as a tradable commodity and

as a resource to be enjoyed, perhaps with a larger public, or perhaps privately).

A fourth reason for focusing on interests is that we see that the benefits derived from
ownership, and owners’ views of and attachments to their property, may not be stable over
time. Rather, they may shift as personal and family circumstances change; as the external
political, geographic, social, and economic context evolves; and as localized development
pressures intensity. Other authors have noted that owners’ motives and their roles in the
development process might change over time as their lives evolve (e.g. Baerwald, 1981); this
study offers a more detailed framework that might be employed in future research to examine
owners’ shifting interests over time, allowing us to look dynamically at owners and their

decisions, rather than at a snapshot of owners at a particular point.

In short, interests add richness to the description of owners of fringe land and
dimension to our understanding of landowners’ decisions, describing in greater depth than
existing literature why owners possess fringe land, their non-financial motivations for their
decisions, and how and why their motivations regarding their land are likely to evolve over
time. This study makes contributions to both theory and practice. For theories of land
conversion on the metropolitan fringe, it lends new insight into the patchy, sprawling nature
of fringe development, drawing attention to the range of actions owners are taking (including
the many that hold land out of development). We know that land conversion is not smooth, in
either time or space, but the uneven nature of development is more understandable with the
knowledge that owners may play multiple roles in the development process as a result of

their multiple interests in their land. For planners and policymakers, at a basic level, the study
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The Interests of Landowners on the Metropolitan Fringe

highlights the importance of including individual and family owners of fringe land in
planning processes in rapidly growing areas, and to attending to the diversity of owners’
interests (including diversity among types of owners, and within an individual owner’s
unique portfolio of interests), their perceptions of growth, and their stories about their land.
Beyond their roles in the development process, these owners are also central to our evolving
understanding of the communities that are growing beyond the suburban edge of America’s

urbanized areas, providing a window into the nature of the current and future fringe.

II. Dissertation Overview

Part I of the dissertation (chapters 2 through 4) provides relevant background to the
research, including the practical and scholarly rationale for the study; the description of the
methodologies employed; and an overview of the Austin fringe area, the context for the
research. Specifically, in Chapter 2, I present the theoretical and policy rationale for the
research. I first discuss the metropolitan fringe as an area of study and discuss recent
development trends that render it particularly worthy of examination. I then introduce the
owners of land on the metropolitan fringe, summarizing findings from previous literature
about their identities, behaviors, and roles in the the process of urbanization, and focusing
particularly on what we know of owners’ interests in their properties. I conclude by
summarizing the rationale for current research. In Chapter 3, I present the research
methodolgy used to study landowners and their interests in the Austin fringe. Chapter 4
provides an overview of the Austin fringe, supplying the geographical and institutional

context in which Austin-area landowners are best understood.

In Part II (chapters 5 through 7), I present a theoretical framework for understanding

landowners’ interests in their properties and findings from the empirical research conducted
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Chapter 1: Introduction and Overview

in the Austin fringe. In Chapter 5, I draw from previous work on interests in land and the
findings of the Austin case study to present a framework for conceptualizing and researching
landowners’ interests in their land. The framework includes a definition and exploration of
the nature of interests, a discussion of the set of interests that fringe owners might potentially
hold in their land, and an examination of the influences upon an individual owner’s unique
set of interests. In the next chapter, Chapter 6, [ use empirical data gathered in the Austin
landowner survey to provide an overview of landowners’ characteristics, behaviors regarding
their land, and interests; and to discuss three groups of interests that appear to motivate the
majority of owners in the Austin fringe (interests in agricultural income, enjoyment of
amenities and recreation, and equity). Finally, in Chapter 7, I present a hypothesis about how
interests might change over time and factor into owners’ actual decisions about their

properties.
Part III of the dissertation (Chapter 8) covers implications of the research for both

theories of land conversion and for practitioners engaged in planning for the future of the

fringe. It also provides a guide to future research.
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Chapter 2
Research Context: The Metropolitan Fringe and Its Owners

In this chapter, I provide the practical and research context for the study of

landowners’ interests. In Section I of the chapter, I introduce the metropolitan fringe, the
geographic context for the dissertation. The fringe has received scholarly attention in the past
forty years by those seeking to understand metropolitan development patterns and processes,
for it is fringe land that is converted from rural to urban uses, and into the fringe that metro
regions expand. Yet the fringe has seldom been well defined; therefore, I first present a
working definition for the purposes of this study. I then discuss reasons for studying the
fringe, including a recent trend toward lower residential density growth deeper into the
fringe, which some argue represents an evolving urban form toward low density exurban
living, and that has implications both for theories of metropolitan growth and for public
policies that aim to manage development and protect natural resources. In Section II, I
introduce the landowners of the fringe, first summarizing what previous literature tells us
about their identities and roles in the the process of urbanization. I then discuss how a deeper
understanding of owners’ identities, behaviors, and interests can inform both theoretical

models of metropolitan growth as well as the policymaking process.
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| The Significance of the Metropolitan Fringe

This dissertation is about people, the owners of undeveloped land on the metropolitan
fringe. Howeyver, it is motivated by a concern for the quality of a place, its resources, and its
communities: for the rural and semi-rural place that the fringe is at present; for the natural
resources inevitably effected by the fringe’s transition from rural to urban; and for the social,
aesthetic, and environmental nature of the communities that are developing there now and
that will continue to expand across the landscape as metropolitan regions grow. The fringe is,
in essence, the future suburb and urbanized area, and the future of those places is being
plotted now, through and on top of ranchland and pasture. It is also a place where problems
associated with growth are increasingly evident, such as traffic, loss of wildlife habitat and
scenery, and increased pollution (Daniels, 1999); and where political conflict over land uses
and public services, often between longtime residents and newcomers, is occurring (Dubbink,
1984; Lapping & Furuseth 1999; Spain, 1993).

The fringe is understudied. This is partly a result of divisions within the academic
community: as Audirac (1999) notes, drawing from Hart, “[The fringe] is too urban to attract
traditional rural researchers and too rural to incite urban scholarly inquiry (Hart 1991)” (p. 7).
In other words, the rural/urban divide is not descriptive enough to explain the development
occurring in the wide middle where the two meet. The same divide may exist within the
realm of planning: Evans and Mabbitt (1997) argue that “there is a tendency towards a
conceptual separation of town and countryside,” and that “[s] tudies of the nature of the
urban fringe have tended to view the urban area it surrounds in the abstract — as an economic
and social model with no physical characteristics of its own” (p. 57). Audirac also suggests
that the fringe has received less than its share of attention as a result of “simplistic notions of

sprawl that reify and obscure, rather than illuminate, the complexity of economic and
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sociospatial forces shaping the edge” (p. 7). Indeed, “sprawl,” the consequences of which
drive much of the practical and academic interest in the fringe, is itself an underdeveloped
and ill-defined concept (Galster et al., 2001) that fails to capture the dynamics at work on the
fringe, dynamics that are often not visible until physical land conversion actually begins
(Brown et al., 1981). Yet as the interface of rural and urban land uses, and as the site of
current and future growth, the fringe is where we can perhaps best understand the processes
of land conversion and development, as well as conflicts over land uses and scarce resources
(such as water or open space) (Bryant et al., 1982). Unlike developed suburbs, the fringe also
provides one of the greatest opportunities to influence patterns of growth before they become

etched into the landscape.

New development trends also lend support for rigorous study of the fringe.
Increasingly, Americans are electing to construct rural estates farther from urbanized areas,
beyond the new residential subdivisions rapidly transforming the fringe’s edge. Existing
literature on metropolitan expansion does not explain these new patterns of growth well,
particularly failing to explain how the development occurring far from the suburban edge
does or does not transition into the more traditional suburbs we expect on the periphery of
our cities. Nor does prior research fully explain the ways in which the fringe develops at the
micro level, on a parcel-by-parcel basis, information that might give insight into low-density

“sprawling” development patterns characterizing much current growth in the fringe.

While this dissertation does not address all of these issues directly, it does offer a new
lens for understanding one of the central actors in the transformation of the fringe: the
landowners, and specifically, their interests in owning, using, and disposing of their land.
Before turning to the owners, however, I first look in greater detail at the features and trends
of the fringe that motivate this work, and that provide the context in which the owners must

be understood.
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A. Characterizing the Fringe

In general, most authors use “fringe” to refer to the area between built-up suburb and
open countryside where metropolitan growth is occurring or is expected to occur in the near
future, or to the interface of rural and urban uses, where land conversion is occurring
(Gottdiener, 1977); indeed, “the existence of ‘fringe’ at all is depending upon pressures for
growth” (Bryant et al., 1982). While some describe the fringe as lying “within 40 to 50
miles” of urban areas (Lapping & Furuseth, 1999), its proximity to an urban area is more
accurately predicted by the size of the city with which it is associated; according to Daniels
(1999), the fringe lies 10 to SO miles from a major urban center of 500,000 or more people,
or five to 30 from a smaller city of at least 50,000 people. The fringe is characterized by an
“intermingled” mix (Pryor, 1968) of rural and urban land uses, but is gradually transitioning
to a predominantly urban character. Depending on one’s location within the fringe, uses
might be of an agricultural nature, including farms, greenhouses and nurseries, ranches, and
forestry enterprises. Uses might also include rural industries such as mineral extraction
operations; rural commercial uses that support agriculture; energy, transportation, and
communications infrastructure (e.g. radio towers); recreation such as camps and golf courses;
institutions such as hospitals or schools; newer pockets of urban retail and office
development (e.g. “big box” stores like Home Depot) that serve fringe residences; low-
density residences; and new subdivisions (Pond & Yeates, 1993). Scattered villages, towns,

and even small cities (e.g. the county seat of a county lying in the metropolitan fringe) dot
the fringe.

Not surprisingly, as an area in gradual transition from rural to urban, the fringe has
lower population densities than one finds in urbanized areas and higher than those
characterizing the deeper countryside (with one author defining fringe densities as less than

500 people per square mile (Daniels, 1999, p. 14)). In terms of population, the fringe is likely
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to be populated by a heterogeneous group including longtime residents and newcomers,
farmers and ranchers, hobby farmers, exurban dwellers recently moved out from the city,
recreational users and second-home owners, natural resource users like quarries and timber
companies, industrial users requiring large spaces not available within cities, investors and
speculators of various levels of sophistication, and developers and builders (Brown et al.,
1981; Bryant et al., 1982; Daniels 1999; Pond & Yeates, 1994a; Pryor, 1968). Given the
different values and resources held by each of these populations, conflicts arise among these
groups, particularly between longtime residents and newcomers, over a host of issues
including land uses; the extent to which the local government should actively attempt to
manage new growth; spending on schools and the composition of school boards; funding for
and the extent of government involvement in environmental protection; and, more subtly,
visions of rural culture, including the value of rural scenery such as farms and their buildings,
which newcomers might appreciate for their scenic value and longtime farmers view in a
more utilitarian manner (Daniels, 1999; Dubbink, 1984; Lapping & Furuseth, 1999; Spain,
1993).

A significant feature of many authors’ conceptions of the fringe is its dynamic
quality, as urban influences and land uses push out from the metropolitan core through the
fringe in what has been described as a wave-like pattern (Blumenfeld, 1954; Hart, 1991), and
the fringe itself pushes deeper into the countryside. Some see the transformation from
predominately agriculture to predominately urban use as taking twenty to thirty years to
complete (Audirac, 1999; Brown et al., 1981). Examining a “cross-section” of the fringe at a
single point in time, one can identify areas at different stages of urbanization: as one moves
from the suburban-urban edge to the countryside, development pressures generally weaken
and sporadic urban land uses give way to rural until the fringe meets open countryside, with
urban influences gradually decreasing with distance from the center (Lapping & Furuseth,

1999). Different uses and users are likely in each band (e.g. developers and investors are
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more active closer to the metropolitan core, and farmers and other rural users are present
deeper into the fringe (Brown et al., 1981)). Some have specified specific stages of
urbanization: Pond and Yeates (1993), for example, find five distinct stages of land
conversion on the fringe, beginning with agricultural use, followed by early urban influences,
small town growth and exurbanization, suburbanization, finally culminating in
predominantly urban land uses; Hart (1991) identified bands of farming that are less land-
intensive with distance from the city (with enterprises like greenhouses and nurseries closer
to the urban core, because these are more compatible with urban uses; and dairy, vegetable,
and other types of land-intensive or less urban-compatible agriculture farther out); Pryor
(1968) distinguished an inner (“urban”) fringe and outer (“rural”) fringe; and Bryant et al.
(1982) described an “inner” and “outer” fringe, an “urban shadow,” and a “rural hinterland.”
In theory, these bands are represented as rings around an urban core, but it is important to
note that in practice, growth may not occur evenly in all directions, and may also press in
from edge cities (Garreau, 1991) or other metro regions, complicating the classic model of a

monocentric metropolis (Audirac, 1999), and of fringe development itself.

Thomas notes that the rural-urban fringe has existed for centuries, “plainly evident in
the plans of towns of medieval origin and since,” but has only become the subject of
scholarly inquiry in the 1930s, first as “fringe belts” in Herbert Louis’s 1936 study of Berlin
(Thomas, 1990, p. 132) and as the “urban fringe, ”defined as “the built-up area just outside
the corporate limits of the city” in the work of T.L. Smith (Smith quoted in Pryor, 1968, p.
202%). Yet, as Audirac (1999) has noted, the fringe remains understudied, despite attention
from geographers, planners, and regional and agricultural economists; it has seldom been
defined in detail, and rarely with quantifiable criteria that one might utilize to identify the

fringe in an actual metropolitan area. Indeed, perhaps because there is no single detailed

% Thomas also references Smith’s definition (Thomas, 1990, p. 133).
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definition available to researchers, some authors have developed their own nomenclature to
refer to their particular version of “fringe.” Firey used the term “rurban fringe” to refer to the
area caught between conflicting tendencies toward agriculture and residential uses, in which
neither was clearly prevailing (Firey, 1946). Pryor preferred “rural-urban fringe” (a term
more recently employed by Furuseth and Lapping (1999)), where, as noted above, he then
discerned between the “urban fringe,” describing the area from the city’s edge outward, and
the “rural fringe,” referring to the area from the countryside’s edge extending inward (Pryor,
1968). In some contexts and to some authors, the term “exurbia” might refer to the fringe,
“the middle area between the urban/suburban and the rural landscapes” (Davis et al., 1994,
drawing from Marx, 1964); or, in more cases, to a subset of the fringe, such as the counties
that are outside of an official statistical metropolitan area but have significant commuting to
an urban center (Davis et al., 1994; Morrill, 1992), the scattered but stable developments
within the fringe owned and used by exurbanites (who maintain daily employment ties to an
urban area), as opposed to other fringe land more actively in transition to urban use (Pond &
Yeates, 1993, 1994a), or the scattered pockets of urban-type development in rural areas
(Patel, 1980) (see also Audirac (1999) for a review of definitions of “exurbia™). As a result of
this multitude of terms, Thomas noted that the “confusion in terminology” resulting from the
various studies “is considerable, and is compounded by the span in time over which the
studies were undertaken, the great range in size of the urban centers under investigation, the
variations in the degree of control exercised over the fringe area, and the differing aims and

contexts of the several pieces of research” (Thomas, 1990, p. 134).

Much of this confusion appears to stem from authors’ different conceptions of the
size of the fringe: is it a narrow band in which residential and agricultural uses are competing
now, or the more expansive larger area over which the metro area is moving in the next
generation or decade? As early as 1946, Amos Hawley pinpointed this debate, arguing for a

wider geographic area and a need for information about the whole of the metropolitan
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periphery, “conceived not only as the narrow rurban fringe but also as the whole area over
which metropolitan organization is diffusing” (Hawley, 1946, in a response to Firey, 1946, p.
421).

Like others attempting to specify a more detailed definition of fringe, I have chosen
my own term, the “metropolitan fringe,” and, as Hawley recommended, it is physically
expansive, defined as including land beginning at the current suburban edge, where pressure
to convert land is intense, and extending to the outermost point where suburban/urban and
rural uses are expected to compete within fifteen years. The definition I use draws from
previous literature’s description of land uses and users of the fringe, and is also based on
perceptions of the intensity of development pressure and likely rates of growth. In Chapter 3,
Methodology, I describe how I operationalized this definition to identify the fringe in the
dissertation case study of the Austin, Texas fringe.

B. Why Study the Metropolitan Fringe?

For decades, scholars in a number of fields have examined the fringe, from those
seeking to understand change in rural, agricultural communities, to those attempting to
explain the processes and patterns of metropolitan expansion (Audirac, 1999) at both a
regional scale and at the local level. The local level literature is of particular relevance for
this study, because it has focused particularly on the role of fringe actors, including
landowners, in shaping why some parcels of land convert from rural to urban uses earlier
than others, creating the patchy, leapfrogging nature of development characterizing the
metropolitan fringe. Policy-oriented research has turned more attention to the specific

problems arising from this scattered form of development and from the resource conflicts it
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often creates, and to identifying planning and policy mechanisms to address those problems

(Thomas, 1990%.

Over the years of this research, the fringe itself has changed, with new residential
development reaching farther into the fringe at lower densities, a form of growth not well
predicted by traditional models of land conversion. As early as 1965, Friedmann and Miller
noted: “Looking ahead to the next generation, we foresee a new scale of urban living that
will extend far beyond existing metropolitan cores and penetrate deeply into the periphery”
(Friedmann & Miller, 1965, p. 313). They called this new structure the “urban field” and
defined it as extending “far beyond the boundaries of existing metropolitan areas—defined
primarily in terms of commuting to a central city of ‘metropolitan’ size—into the open
landscape of the periphery.” As Friedmann and Miller predicted, growth into the fringe,
between built-up suburbs and open countryside, is now occurring on unprecedented scale,
with implications and effects that have captured the attention of scholars, citizens,
policymakers, special interest groups, and, of course, the planning and design professions.
The processes and repercussions of growth in the fringe are fundamental to understanding the
low-density metropolitan growth many refer to as sprawl, including whether it is now taking
on a new form: whether “the rural-urban fringe will mutate into suburbia as we know it,”
with suburbs absorbing exurbs and replacing rural landscape, or whether current trends of
development in the fringe indicate a new metropolitan form (Audirac, 1999). Below I briefly
review these trends, the issues and problems they raise, and the need for greater
understanding of patterns and processes of growth, including the actors whose behaviors

shape those patterns and processes.

* Thomas identifies three subsequent areas of fringe research: studies of the fringe’s morphology or
movement outward; research into the particular problems associated with low-density development
on the fringe; and work to develop solutions to these problems (Thomas, 1990).
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1 Trends in Fringe Development

Increasing numbers of Americans are making their homes at the periphery of
metropolitan areas or beyond; the fringe is now growing more rapidly than either urban or
suburban areas (Daniels, 1999; Nelson, 1992°). Indeed, Heimlich and Anderson (2001) report
that the edges of metropolitan areas, those counties adjacent to metropolitan areas, are
growing at the highest rates, higher than the core metropolitan area itself.® As a recent study
has discussed, even in metropolitan regions that are losing population overall, low-density
growth is increasingly occurring in the fringe, although development densities differ by
region (Fulton et al., 2001).

Residential growth in the metropolitan fringe is generally of two types: low-density
residential and commercial growth along the suburban edge, sometimes rapidly pushing into
rural landscape and accompanied by new roads and other infrastructure; and exurban
scattered large-lot residential and commercial development spread farther out in the
countryside. Both types can be described as land-intensive development occurring on

formerly open or agricultural land, characterized by separations in residential, commercial,

® Nelson uses the term “exurbia” and is particularly concerned with counties contiguous to, but not
within, metropolitan areas.

® Measuring this growth precisely is difficult. The area over which it is occurring is ill-defined, and the
growth itself is difficult to measure to measure in practice and is dependent upon the specific
definitions of “development” employed. On a national scale, different branches of the federal
government have used different measures. The US Census designates “urbanized areas,” within and
adjacent to cities and having populations of 50,000 or more, and “urbanized places,” outside of
urbanized areas and having populations of 2,500 or more. From 1960 to 2000, these areas together
increased from 25 million acres to about 65 million acres (Heimlich & Anderson, 2001). The US
Department of Agriculture utilizes another measurement of developed areas in its National Resources
Inventory (NRI), capturing both the Census Bureau's statistics on urbanized areas and places, as well
as other developed places outside urban areas; for example, the NRI captures some large-lot
developments, and also includes transportation developments. According to the NRI's measures,
developed areas in the US likely reached 107 million acres in the year 2000.
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and other land uses that force inhabitants to be auto-dependent — development often referred
to as “sprawl” (Daniels, 1999; Heimlich & Anderson, 20017)8. This growth is the result of
demand for new suburban and exurban residences, a ready supply of land on which to

construct them, and public policies that have facilitated low-density styles of growth.

Demand for suburban and exurban residences has been attributed to cultural,
population, and economic trends. As the US population has increased, the average household
size has fallen, with the same number of people utilizing up to 30% more housing in 2001
than in 1950 (Heimlich & Anderson, 2001). This housing is now being built on increasingly
large lots, on average: while the average lot size has actually decreased for single family
homes, due to increases in condominium, townhouse, and large house-small lot construction;
the median lot size has increased because of rapid growth in five-acre-plus developments.
Indeed, according to analysis of the American Housing Survey conducted by the Economic
Research Service of the USDA, 90% of new housing since 1994 has occurred on lots over
one acre, and 55% on lots of 10 to 22 acres, with about 80% of acreage used for new housing
lying outside urban areas or in non-metro areas (Heimlich & Anderson, 2001). Most of this
new residential development is occurring on land that “is not urban, as defined by the

Census, but occurs beyond the urban fringe in largely rural areas” (Heimlich & Anderson,

" Heimlich and Anderson (2001) consider the fringe to be “that part of metropolitan counties that is not
settled densely enough to be called ‘urban™ (p. 2). Compared to other authors, this is a relatively
narrow definition; the area that Heimlich and Anderson call “beyond the urban fringe” might be
considered “fringe” or “periphery” by others, and is considered so here.

® This growth is often labeled by the pejorative description “sprawl.” Yet, like “fringe,” sprawl lacks a
widely accepted and specific definition, though all tend to agree on the basic features described
above. Partly for this reason, sprawl has become a catchall phrase for any development that is
unwanted or perceived to have undesirable impacts (Galster et al., 2001). Because the term has
political connotations and is so ill-defined, | (like Heimlich and Anderson (2001)) generally avoid the
term and use “growth,” “development,” “land conversion,” or “urbanization” to refer to changes
occurring in the fringe. However, the political implications of sprawl should not be overlooked, as it is
the perceived problems with it that have spurred policies designed to control the rate, location, and
type of new development.
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2001, p. 17). In his review of literature on why people seek exurban residences, Nelson
(1992) also notes that exurbanites prioritize their quality of life and seek to avoid the
pollution, noise, and crime they associate with suburbs and cities; Nelson calls this a latent
desire for rural living, a Jeffersonian ideal, which is now within reach, thanks to modern
conveniences, flexible work schedules, and improved infrastructure like electricity, water,
sewage treatment, communications, and access to retail. Diamond and Noonan (1996) echo
this point, noting that some of the demand for fringe residences may in part result from
increased affluence, which has allowed an aging population to seek amenities such as
scenery, climate, cost of living, a more rural lifestyle (perceived as more slowly paced than
urban living), and has allowed individuals and families to pursue outdoor recreational
opportunities outside of cities. Certainly, as businesses, particularly technology firms, are
increasingly locating in suburbs or edge cities, and as telecommuting becomes a realistic
option for many, workers are able to locate farther from downtown business districts
(Diamond & Noonan, 1996; Heimlich & Anderson, 2001; Nelson, 1992). Heimlich and
Anderson (2001) also note that pressures on the fringe come from both its urban and rural
sides, as 45% of urban residents report a preference to live in a rural or small town 30 or
more miles from the city, while 35% of rural residents report wanting to live closer to the

city, both of which place increased development pressure on the fringe.”

As demand rises for residences in the fringe, there is, in general, a corresponding
supply response. Land has been released from agricultural production because of gains in
agricultural productivity (LaGro & DeGloria, 1992). Decisions to release specific parcels
from agricultural production and into development belong to individual landowners, who

may also decide to give land to children, hold it in its current use, protect it in a formal land

® Interestingly, Bryant et al. (1982) predicted that the growth in “country urbanites,” as they termed
exurbanites, might level off because of more restrictive planning, commuting costs, and the reaching
of a natural limit of people who seek to live in a country setting but remain connected to an urban
area. However, as the more recent research cited above shows, this leveling off has not occurred.
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conservation program, or prepare it for development through subdivision or by making other
improvements. Landowners are therefore key to understanding why and when land
conversion occurs, particularly why it occurs in patchy, irregular patterns rather than in a
smooth wave as the metropolitan edge expands. I return to landowners below in Section II of

this chapter.

As many have noted in greater detail elsewhere, low-density development is not
simply a result of increased demand and a ready supply of land; public policies have, in some
cases, encouraged sprawling patterns of growth. Two federal policies in particular are widely
thought to have contributed to sprawl in particular: highway programs that have provided
access to the fringe, and mortgage finance programs and mortgage interest deductions that
have allowed families to acquire larger homes than they otherwise might (Gottdiener, 1977,
Jackson, 1985; Nelson, 1992). State and local policies have also contributed to low-density
development, including and state and local transportation, infrastructure, tax, land use,'® and

housing policies."'

1% Sprawl is often condemned as “unplanned” growth, yet that proposition is debatable: it may be
undesirable or unintended, but local land use policies do permit it. Furthermore, according to some in
the development community, these local land use policies are so inflexible that they discourage
innovative alternatives and make sprawl easier to build than more environmentally sound altenratives.

" There is incomplete agreement on how the interaction of federal, state, and local transportation,
housing, tax, infrastructure, and land use policies may unwittingly lead to sprawl; the federal
government’s General Accounting Office even published a report entitled Extent of Federal Influence
on “Urban Sprawl” is Unclear (General Accounting Office, 1999).
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2. Problems Associated with Fringe Growth

The problems associated with low-density growth occurring within the fringe provide
a practical rationale for studying the area. Even before recent trends in fringe development,
authors raised concerns about low-density development pushing into the countryside: in
1962, Marion Clawson argued that sprawl is less efficient and more costly than denser
development; is unattractive; wastes land; involves land speculation, which provides few
public gains; and is inequitable to new landowners, given the price they must pay for land
(Clawson, 1962). Today, many remain concerned about those same issues: sprawl’s
detractors object to it on environmental, social, aesthetic, and efficiency grounds.12
Environmentally, sprawl opponents decry its destruction of prime farmland, open space, and
natural areas, as well as the air and water pollution it causes. Socially, low-density
development raises concerns about quality of life, including the perceived lack of community
and civic engagement in new suburban developments; declines in public health linked to
reliance on autos rather than walking in communities where residences are separated from
shops, offices, and public services; and the frustrations of time lost in congested traffic and
long commutes. Some focus on the inequities between cities and suburbs in tax bases and
residents’ access to public services, and housing and job opportunities that result from
sprawl. Sprawl is condemned on aesthetic grounds, as poor, boring, “cookie cutter” design,
and for its inefficiencies, including losses in productivity from traffic congestion, the
monetary costs of pollution, and the high costs of infrastructure needed to serve low-density

developments." Finally, some express fears that low-density, auto-dependent growth,

'2 My discussion of sprawi critiques draws from Greenstein and Weiwel (2000) and Galster et al.
(2001).

3 Indeed, attempts to quantify these costs abound: see for example the American Planning
Association’s summary of various reports on the cost of sprawl at

www.planning.org/viewpoints/sprawl.htm and the Transit Cooperative Research Program’s Costs of
Sprawl--2000 (Transportation Research Board, 2002).
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through the inequities and inefficiencies it causes, weakens regional economic
competitiveness in a global economy. People are also troubled that more recent patterns and
rates of fringe growth are not yet well understood, particularly their potentially negative
impacts on agricultural production, the environment, and rural communities, particularly
since communities often do not put policies in place to manage it until it is visible on the
landscape (Brown et al., 1981;"* Heimlich & Anderson, 2001). A host of specific effects of
recent fringe growth have been noted, many similar to those listed by Clawson four decades
ago (though there is not complete consensus on the extent to which all of these are problems,

or whether they result directly result from low-density growth):

. Increased burdens on taxpayers to cover rising school budgets and new infrastructure
needed to serve dispersed dwellings;

. Ecological and environmental disruption, including loss of open space and habitats,
and increased air, water, and noise pollution;

. Loss of sense of community and history, including connections with rural lifestyles;
. Loss of amenities, including open space, scenic vistas, and dark night skies;

. Increases in traffic and commuting times;

. Conflicts between agriculture and residential use; and

. Loss of or threat to productive agricultural land.

Many of these issues represent land use and resource conflicts between different
actors, all of whom hold different values and interests in fringe land and its future. For
example, conflicts may include those between the use of land for development and its use for

agriculture, extraction industries and residential uses, and agricultural uses and landscape

' Brown et al. (1981) recognized that policy attempts to manage growth were often too late to be
effective, even though the phenomenon of growth in and beyond the urban fringe has only increased
since the article’s publication.
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amenity, although most conflicts, according to Bryant et al. (1982), are the result of urban
spraw] along transportation routes and scattered in the countryside, and represent conflicts
between individuals and society, between present and future uses, and between economic
versus non-economic values. These conflicts have social dimensions, with differing priorities
for tax spending or growth controls evident between longtime fringe residents, who may be

more agriculture-oriented, and more urban-oriented newcomers (Dubbink 1984, Spain 1993).

While development at the suburban edge follows traditional urban theory about
metropolitan regions developing in concentric rings, large-lot residential development deeper
into the fringe is not as well understood, a second rationale for examining the patterns and
processes of fringe development today. Pyle (1985) has suggested that the scattered
development deep in the fringe might prepare the way for latter subdivisions along major
transportation routes and the suburban edge, as the scattered development will “often blaze
the paths that subdividers follow” (p. 34); others question whether “the rural-urban fringe
will mutate into suburbia as we know it” (Audirac 1999, p. 24) and whether we lack models

to describe what is essentially a new urban form. Nelson (1992), for example, has suggested
that:

While the standard bid-rent model of urban development is monocentric and elegant,
it may not be relevant today given dispersed employment, the rise of multinucleated
metropolitan areas, and increasing numbers of dual-wage earner households. A more
critical definition of exurban development requires an overhaul of the standard
economic model of urban form. (p. 364)

An “overhaul” of traditional economic models of urbanization requires not only a
deeper understanding of trends driving demand for fringe and exurban residences, it also
depends upon greater understanding of the supply of land to the development process, and

this requires a closer examination of landowners.
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II. Fringe Landowners

This study is concerned with landowners, a subset of the many populations utilizing
or interested in land on the fringe (including tenants, tourists, policymakers, etc). Previous
research has revealed that urban/rural fringe landowners are a heterogeneous group that
includes long-time farmers and ranchers, hobby farmers, exurban dwellers recently moved
out from the city, recreational users, natural resource users like quarries and timber
companies, investors and speculators of various levels of sophistication, and developers and
builders (Brown et al. 1981, Bryant et al. 1982, Pond and Yeates 1994a, and Daniels 1999).
(Indeed, for many geographers who have sought to isolate the unique characteristics of the

urban/rural fringe, the diversity of owners is partly what defines the fringe.)

According to this study’s definition of the fringe, fringe landowners possess land that
either is currently experiencing significant development pressure, or that is likely to
experience that pressure within the next ten to fifteen years. As such, these landowners are
currently in control of the sites of future development. Through their land uses and decisions,
they have a good deal of influence over the conversion of land on the fringe to urban uses:
they may supply land to the development process when they sell their property; ready land
for development by making site improvements, obtaining needed permits, and subdividing;
develop land themselves; or deliberately hold land out of development as the surrounding
area urbanizes, perhaps placing conservation easements on the land that are enforceable after
the owner’s tenure is over. (Owners may also pass land to children through gift or
inheritance, so that these options become available to a new generation of owners.) Owners
are particularly influential in determining the timing at which specific land parcels are sold
into the development process, directly influencing the uncoordinated, patchy, piecemeal
shape of development that characterizes growth in the metropolitan fringe (e.g. Clawson
1962; Sargent 1976; Lee 1979; Brown et al. 1981; Pyle 1985, 1986, 1989): it is well
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documented that development in the metropolitan fringe occurs in a piecemeal fashion, with
some land parcels converting early from rural to urban uses, and others remaining in rural
uses even when completely surrounded by subdivisions or commercial development. As
Strong noted in 1969: “Urban growth patterns are, in part, a by-product of the sales decisions
of owners of urban fringe land” (Strong, 1969, p. 1), and as Baerwald stated: “Given the
many individuals making decisions in their own ways about many parcels at various stages of
development in the metropolis, it is understandable how the metropolis grows through
seemingly random eruptions rather than by contiguous accretion at its margins” (Baerwald
1981, p. 344).

Below I review in greater detail what we know from previous research about
landowners’ identities and their roles in the development process, and the rationale provided
in this literature for studying landowners. The first body of literature I examine aims to
understand and predict the mechanisms and patterns of metropolitan expansion, considering
landowners to be actors in the development process who participate directly in the
urbanization process through their purchase and sale of land. This area of research has
focused on landowners as a way of explicating how and when fringe land is converted to
urban use; although it does not focus directly on owners’ interests, it does offer insights that
inform this study about why owners possess their property and what motivates their

decisions.

A distinct but related area of literature has emphasized the practical importance to
planners and policymakers of information on ownership patterns and stemmed from a
concern with foreign and corporate ownership. This work is relevant to this dissertation
because it shows how landowner information can inform the policy and planning process. I
summarize this work in Section B below. Finally, I assess the state of current landownership

research.
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A. Landowners as Actors in the Development Process

Literature regarding landowners as actors in the land conversion process (sometimes
referred to as “behavioral” research, which looks at a range of decision agents in the
development process (Healey, 1990; Leung, 1987)), has primarily explored their
participation in land markets as buyers and sellers of land. As part of this work, a limited
body of empirical research has also examined owners’ main purposes in owning land (e.g. to
farm, to invest, to deyelop), when they will participate in land transactions, and, to a more

limited extent, why they elect to do so.

Typically, researchers have grouped fringe landowners intro categories according to
the authors’ perceptions about each group’s main interest in owning land and role in
urbanization. In general, three groups emerge in the literature: those who use rural land for
rural purposes, such as farmers and residents whose primary motivation for owning is the
immediate use the land; speculators or investors, whose land is also undeveloped and may be
in rural use, but whose main goal is economic gain from appreciating land values; and
developers, who actually convert the land from rural to urban use and profit from its sale
(Brown et al. 1981, Clawson 1971, Sargent 1976, Pond and Yeates 1994a).'® These groups of
owners interact in land markets. In the story told by Brown et al. (1981), land changes hands
over time, often twenty years or so, from the rural user to the speculator, and from the
speculator to the developer, who finally converts the land to urban use. Spatially, one expects
to find the developer generally operating in closest proximity to the urbanized area, at the

urban-rural edge, with the speculator in the next ring, and the farmer or other rural users in

'% In much of the literature on the development of the fringe, “landowner” primarily refers to those
owners who use their undeveloped land for rural purposes, with subsequent owners identified
separately as “speculators” or investors, developers, and homebuyers, although some authors (e.g.
Brown et al., 1981) use landowner more broadly to refer to all types. Additionally, the purchasers of
new homes constructed on the fringe are a fourth owner group, but one that comes after land has
been developed, and so they too are often separated from pre-development owners.
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the least developed, farthest reaches of the fringe or beyond, although in reality this order in
space and time is not as neat (Brown et al., 1981). Other authors develop similar categories
of owners. With a similar expectation about land passing between types of owners until it is
developed, Baerwald distinguished between “rural producers,” owners interested in land’s
productive capacity; speculators concerned with appreciating land values; and subdividers
and builders, who physically alter the land for their own profit; however, he placed more
emphasis on the role of households, the buyers of newly constructed residential development
on the fringe at the “end” of the ownership chain who are concerned with the use of their
purchase as a place to live and in their financial investment (Baerwald, 1981). Bryant et al.
(1982) divide owners into “predevelopment owners,” including farmers and non-farm
residents; “intermediate actors” such as builders, developers, and others; and “final

consumers.”

Other authors present slightly different categorizations of fringe landowners, which
provide additional insight into why fringe owners possess their property. Coughlin’s three
categories are “rural owner-users,” investors and developers, and “urban owner-users.” Rural
owner-users include those who use land for traditional rural economic activities, such as full-
or part-time farming or other rural enterprises like forestry or mining, and estate owner-users,
who live in a home (or have a second vacation home) or have a place of business on a tract of
five or more acres, while urban owner-users have less than five acres of land that is in
suburban or urban use (Coughlin, 1985). Lindeman, who distinguishes between “users” and
“holders,” offers a slightly different take on landowner types. In his typology, users, such as
farmers, developers, and builders, put land to current economic use; he also includes those
who derive psychological value or personal use value from their land, such as hunters, those
wanting the satisfaction of owning land, or those wanting a buffer between their property and
that belonging to their neighbors. On the other hand, holders, such as speculators, have no

important immediate economic use: they hold for anticipated future use (Lindeman, 1976).
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Pond and Yeates’ variation is also unique: they focused on investors, speculators, developers,
and builders as the holders of vacant or agricultural land that is not yet developed but
beginning its transition to urban uses, distinguishing these owners from the holders of

already-urbanized land and exurban residents (Pond & Yeates, 1994a).'®

Several authors have explored what motivates owners’ decisions regarding their land,
and this body of work comes closest to a theory about why owners do what they do. One
aspect of this research has explored landowners’ economic attachments to land and their
calculations about the optimal time to sell their land into land markets: authors have
hypothesized that owners’ decisions are shaped by their expectations about future income
and land prices, expenses, and capital appreciation in land; current need for capital and
income, the profitability of current land uses; and the present market value of land (Brown et
al., 1981; Healey & Short, 1981; Kaiser & Weiss, 1970; Lee, 1979; Pyle, 1985; Sargent,
1972). Some of this research into land markets and development on the fringe often assumes
that landowners’ objectives are solely “to maximize the total revenue from development” of
land (Batabyal, 2000) — this is particularly an assumption of those scholars who have used
microeconomic models to predict owners’ land decisions (e.g. Rodriquez-Bachiller, 1986),
most often the decision of the developer about the time and density at which to develop land
(see Leung (1987) for a review of early work on developer behavior, as well as Arnott and
Lewis (1979) and Batabyal (2000)). Public policies affect owners as well, but according to

previous research, primarily through their influence of owners’ financial calculations, by

'8 Marxist scholars have also created owner classifications that speak to landowners’ roles in “the
overall structure of social formation and their contribution to the process of production” (Adams &
May, 1991, p. 69). For example, in their study of landownership in Great Britain, Massey and
Catalano (1978) distinguish between former land property (owners, such as the church, crown, and
landed gentry, who own for investment and as fulfiliment of a social role), industrial land ownership
(owners who possess land for production), and financial land ownership (owners who possess land
for investment). Though Adams and May (1991) argue that these classifications differ inherently from
those in the behavioral tradition, which they believe focus on owners’ empirical characteristics, |
argue that both systems of classification speak to the primary reason owners possess land, and their
primary role in the development process.
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altering both owners’ future income and expenses and the market value of their land. The
effect of taxes on future expenses has been noted to be particularly important in shaping

owners’ decisions to sell land (Kaiser & Weiss, 1970).

Research has also noted the importance to owners’ land decisions of non-financial
motives for land use decisions (including the decision to hold land out of development (Pyle
1986)), such as owners’ “relative satisfaction from such qualitative aspects as farming as a
way of life, the land as a residence, love of the land, or privacy and status” (Kaiser and Weiss
1970), personal emotional attachments to land, enjoyment of local amenities, and other
personal and lifecyle factors such as retirement, divorce, death or the desire to give land to
children (Brown & Roberts, 1978; Brown et al., 1981; Goodchild & Munton, 1985; Healey &
Short, 1981; Pyle, 1985)."7 However, relatively little empirical work has explored owners’
non-financial decision motivations comprehensively or rigorously. The work of Lizbeth Pyle
is one exception: in a series of three articles examining which owners sell, why, and when,
Pyle examined some of the non-financial factors influencing owners. In her 1985 article, in
which Pyle categorized owners by their propensity to sell land, she found that farmers mostly
sold land to other farmers for reasons related to retirement, age, and health; “crisis managers”
sold due to financial strain; “individualists™ sold for personal reasons unrelated to finances or
retirement, such as to pass land to a child or divorce; while speculators sold for financial
gain. In a later study, Pyle (1989) found that those inclined #ot to sell, whom she terms
“persistent landowners,” are older, hold larger tracts for agriculture or other income
generating uses, are long-term owners, and have some family ties to land (but do expect to

sell eventually for financial reasons).

"7 Several authors concerned with theories of the land market have argued that mainstream
economics must explore the role of individual landowners’ utility and preferences in models of land
supply for development (Evans, 1983; Evans, 1986; Neutze, 1987; Wiltshaw, 1985; Wiltshaw, 1988;
this debate is also reviewed in Adams and May, 1991).
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More often, authors in the behavioral tradition have tried to predict land sales by
developing sets of empirical indicators that distinguish owners (Adams & May, 1991) and
that are related to owners’ motivations for owning land, but that do not necessarily explain or
explore these motives. For example, these authors-have concluded that acreage, date of
acquisition, age, family ties to land, owners’ occupations, motivations for purchasing land,
legal form of ownership, whether the owner resides on the land or is absentee, and owners’
perceptions of area development pressures are all important to owners’ decisions (Bancroft et
al., 1977; Brown et al., 1981; Goodchild and Munton, 1985; Pyle, 1986, 1989). Kaiser et al.
(1968) found that those likely to sell land had either held land for a short or very long time,

were retired, were not resident on the property, or held land in joint ownership.'®

In contrast to the focus on existing landowners’ participation in land markets,
information about the buyers of developed land is often more focused on buyers’ motivations
for moving to the fringe and less on any ensuing decisions regarding their property. This is
evident in Pryor’s words: “The rural-urban fringe is populated by individuals who have made
personal decisions to migrate, and who subsequently make their own evaluations of their new
residential location...these individual decisions and motivations are the raison d’etre of the
fringe as a landscape phenomenon” (Pryor, 1968, p. 208; emphases original). Unlike land

sellers, land buyers, according to Pyle, are a homogeneous group, tending to seek large

'8 A related strand of research not explored in depth here (conducted primarily by geographers) has
considered landownership patterns as a useful lens for tracking and understanding land use changes.
For example, Pond and Yeates (1994a) used ownership information found in public appraisal records
to identify lands in transition in two Canadian counties, on the assumption that owners’ intentions for
their land differed by their form of legal ownership, whether or not the owner resided on the property,
and other criteria (see also Pond and Yeates (1994b) for a related analysis of indicators or land use
change). Similarly, Bryant et al. noted that changes in landownership between different groups of
owners, including farmers, intermediate actors, developers, and consumers of new development,
predicted land conversion, noting “...there is little doubt that a basic phenomenon underlying land use
change in the regional city is to be found in changes in the land ownership structure and the real-
estate market. Indeed changes in land ownership usually precede land use changes” (Bryant et al.,
1982, p. 15).
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private lots close in to city and to maintain strong economic ties to city, and are young,
educated, professional types (Pyle, 1985). Drawing in part from Healey and Short 1981,
Nelson argues that, increasingly since the late 1960s, rural households buy land to consume,
not for agricultural production, differing from their suburban and urban counterparts in their
pursuit of self-sufficiency, self-expression, and cultural status; their desire for more housing
and land; and the value they place on distance from city’s externalities (Nelson, 1992). Davis
et al. (1994) add: “Basically, exurban households want a rural lifestyle but with all the
advantages of urban opportunities” (p. 46); they may earn most income in an urban-oriented
job, but may consider themselves farmers, value outdoor recreational opportunities and the
environment, appreciate smaller government, yet not wish to be too far from urban services.
According to the authors, “Overall, exurban households may be more like rural households in
sociocultural aspects, but more like urban households in economic and environmental

respects” (Davis et al., 1994, p. 46).

In short, the behavioral tradition tells us that landowners on the metropolitan fringe
are influential in shaping patterns of growth, that they are heterogeneous and likely to have
different purposes in owning and different time horizons for selling land, and that their
decisions are based on economic calculations as well as personal and family circumstances
and attachments. This literature has added considerably to our understanding of processes
and patterns of metropolitan development, particularly providing insight into why land
conversion occurs in a patchy manner rather than the theoretical smooth wave. However,
there are some gaps in this literature that, if filled, would shed more light on owners’
behaviors regarding their land. First, although previous work notes that owners have many
economic and personal reasons for doing what they do (and, indeed, that there is a great deal
of variation in landowner behavior to begin with (e.g. Adams & May, 1991)), the non-
financial reasons are little explored, most likely because of the difficulty of conducting

empirical research into the qualitative factors involved in land decisions (in comparison,
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modeling owners’ economic decisions, with many assumptions about owners’ rational
decision-making, requires less field work). Second, owners’ decisions might be better
understood by examining their underlying reasons for possessing their land; however,
existing literature often simplifies owners’ complex reasons for owning land and their
reasons for entering into land transactions, focusing on a primary motive for owning and role
in the development process, rather than on the numerous stakes in ownership, what I call
interests in land, that may further complicate any decisions owners make about their land.
For example, the farmer in previous literature owns land in order to cultivate it, and his or her
role is at the beginning of the land conversion process as a seller of land to intermediate
holders. However, what of the farmer who is simultaneously interested in cultivation and in
increasing land values, who has an eye toward this year’s crop, and an eye toward potentially
selling if the right offer were made? The idea that owners have multiple interests in land has
been raised, but little explored. Healey and Short (1981) noted that “owners expect their
parcels to provide them with certain resources or benefits” (p. 85), and Baerwald (1981)
states that each actor on the fringe, including landowners, has a unique set of “interests,
expectations, abilities, and resources” (pp. 343-44), so that two individuals will often make
different land decisions, even if they are both rural producers or both developers. I suggest
that with multiple interests in land, and with a host of factors influencing land decisions,
owners may, at different points, play multiple roles in the development process, acting as
buyers, sellers, developers, conservers, or holders of land. Baerwald has acknowledged that
owners may play multiple roles during the course of their land tenure as their lives change,
giving the example of the farmer whose “primary concern may be with agricultural
production on his land for many years, but, as retirement approaches. . .is likely to become
more interested in its sale value, thereby leading him to assume the attributes of a speculator”
(Baerwald, 1981, p. 343). However, I propose that this is still too static a snapshot of

landowners, and argue an owner may be simultaneously concerned with multiple interests in
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land at any given time, and that these may allow an owner to play multiple roles in land

development throughout their tenures.

In this study, I aim to explore owners interests, including multiple interests, in greater
detail than has been investigated previously. I focus exclusively on all of the private
individual and family owners of at least five acres with some or all in undeveloped uses. In
the terminology of previous authors, these owners include “users” and “households,” but may
also include investors or investment-minded individuals also investors and other owners who,
besides having an interest in their land’s appreciating value, derive other benefits from
owning their property, such as the use of their property for a residence, business, or
recreation; the opportunity to pass land onto children or to enjoy a rural lifestyle and area

amenities; or psychological rewards, such as pleasure in owning and working their land.

B. Landowners, Public Policy, and Planning

Many of the authors concerned with theories land conversion, described above, have
argued that public policy regarding growth and development could be improved with a better
understanding of why and when landowners chose to sell land (Brown et al., 1981; Strong,
1969). Indeed, a body of landowner writings and research specifically focused on political

and policy-oriented purposes does exist.

A first body of policy-oriented writings, published in the 1970s and 1980s, called for
research on landowners that would help planners and others monitor growth and track trends
in land development, and indeed, at least two large-scale empirical studies of ownership were
conducted, of U.S. farmland (Lewis, 1980) and of the Appalachian region (The Appalachian
Land Ownership Task Force, 1983). Authors, notably Frank Popper, argued that research on
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owners’ motivations, changes in ownership patterns, the increasing diversity of interests
within rural populations, the role of large owners and concentrated ownership, absentee and
foreign ownership, and the extent of urban owners’ influence in rural areas could inform
planners’ work (Popper, 1976, 1978, 1981; see also Barrett & Healey, 1985; Brown et al.,
1981; Bunce, 1985; Goodchild & Munton, 1985; Healey & Short, 1979; Ilbery, 1985; Jacobs
& Moyer, 1986). For example, Finkler and Popper (1981) noted that ownership information
could: “reveal what a community’s real estate market and growth patterns are actually doing,

bR IN14

as opposed to what they are supposed to do,” “suggest which land-use regulations and
policies are likely to work,” form “the basis for financial, taxation, public service, and
development decisions,” and “stimulate interest in and support for planning itself” (p. 19). As
in the behavioral research, the economic motivations of owners (particularly corporate,
absentee, and foreign owners) are central; Popper and others are motivated by a concern that
owners dominated by profit motives will gain too much control of urban/rural fringe lands. In
recent years, the calls for landownership data have abated somewhat, perhaps in part related

(113

to the return of a more conservative political climate in the US in the 1980s, as “‘[o]wnership
structure issues tend to be value-laden, often ideological, frequently controversial” (Healey &

Short, 1981, p. xv).19

Some of the theoretical and empirical research conducted on land conversion,
described in the previous section, underscored points made by Finkler and Popper. For

example, Brown et al. (1981) found that the characteristics of landowners, their land, and the

"% Indeed, Charles Geisler, writing the introduction to the Appalachian Land Ownership Task Force
report, noted that the study and others of its kind were a “byproduct of an American land reform
movement and neo-populist spirit rekindled since the early 1970s” (Appalachian Land Ownership
Task Force, 1983, p. xiii), and Frank Popper, in an email exchange, speculated that the dearth of
landowner research after the 1980s resulted from a shifting political climate. However, we now have
technology, in the form of geographic information software, that is making possible some of the
ownership databases and information systems argued for in the 1980s (see Jacobs & Moyer, 1986)
to track and assess ownership.
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factors influencing their property decisions sometimes differed from policymakers’
expectations, resulting in policies that unintentionally provided incentives to the “wrong”
owners. The authors found that urban/rural fringe land often changes ownership at least twice
over a period of 15 or so years before physical land conversion occurs, as farmers sell to
speculators and investors, and as these parties sell to developers. Though the land itself may
have changed little, underlying ownership had, and policies intended to provide farmers with
preferential tax treatment as an incentive to preserve rural character and protect prime
farmland were actually benefiting speculators, who had already purchased land from farmers.
As a result, Brown and his colleagues, as well as other authors, have called for earlier
intervention: although the citizenry may not be concerned about development until the
moment physical changes become apparent on the landscape, policies and planning efforts to
slow growth or encourage alternatives to development must occur earlier in the land
conversion process if they are to be effective (Brown et al., 1981; Coughlin, 1985; Healey
and Short, 1983). Brown and his colleagues also found that some public policies were
ineffective or had unintended results because they were crafted without a clear understanding
of how landowners would respond to them, as when subdivision controls were preventing
owners strapped for cash from selling off small pieces of their land, and instead forcing
owners to sell large parcels or their entire properties, perhaps hastening the transfer of land to
owners interested specifically in development — and land conversion itself — in some areas of

the fringe (Brown & Roberts, 1978; Brown et al., 1980, 1981).

A final area of landowner literature includes material aimed at the citizen and
professional planner, which tends to emphasize owners’ economic motivations. In their brief
discussion of landowners in the classic Land Use Planning (Fourth Edition), Kaiser,
Godschalk, and Chapin group owners together with developers, builders, and bankers as
“market-oriented actors,” in contrast to the “special interests” involved in land development,

like farmers and enviromental groups (Kaiser et al.,1995) — despite the fact that farmers and
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environmental groups may themselves be significant owners of land.”® The same equation of
“landowners” with “profit seeking” or “market-oriented” occurs repeatedly in news coverage
of development conflicts, where landowners wishing to develop their land are often
contrasted with opposing “residents” or “citizens,” even though these groups may also own
land. The seemingly one-dimensional image of landowners held by planners and Smart
Growth advocates may partly result from the recent expansion of owner groups advocating
private property rights. As Diamond and Noonan note, “a lot of angry private landowners and
land users have become visible...They are a growing political force throughout the nation”
(Diamond & Noonan, 1996, p. 110). Some advocacy groups, such as the American Farmland
Trust, have commissioned significant studies to debunk this image, showing a majority of
owners believe that some regulations on their land are appropriate (Thompson, 1998). Yet
the image of owners as motivated by economic motives and opposed to regulations that
lower land’s market value is still reflected in planning handbooks for the lay public, like
When City and Country Collide: Managing Growth in the Metropolitan Fringe, where Tom
Daniels notes that owners’ “expectations of capital gains have a away of being translated into

political pressure against tighter land-use controls” (Daniels, 1999, p. 213).

While there is surely some truth to Daniels’ statement, the image of landowners as
anti-regulation or as driven solely by the expectation of capital gains may not fit all
landowners, and certainly tells an incomplete story, neglecting possible non-economic
motivations for owners’ actions regarding their land. The image of landowners as economic
actors does not tell us, for example, under what circumstances an owner will hold land out of

development even if there is a profit to be had by selling their property. It does not explain

2 For example, Kaiser, Godschalk, and Chapin note that: “Landowners, builders, and developers
scrutinize land policies, regulations, and plans for their impacts on the monetary values of land.
Landowners often include those whose land is presently in nonurban use, such as farms and forests,
but who wish to preserve the option of conversion to urban use that would bring an increase in market
value” (Kaiser et al., 1995, pp.8-9).
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why some owners choose a lower economic return in order to conserve their land. It does not
provide insight into whether owners who do sell their land do so because they feel powerless
to influence the development of their area and so decide they might as well reap some return,

though they would have preferred to maintain their land and community in a more rural state.

There is, therefore, much that can yet be accomplished by examining landowners’
identities, behaviors, and most importantly, their interests in their land, particularly since
there is an ever-increasing number of policies, now often labeled under the umbrella term of
“smart growth,” that regulate or attempt to influence the decisions that private owners make
about their land. Some of these policies control land uses, lot sizes, and the dimensions of
structures permitted on land (e.g. zoning), define minimum lot sizes (e.g. subdivision
controls), and restrict owners’ activities if they impinge on natural resources or
environmental health (e.g. Federal Endangered Species Act, local wetlands protection laws,
some provisions of zoning). Still other policies provide incentives for non-sprawl
development, typically targeting those owners who intend to develop their land, including
growth management policies like impact fees, charges for public infrastructure that will serve
new developments, and cluster and performance zoning that provide developers flexibility in
return for preservation of open space. Another set of policies, which has grown increasingly
sophisticated in recent years, provides owners with incentives to preserve their land in open
space or agriculture, and many landowners can now take advantage of programs that provide
them some compensation or tax benefit for land conservation or maintenance of open or
agricultural uses (e.g. programs that purchase or transfer development rights, conservation
easements); that protect their right or ability to farm (e.g. through “right to farm laws,”
agricultural zoning districts, and agricultural district programs®'); and that give owners

2 “Right to farm laws” protect farmers from nuisance lawsuits brought by new suburban neighbors
who object to the noise or odors inherent to farming; agricultural districts provide incentives and
protections to farmers who voluntarily restrict land use to agriculture.
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protections from increasing property taxes in rapidly developing areas (e.g. differential
assessment programs that assess land at its agricultural, rather than market, value) (Hansen &
Schwartz, 1975). (Knowledge of some policies and programs is relevant: for example, an
owner must be aware that preferential property taxation programs might be an option
(Hansen and Schwartz, 1975)). The number of policies aimed at influencing landowners’
behavior is a testament to policymakers’ perceptions of the importance of owners in the
urbanization process. However, research could add substantially to policymaking by

providing a comprehensive picture of the people they seek to influence and regulate.

III. Conclusion

As I have argued above, the metropolitan fringe and the owners of its land are worthy
of study for two primary reasons: to provide insight into the patterns and processes of
metropolitan development, particularly at the local level; and to inform policymaking and
planning concerned with managing growth and its effects. Although there is a small but rich
body of work on these subjects, it is incomplete without more attention to owners’ non-
financial interests in property; furthermore, the institutional context in which landowners
operate has evolved since much previous research was conducted, with new policies (such as
conservation programs not available twenty years ago), a more informed citizenry, and a host
of changing social and economic conditions that are shaping both the supply of and demand
for fringe land. In particular, a deeper look at owners’ interests can ultimately yield new
understanding about why owners possess their land, their likely behaviors (and not just their
decisions to sell land, but also to hold land out of development) and roles in development,
and their motives for these behaviors; interests can also yield insights into the resource and
value conflicts that often characterize policymaking and planning on the fringe. Finally,

because owners are important constituents for growth policy, and often the target of it, it is
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important that policymakers and planners understand their interests and perspectives as they

seek workable and politically acceptable land use and growth policies.
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I this study of landowners’ interests, I utilized data gathered by the Lincoln Institute

of Land Policy in a study of Austin fringe landowners.** Data from 521 telephone surveys of
owners provided a detailed picture of Austin area landowners’ identities: their demographics,
their histories with their properties, including past purchases and sales and current land uses;
their decision-making processes and future plans for their property; and the values they hold
about their property. Nine follow-up interviews with survey respondents and two interviews
with other Austin landowners allowed for a deeper and more open-ended exploration of
owners’ attachments to their land and how these have changed over time. Background
research on the case, including interviews with over 60 Austin-area professionals and
officials concerned with growth and development in the area, and a site visit to the study
area, also offered further insights into fringe landowners’ interests in their property. In Part I
of this chapter, I discuss the selection of Austin as a case study, and in Part II, describe the

survey sampling methods and survey implementation.

22 | am a research assistant at the Lincoln Institute and was responsible for the survey’s development
and implementation. H. James Brown, President and CEO of the Lincoln Institute and author of
previous comprehensive landowner research cited in this document, directed the project, and
generously offered me the use of the Austin landowner data for my dissertation. The survey of Austin
was one of four regions studied by the Lincoln Institute and its partner, The Joint Center for Housing
Studies of Harvard University; other regions included Portland, OR; Charlotte, NC; and Sacramento,
CA. A pilot survey was also conducted in the Austin region in 2001.

55



The Interests of Landowners on the Metropolitan Fringe

My approach to analyzing the survey data was to focus not only on owners’ behaviors
and demographic characteristics, as previous research has done, but to examine explicitly
owners’ stakes or interests in their land. I argue that this focus on interests provides a greater
understanding of owners’ characteristics; their reasons for possessing land and continuing to
own it, even as the fringe develops; and their behaviors. I discuss the methods used to
analyze the survey data at the conclusion of this chapter; I also discuss the challenges of

studying interests empirically in Chapter 5.

L. Selection of the Case

The Austin region was selected for the Lincoln Institute study for several reasons: its
rapid population growth rate; the variation that exists within the region in topography,
economy, and culture; its distinguishability from other regions; and the availability of
reliable landowner data with which to identify the sample population. For these reasons, and
because ownership in the Austin area is dominated by private, non-corporate landowners —
owners whom I hypothesize are likely to have a range of both financial and non-financial

interests in their property — I also selected the case for my dissertation.

According to the U.S. Census Department, the Austin-Round Rock> metropolitan
statistical area (MSA) is one of the fastest growing in the country: between 1990 and 2000,
the population grew at a rate of 48%, ranking nineteenth in percent population change among
all US MSAs, and second among those with populations of 1,000,000 or more in the year
2000.%* This growth is continuing, occurring within the city of Austin, in its suburbs, and into

its countryside. As a result of the rapid urbanization of the fringe, at least some of the

2 Round Rock is located fifteen miles north of Austin.

# Data from http://www.census.gov/population/cen2000/phc-t29/tab05a.pdf.
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landowners surrounding Austin are experiencing significant urbanization in their areas, with
rising property values, new populations and development in their communities, and new
opportunities and choices for their land. At the same time, because the Austin metro area is
extensive, without significant overlap with other regions, there is a good deal of rural land
that is not yet under intense development pressure or undergoing significant physical
transformation and, with it, landowners who are likely not experiencing the effects of major
urbanization pressures in their communities. This variation in development pressures and, as
an extension, landowners’ experiences, provides the opportunity to compare owners’
behaviors and attitudes in higher demand areas with those in areas with still-rural character

and land values.

Additionally, the Austin-Round Rock MSA is substantially varied in topography and
economy. As is described in the case study in Chapter 4, land to the east of Austin is flatter,
greener, and more traditionally farmed; while the west of the city, it is hillier and more suited
to ranching. This variation allows for internal comparisons of landowner characteristics and
experiences. Finally, private individual and family owners, who are the focus of my research
interests, dominate ownership of the Austin fringe. These owners may view their land as an
investment and/or an input to income production, but are also likely to enjoy its amenities or
to reside or recreate on it: in other words, they are likely to hold multiple interests in their

land.

From a practical perspective, that the Austin region is physically distinguishable from
other regions simplifies sampling, ensuring that the land and the landowners captured in the
survey are associated with Austin and not any other overlapping region. Although San
Antonio is only 80 miles to the southwest and the fringes of the two regions do merge
somewhere between the two cities, there is sufficient fringe in the counties immediately

surrounding Austin that, for the purposes of this project, we need not worry where one fringe
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becomes another; the same is true of the line between Austin and Houston, about 160 miles
to the east.”> A second practical criterion in Austin’s favor is the availability of
landownership data, of great consequence in making the research feasible: in order to survey
and interview the owners of fringe land, it was, of course, necessary to first identify them,
and the most reliable way of doing so is through public property tax rolls, the official record
of title-holding property owners, which include their addresses (important because many do
not reside at the parcel itself), and property information relevant to the study such as acreage.
To be workable, however, we needed tax rolls that would easily link property information to
electronic maps. Not all tax-levying jurisdiction (in Texas, counties), particularly rural
entities, keep their assessment files in electronic form; still fewer make it possible to link
ownership data with electronic maps that make easy mapping of the study area possible. In
the Austin region, electronic maps and assessment data were available in three of the five
counties that comprise the Austin-Round Rock MSA:* Bastrop County to the east, Caldwell
County to the south/southeast, and Hays County to the west/southwest. Areas of these three

counties were selected as study areas; the methods of selection are described below.

% Most East Coast regions were inappropriate for this reason; many of the metropolitan areas from
Washington, DC to Boston, MA have significant overlap. The discernibility of the Austin region may in
part be due to its size as a mid-sized region; many of the nation’s larger regions (e.g. Los Angeles,
Chicago, New York) encompass sub-regions that make the fringe of any one urban area difficult to
identify.

2% Interestingly, Austin’s home county, Travis County, does not link appraisal data to electronic maps.
Since this county is not entirely developed, there is some close-in fringe in Travis County not
captured in the study, but there were sufficient high-intensity growth areas in the three outer counties
that we were certain to capture areas of intense development pressure.
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II. Survey Sampling and Implementation

The sampling methods described here are based partly on the methods Brown et al.
(1981) employed in earlier research, updated to fit the current research questions and context,
and refined following a pilot survey conducted in Austin in the spring of 2001.*’ Given the
Lincoln Institute’s interest in owners’ identities and behavior, and my own interest in their
underlying motivations, a survey (following Brown et al., 1981) was considered most
effective, and a telephone survey was selected as the most efficient means to gather

information from 500-plus geographically dispersed landowners.

In general, the sampling methods involved identifying the general contours of the
fringe surround Austin; identifying three specific corridors within that fringe that would be
the subject of the research; stratifying each of those three corridors into areas facing intense,
moderate, and weak development pressures to ensure that we captured landowner
experiences in areas at different states of urbanization; identifying the property owners within
each area; drawing a stratified random sample; and matching the owners selected with
telephone numbers. These methods are described below, along with the survey instrument

and implementation.

% The current study draws from the sampling methodology used by Jim Brown and his co-authors
Robyn Swaim Philips and Neal A. Roberts in a survey of more than 700 landowners in the fringes of
four U.S. and two Canadian cities, published in 1981 (Brown et al., 1981; see also Brown and
Roberts, 1978; Brown et al., 1980; Phillips et al., 1980), with some important differences. We have
made use of electronic mapping tools not available twenty years ago to draw our sample, and have
elected to sample without replacement and not to weight our sample by acreage. The current survey
instrument is more focused on gathering information on landowners’ motivations for their behavior
regarding their property and their attitudes toward development, and includes questions on owners’
use of and response to newer policies and programs, such as conservation programs.
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A. Identifying the Sample Population

Using the definition of metropolitan fringe set forth in Chapter 2, and following a
well-established body of literature on the fringe, we identified the rough contours of the
Austin fringe, from its beginning at the current suburban edge, where pressure to convert
land is intense, and extending to the outermost point where suburban/urban and rural uses are
expected to compete within ten to fifteen years. Given that the fringe is, by definition, a
dynamic place, this exercise was clearly subjective — indeed, Hart has noted that,
methodologically, “the fringe is difficult to identify and map precisely, and the task demands
intensive fieldwork™ — particularly on the outer edge, where the fringe currently has a rural
character (Hart, 1991, p. 36).

To develop the rough boundaries of the fringe, we reviewed government and
nonprofit reports and plans for metro area growth; press coverage on growth issues;
government data on population change, building permits, land uses, development densities,
and land engaged in agriculture; and maps and aerial images to understand current land uses.
We also conducted numerous interviews with regional planning organizations including the
region’s MPO (metropolitan planning organization); state officials in departments associated
with agriculture, water resources, and wildlife; academics in area universities whose work
concerns Austin area geography, planning, and real estate; farming advocates; national and
regional conservation organizations active in the area; private and county appraisers and
county assessors; developers; realtors; and homebuilders associations.”® The general fringe

area that we identified included parts of all of the five counties comprised in the Austin

% Data on population densities, land use cover, and building permits was of limited help, as they
describe a current or past state, and not the path, pattern, or timing of future growth. Additionally,
much available data describes the county and MSA level, and is too broad, since our challenge was
to identify the fringe within MSAs and the counties that comprise them. For the Lincoln Institute study,
we did utilize some Census and local data, but other data available from the U.S. Geological Service,
U.S. Department of Agriculture, and even NASA were not suitable for demarcating the fringe.
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MSA, as well as land in the counties immediately adjacent. In each of the counties, state and
US highways, as well as some well-traveled county roads, formed the spines of the

development corridors.

The next step was to identify specific sample areas within this larger fringe. We
focused within the five counties of the MSA, which, given their size,” include a large
amount of land undergoing intense development pressures as well as land not expected to be
urbanized for 10 or more years and, as noted above, made available data needed for
identifying landowners. We then selected corridors along major transportation routes through
these counties; previous literature has noted that transportation routes define the extent of a
metro area and determine outer limits of urban growth (Sargent, 1972), that “accessibility is
of overriding importance in the timing of development” (Whitehand, 1987, p. 101), that
proximity to highways (LaGro & DeGloria, 1992) or major interstate access roads (Bryant et
al., 1982; Lee, 1979) influence land conversion, and that new development tends to cluster
near transportation networks so that new residents can take advantage of both “amenities and
accessibility,” without cutting ties with the city (Pyle, 1985, pp. 33-34). In general, the
resulting corridors comprised about 200 square miles each. The corridor in Hays County is a
bit shorter and wider given the shape of the county, and also because development pressures
in this county are so intense that one must stray farther from the main highway to find areas
of low development pressures. The Bastrop and Caldwell corridors are longer and narrower,
and, in addition to intense pressure areas close to Austin, there are pockets of development
pressures in the middle of the counties at the county seats, the cities of Bastrop and Lockhart
respectively, with land deeper in the county that has yet to experience significant

development pressures (see Figure 3.1.)

2 All of the five counties of the MSA are over 500 square miles; the largest, Williamson County, is
1,123 square miles, larger than the state of Rhode Island (1,045 square miles).
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Figure 3.1: The Austin Fringe Study Area

St \ -

. WILLIAMSON \ el

o \~f\\COUNTY
™.

’
250 39 4‘(] l'/miles ’

”
o >
o
“~,

Dark shaded areas represent areas captured in the landowner survey.

Previous authors have divided their study areas into sub-zones that capture varying
states of development (Brown et al., 1981; Pyle, 1985), based on the notion that demand for
land is closely related to proximity and access to urban centers (Hepner, 1985). We therefore
formally subdivided the corridors into areas facing areas under intense development pressure,

where significant development is occurring now or is expected within five years; areas facing
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moderate development pressure, where significant urbanization is expected in the next five to
10 years; and those facing weak development pressure, where significant urbanization is not
expected for 10 or more years.”® We utilized data, maps, and interviews, this time at a more
local level, to define specific areas of high, moderate, and weak development pressures along
the three counties’ major transportation routes. Again, data and maps were useful in
establishing the location of current development; however, interviews were much more
valuable in predicting and characterizing likely future development into the fringe. County
and city planners, engineers, administrators and managers, economic development staff, and
county health officials; elected officials; staff of local extension services and nonprofit
conservation groups; developers and realtors; chambers of commerce; and members of
regional water cooperatives and water planning groups provided their opinions about where

the pace and pattern of growth in the counties.’' In general, intense areas are closer to

% Brown et al. 1981 used the designations “intense,” “moderate,” and “weak” development pressures,
as do we; however, they identified “intense” as likely to see significant development pressures within
10 years, rather than five. We found in preliminary interviews with local experts on development and
planning that 10 or more years was very difficult for people to describe; interviewees were much more
confident in their designations as “intense,” less so for “moderate,” and least for the “weak” pressures.
We found that focusing on zero to five, five to 10, and 10-plus years to be most useful for the
professionals.

1 We use professional judgment to identify the fringe for several reasons. There is no data that would
permit us to analyze and identify the fringe at a fine enough geographic scale using more objective
indicators: county level and MSA data is too broad, since our challenge is to identify the fringe within
MSAs and the counties that comprise them. Another difficulty is that our study area includes areas
currently beyond the interface of urban and rural areas — those places that are not yet urbanizing, but
expected to begin doing so within the next decade — yet available data only reflects current
conditions. For the Lincoln Institute study, we considered data from the US Geological Service, US
Department of Agriculture, and even NASA, but found none suitable. The US Census data on
urbanizing areas was perhaps the most promising dataset for our purposes, but currently the only
available data is from the 1990 Census (data from the 2000 Census is not due out until later this
year), and this data uses only population criteria for identifying urbanizing areas, while we believe
density and land uses are also critical. Another problem is that many of the areas we want to look at
are not yet urbanizing, but are expected to begin in the next decade or so, and there would be no way
to identify these areas with urbanizing areas data. It is perhaps not surprising that a paucity of data is
one reason Bryant at al (1982) gave for the lack of studies of growth and development in the rural-
urban fringe (p. 14).
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metropolitan areas, moderate are just beyond the intense, and weak areas are beyond the
moderate, furthest from the metro areas; however, the Austin contacts helped us to identify
pockets of more intense development deeper into the corridors around existing towns and
along major transportation routes, since development pressures and actual growth are in
practice uneven (Bryant et al., 1982).3? (It is important to recognize that this study is not
concerned with making actual development predictions but rather with identifying areas
where development is expected and gathering data about landowners’ plans and behaviors in

light of perceived development pressures.)

Once the sample areas were identified and stratified, we used county assessors’ data
to construct a sample of the landowners within our three corridors. Using GIS maps provided
by the counties, we were able to select landowners within the boundaries of our study area.
The assessors’ data provided owners’ names and addresses. Not all owners were included in
the sample. Public landowners at all levels of government were omitted, as were owners of
parcels under five acres, as larger parcels have greater impact on urbanization patterns
(Massie, 1968; Strong, 1969), and we would otherwise have expended significant effort to
reach the owners of many already-developed parcels. (During the surveys themselves, we
also terminated interviews with owners who reported at the beginning of the survey that all
of their land was in developed, urban uses, as our intent was to capture only the owners of
undeveloped land.) As a result of these “rules,” much of the land within the towns and small

cities of the fringe was automatically omitted, because it was either public, under five acres,

32 According to Pond and Yeates (1993), fringe areas pass through stages of development as they
urbanize. An area may first be described as agricultural, then experiencing early urban influence, as having
small town growth and exurbanization, as a suburb, and finally as urban (pp. 344-5). In the study described in
this dissertation, the areas selected for the case are mostly between stages Il and IV: all areas in the study are
at least under some early urban influence, with much already in stage I (small town growth, exurbanization),

and some in the “suburb” stage, with “considerable areas of exurbanization and speculation” (Pond &
Yeates, 1993, p. 345).
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or already developed; we also did not capture undeveloped land that was subdivided into

plots under five acres.

The University of Connecticut’s Center for Survey Research and Analysis, retained
by the Lincoln Institute to implement the survey, was then able to match about two-thirds of
the sample to telephone numbers. In the resulting pool of 6,027 cases, a large number of
duplicate cases, where an owner possessed multiple parcels of land, remained. These were
de-duplicated according to a set of priorities designed to fill out the nine strata of the sample.
After this process, three-quarters of the cases remained, 4,557, which formed the survey

sample.

B. The Survey Instrument

The survey questionnaire covered owners’ identities, behaviors, plans, values, and
attitudes (the full survey instrument is included in the Appendix). Identity questions included
those that gathered information about the owner, including demographic data, place of
residence, whether or not the owner had children, and the legal form of the entity owning the
property (e.g. individual, family corporation, partnership, etc.). Where possible, we utilized
standardized demographic questions (Sudman & Bradburn, 1982) recommended by survey

experts at the University of Connecticut Center for Survey Research and Analysis.

Behavior questions included those relating to how owners currently use their

property; 33 how and when they acquired their land; when and why they have previously sold

Btis important to note that the questionnaire focused solely on the parcel of land drawn in the
survey sample; if the owner possessed other land in the Austin metro area or elsewhere, this property
was not the topic of the survey unless questions specifically asked for information on other land
owned.
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portions of their property; the amount of other property owned in the metro area and their
reasons for owning; the respondents’ assessment of how often they generally buy and sell
land; and questions about how owners make land decisions. In developing behavior
questions, we were guided by Sudman and Bradburn (1982) on asking nonthreatening
questions about behavior, ensuring that all reasonable alternatives were included in closed-
ended questions (and including open-ended “other” categories where appropriate); making
questions as specific as possible, particularly when they relate to past behaviors; making our
terms as explicit as possible and using common terms; and adding “memory cues” where

possible.

The survey instrument covered several types of value and attitudinal questions: for
those who bought their property, the importance of various criteria in selecting their
particular parcel; for all owners, attitudes toward growth in their areas, owners’ rankings of
the importance of various factors in why they own their land (e.g. amenities, possibility of
building equity in land, recreation, etc.); owners’ rankings of the influence of various policies
and other factors on land decisions; and owners’ likely future plans. Value and attitude
questions required more care in development, ensuring that that the object of the question
was clear to the respondent (Sudman & Bradburn, 1982, pp. 121-122) and that the indicators
of the concepts we wished to test were as clear as possible (de Vaus, 1995). Care was taken
to avoid double-barreled questions, and the order of specific series of value questions was
randomized in implementation to ensure that the order in which questions were asked did not
distort the data gathered. Most questions were closed-ended, though not all, and many
closed-ended questions allowed the owner an opportunity to provide additional responses in
their own words if the categories provided were not applicable. More discussion of the

challenges of empirically researching interests is provided in Chapter 5.
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Combined, the identity, behavior, and attitudinal/value questions provided multiple
points of entry into owners’ relationships to and interests in their land. For example, in
assessing owners’ motivations for possessing land on the fringe, identity questions, such as
whether or not the owner’s main profession is in agriculture; behavior questions, including
current land uses; and attitudinal questions, including reasons for acquiring the land, rankings
of factors important to why they own today, and intentions for the future (such as to develop

the land) all contribute to our understanding of the reasons owners possess their land.

The Lincoln Institute tested the questionnaire in a pretest of Austin owners,
conducted in 2001. It was revised and pretested again in Portland, Oregon in 2002, before it

was implemented in Portland and then Austin at the end of 2002 and in early 2003.

C. Survey Implementation

To implement the survey in Austin, the University of Connecticut’s Center for Survey
Research and Analysis (CSRA) sent a letter to those 4,557 landowners drawn in our sample
explaining the project; giving contact information for the Center, Lincoln Institute, the Joint
Center for Housing Studies of Harvard University (a partner on the study); and asking for the
owners’ participation. Trained interviewers using Computer Assisted Telephone Interviewing
technology contacted owners via telephone to conduct the survey. From the sample of 4,557
cases, 521 interviews were completed. The response rate was 26.35% and interviews

averaged 25 minutes in length.

67



The Interests of Landowners on the Metropolitan Fringe

D. Potential Bias

Rigorous attempts were made to minimize bias in the survey; however, there are a

number of potential areas of bias worth noting:

Telephone match. 1t is impossible to know if those landowners for whom a telephone
number could be identified varied significantly from those with unlisted numbers. It is
possible that the latter guard their privacy more carefully, but it is not clear that this in turn

suggests they differ in their characteristics, interests, or decisions regarding their land.

Legal ownership. The survey captured few non-family corporations: only two for-
profit corporations and one non-profit corporation. This very low number raises the question
of whether the survey represents the actual level of corporate ownership in the sample area,
or whether businesses were less willing to participate in the survey. While this is unclear,
those entities in our sample with business names were given particular attention to avoid
potential bias: they were flagged and received calls from the University of Connecticut
Center for Survey Research and Analysis during business hours by interviewers specially

trained to conduct business surveys.

Multiple owners and relatives. More than one individual often owns a single parcel of
land: a couple, parents and children, a family, or a series of partners (in the partnership form
of ownership), among other possibilities, may own together, with either joint ownership or
with each owner having a specified percent interest in the land. It is of course not clear that
all individuals in a family or partners in a partnership would answer the survey questions
exactly the same; certainly the responses to demographic questions would vary, and possibly
attitudinal questions as well. Yet there is no reason to believe that there was any bias in the

actual response, either in the type of person who answered the phone (e.g. a younger or older
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co-owner, or a male or female co-owner) or in who agreed to complete the survey. An
additional concern is that, of the respondents to our survey, 97.5% (510) described
themselves as the actual owners of the properties identified in the appraisal records, and
2.25% (11) described themselves as related to or otherwise authorized to speak for the legal
owner(s); these individuals were likely relations of legal owners (e.g. spouses or children). It
is possible that these owners’ responses to historical questions were less accurate than those

of other respondents.

Reliability of retrospective questions. One section of the survey inquired about
owners’ intentions for their land at the time they acquired it. While historical behavioral
questions require special consideration (Sudman & Bradburn, 1982), we provided memory
cues to aid the respondent, and the majority of questions about land acquisition required only

straightforward yes/no responses.

E. Follow-Up Interviews

At the conclusion of each telephone survey, researchers inquired whether respondents
would be willing to participate in a follow-up discussion with a researcher from the Lincoln
Institute of Land Policy. Seventy percent indicated they would be willing, and several
landowners were contacted in the spring and summer of 2004 for more in-depth discussions
about their reasons for acquiring their land; their considerations about holding, selling,
developing, or giving it to children through the years; and their future plans. The interviews
provided more detail than was possible in the survey, and clarified how owners’ interests and
motives may have changed over time and also current land uses: how owners currently

combine recreation and agriculture, for example.
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III. Survey Analysis

Survey data were analyzed in Stata 7.0, which offers a family of commands
specifically for the analysis of survey data that are particularly helpful when the data involves
stratification and weighting, as was the case in the Austin-area study. The sample was
stratified by the nine sample areas of the fringe: the intensely, moderately, and weakly
developing areas of three corridors. Because it was impossible to conduct equivalent
numbers of interviews in each strata, a small weight was used to ensure that responses from
all strata counted equal. Statistics methods used included cross-tabulations, means tests, and
factor analysis. I discuss analytic techniques further in Chapter 6, when the survey findings

are presented.

IV. Conclusion

The next chapter describes the Austin study area in greater detail, before turning to a
detailed discussion of owners’ interests, the data collected in the Austin study, and a

discussion of the findings.
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The Austin Fringe

As described in the previous chapter, the pre-development landowners of the Austin,

Texas fringe provide the case study used for the research into landowners’ interests. Below I
describe the Austin area and its fringe in detail below, including current land uses; the
topography, infrastructure, economic forces, and public policies shaping its development;
and the three specific study corridors selected for study, which differ significantly from one
another in topography, land uses, population, growth pressures, and the character of new
development. As noted in the previous chapter, sources for the case study included reports
and data related to area growth; press coverage; and over 60 interviews with officials and
staff of Austin area planning agencies, development companies, environmental organizations,
farming services, academics, and others; information was also located on various
governmental, nonprofit, and newspaper websites (listed in the Sources section at the

conclusion of the dissertation).
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L The Austin Region

The city of Austin, capital of Texas, lies in the center of the state, approximately 80
miles northeast of San Antonio and 160 miles to the west of Houston. As noted previously,
the US Census Bureau lists the metropolitan statistical area (MSA) of Austin-San Marcos,
Texas as one of the fastest growing in the nation, with a population growth rate of 48%
between the censuses of 1990 and 2000, and a 2000 population of 1.25 million (about half of
whom reside in the city of Austin itself: Austin’s 2000 population was 656,562). The MSA’s
population is predicted to grow by another 19 to 24% by 2010.%*

The MSA is comprised of five counties, three of which — Bastrop, Caldwell, and

Hays counties — are included in the dissertation study area. All are growing in population, but

at quite different rates, as shown in Table 4.1.

Table 4.1: Rate of Growth, Austin-San Marcos MSA*

MSA Population | MSA Population
1990 2000 Percent Change

86221 | 1209763

EntireMSA

Travns County 576, 407 | 81 2 280
Williamson County 139,551 249,957
*Data from the US Bureau of the Census, http./ www.census.qov./

Interstate 35 bisects the region, running north to south through the area, and linking
Austin to San Antonio to the south and Waco to the north (I-35 ultimately runs from the

¥ Estimates are those of the Texas Water Development Board and Texas State Data Center
(Scenario 5) respectively, available at the website of the Real Estate Center of Texas A&M University,
www.recenter.tamu.edu.
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border with Mexico nearly to Canada). State Highway 130, a proposed toll road that would
run parallel to I-35, is intended to relieve traffic on the interstate generated by the North
American Free Trade Agreement and regional commuter traffic, and, as planned, will
eventually extend through Caldwell County, though the construction date for Caldwell
County has not yet been determined. US Highways 290 and 183 and Texas Highway 71 also
cross through the region; to the east, 290 and 71 connect Austin to Houston. Austin-
Bergstrom International Airport, opened in 1999 on a former air force base, is located five

miles to the southeast of Austin and is close to neighboring Bastrop and Caldwell Counties.

The Austin area economy is currently dominated by state government; academia, with
the University of Texas at Austin; and a growing high tech industry that includes Dell
Computer, Motorola, IBM, AMD, and Samsung Semiconductor. Many high tech firms are
locating in downtown Austin (and residential development is growing downtown as well),
although some corporations are selecting sites on the edge of the city and in the rapidly
developing areas surrounding Austin: Dell Computer, for example, is located north of Austin
in Round Rock, part of booming Williamson County. Migration into the region, in part
driven by the high tech industry’s expansion, has been a major cause of population growth
for the past decade (Breyer, 2003). The region is also experiencing growth in its immigrant
population, as foreign-born workers are attracted to high-tech, service, and construction jobs
(Castillo, 2004); and the area is also increasingly attractive to retirees and others seeking
quality of life in a city known for its educational resources and outdoor recreation
opportunities (The Real Estate Center at Texas A&M University, at
http://www.recenter.tamu.edu/). The Austin area economy and population growth rate
flattened between 2001 and 2003 (Breyer, 2003),> although more recently, the region has
added new jobs, 5000 between March of 2003 and May 2004 (Novack, 2004), and housing

* Note that the landowner survey discussed in the previous and ensuing chapters was conducted in
late 2002/early 2003.
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starts have again reached 2001 levels (The Real Estate Center at Texas A&M University, at

http://www.recenter.tamu.edw/).

A. The Austin Fringe

As discussed in previous chapter, identifying the edge where the metropolitan fringe
begins or ends is a subjective exercise. In the case of Austin, areas outside the city limits
within Travis County can be considered fringe, although, to the north, southern Williamson
County is already sufficiently developed that it is more appropriately considered suburban.
Below, I discuss the region in general, but I focus most specifically on Hays, Bastrop, and

Caldwell counties, where the landowner research was conducted.

The City of Austin lies where the Colorado River flows across the Balcones Fault, a
geologic fault running from southwest to central Texas. The fault (and Interstate 35, which
parallels it) divides the geographic zones of Blackland Prairie to the east and south, and the
higher elevation Edwards Plateau, in which lies the Texas Hill Country, to the north and
west. The Blackland Prairie features modest hills and rich cropland, with deep soils. In
contrast, the Texas Hill Country is characterized by rolling limestone hills; caves, springs and
creeks; and shallow soils, and lies over two aquifers, the Edwards and the Trinity, with the
Edwards alone providing groundwater to almost two million people (Eckhardt, 2004). The
limestone hills and canyons to the west of the city have traditionally been home to ranching
and have a more western culture and feel, while the plains to the east have traditionally been
dominated by farming, primarily of cotton, and are characterized by more of a southern

culture, though ranching has become common here as well.
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According to interviewees with expertise in Austin area development and planning,
the Balcones Fault has also divided the population: white, upper-middle class residents to the
west (including the Hill Country) and a more moderate-income population, with a higher
percentage of black and Hispanic persons, to the east. This characterization is born out by

demographic data collected in the 2000 Census for the three counties, as shown in Table 4.2.

Table 4.2: County Comparison®

. Bastrop Caldwell
Population County County Hays County Texas

Female 49% 51% 50% 50%
White 80% 70% 79% 11%
Black/African American 9% 9% 4% 12%
Asian 1% 0% 1% 3%
American Indian/Alaska Native 1% 1% 1% 6%
Some other race 8% 18% 13% 12%
Hispanic or Latino origin 24% 40% 30% 32%
Persons 65 years of age or older 10% 13% 8% 10%
il:i:rt?e(\)rns with Bachelors degree or 17% 13% 31% 23%
Median household income (1999) $43,580 $36,580 $45,000 $39,930
Mean commute time (minutes) 37 31 28 25
edian valle of owmer-occipied $93,400 $68,000 $129,400 $82,500
Square miles (in county/state) 888 546 678 261,797
Persons per square mile 65 59 144 80

* Data from the US Census Bureau. All figures are for the year 2000 unless otherwise indicated. Note that Hispanics may be
of any race, so also are included in applicable race categories, and that respondents were able to report two or more races.

Today, agriculture is still a major use of land in the fringe: in Hays County to the west
of Austin, agriculture is focused on livestock (beef cattle, sheep, and goats); while to the east
and southeast, in Bastrop and Caldwell Counties, beef cattle and farming prevail. However,
in the MSA counties of the study area, farms and ranches are not large by Texas standards,
falling below the mean and median size for the state (see Table 4.3). Nor do the majority
appear to be very lucrative: in the three counties of the study area, average net cash income

per farm (defined as sales and government payments minus farm expenses) was either
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negative or barely positive (National Agricultural Statistical Service, 2002). In many cases,
the low or negative income likely result from the fact that many farms or ranches are part-

time operations whose owners receive income from other sources.*

Table 4.3: Mean and Median Farm Size"*

Mean Farm Size | Median Farm Size
(acres) (acres)
Texas 137 567
Bastrop County 90 193
Caldwell County 109 217
Hays County 90 252

*Source: 2002 Census of Agriculture, National Agricultural Statistical Service.
(Note that a ranch” is considered a farm in the Census of Agriculture.)

The recent economic slowdown aside, the Austin fringe has been a desirable location
for new residential subdivisions and lower density “ranchettes” and hobby farms, commercial
development, and recreation, occurring alongside traditional farming and ranching.
According to area interviewees, development in the Austin fringe is a mix of residential
growth close to the city and low-density suburbia further out, driven by the area’s amenity,
and often owned by those who are able to telecommute and retirees (similar to general
growth patterns described by Heimlich and Anderson (2001)). Indeed, a recent report by The
Real Estate Center at Texas A&M University noted that throughout Texas, rural land prices
are being driven by demand for recreation land and homesites (Gilliland et al., 2004), and
another study conducted by Texas A&M University in 2000 noted that, while farmers and
ranchers dominated land purchases through 1994, consumers have dominated the market in
years after (Wilkins et al., 2000).

% The National Agricultural Statistical Service (NASS) of the US Department of Agriculture
Agricultural Census, from which figures on net cash by farm were drawn, attempts to survey
establishments expected to sell over $1,000 in agricultural products annually, so it is likely that the
Census reaches many part-time and even hobby operations.
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Development and development pressures are occurring in all areas of the
metropolitan region, but are not uniform in all directions from Austin, particularly given the
different landscapes to the east and west. Commercial uses are intensifying along Interstate
35 (with Professor Jim Kimmel of Southwest Texas University predicting a 13-mile wide
swath of development through the corridor by 2040 (Clark-Madison, 1998), while the most
rapidly growing county of the MSA, and the most developed aside from Travis County, is
Williamson (and 12™ fastest in the nation in 2003, according to the US Census Bureau) to the
north of Austin. To the west of Austin, in Travis and Hays counties, population growth is
fueled by workers in the high-tech industry and the area’s reputation for livability and
amenity, although the west has some natural constraints to growth, including high slopes,
environmentally sensitive water recharge areas, and a number of endangered species (10,
including birds, insects, and several species of salamander, are protected in the county, seven
alone in the Edwards Aquifer). Nonetheless, as shown in Table 4.2, population densities in
Hays County are more than twice those in Bastrop and Caldwell counties, at 144 persons per
square mile, compared to 65 persons per square mile in Bastrop County and 59 in Caldwell
County. Growth pressures are, however, now intensifying on agricultural land to the east in
Bastrop County; though the county is not known as well for its scenic amenities as Hays
County, it offers recreational opportunities and its new homes are more affordable than those
in the Hill Country. Pressures are weakest to the southeast in Caldwell County; the
development that is occurring here is more modest in scope. Hays, Bastrop, and Caldwell

county growth are described in more detail in the next section.

Land conversion trends are also related to the supply of land, and a major factor
impacting the availability of land for development is the economic viability of ranching. All
over Texas, small-scale ranchers, many hit by a drought that began in the mid-1990s, have
had to sell land or supplement their income by leasing land to urbanites for hunting and

fishing, trail riding, or bird watching, or have diversified into goats or more exotic forms of
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livestock (Axtman, 2003). According to Ernie Davis, an economist in the department of
agriculture at Texas A&M University in College Station quoted in the Christian Science
Monitor in an article about Texas ranching, “‘For those people with less than 500 head of
cattle, they have to find additional enterprises to supplement their income. Ranching is no
longer their primary business’” (Axtman, 2003). While agricultural income has fallen,
interest in land for it amenity and recreational opportunities has helped to counteract the
effects of the drought on land values (Chenault, 1996).

Most agricultural land in the fringe around Austin, farms and ranches alike, is in
family ownership, there are few non-family agricultural corporations in the area. According
to some regional experts, many landowners would like to maintain family lands, but, given
rising land values, many find the opportunity cost to not selling is high. Conservation and
farming experts in the Austin area note that farmers and ranchers worry about rising property
taxes and the loss of other agricultural establishments in their area, and about estate taxes,
which some fear will force the sale of family lands or herds. Finally, some note that parents’
desire to split land evenly between children is resulting in smaller parcels, and ultimately,

this land is fragmented to the point where it cannot support agricultural operations.*’

B. Planning in the Fringe

Growth policies and land use controls in the Austin fringe are limited. Much of the
area’s developable land lies outside incorporated cities, falling under county jurisdiction, yet

the counties of the Austin fringe have relatively little control over development. With limited

% The research described in this dissertation focuses on the owners of undeveloped land, but it is
important to note that much of the land owned by the subjects of the study has already been divided
into smaller parcels in past decades, for many of the reasons stated above.
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exceptions, Texas counties are not authorized by the state to enact zoning legislation. County
governments do review subdivision regulations and oversee sewage facility permitting and
floodplain regulations on unincorporated land within their borders. Some area experts noted,
however, that loopholes in subdivision ordinances have resulted in new developments with
poor infrastructure; in some places, developers have even avoided laying roads and providing
wastewater treatment on subdivisions with one-acre plots. However, in some cases,
developers are taking advantage of municipal Utility Districts, or MUDs, which, if approved
by the state legislature, permit the issuance of bonds to build utilities to serve new
developments (Butler & Myers, 1984), particularly those that are water-related (Kaspar,
2003).

Within incorporated cities on the fringe, local governments have greater powers,
including the authority to zone and issue building permits; they also exert limited authority
within the extra territorial jurisdictions (ETJs) that by Texas law surround cities and provide
land for possible future annexation. The extent of ETJs’ coverage depends on the size of the
city they surround, ranging from ' mile around cities with populations of 5,000 persons or
less, to 5 miles around cities with populations over 100,000. However, landowners
contiguous to the boundary of an ETJ may request to join it; in the Austin fringe, for
example, the City of Bastrop’s ETJ extends west all the way to the county line because so
many landowners have voluntarily joined the ETJ rather than be annexed in the future by the

city of Austin to the east (annexations can cross county lines).

Despite the relative lack of formal land use controls, the presence of environmentally
sensitive resources in the fringe means that there are some additional points of leverage into
land uses. The US Fish and Wildlife Service has a direct influence in land development in
Hays and Bastrop counties through the Endangered Species Act, as there are a combined 11

species in these counties under federal protection. The Act requires landowners who wish to

79



The Interests of Landowners on the Metropolitan Fringe

conduct activities, such as construction, that might harm a threatened or endangered species
to prepare a Habitat Conservation Plan in order to receive a permit from the Service. The
Service also works with local governments, as it is doing in Bastrop County, where a citizen
group appointed by the county is developing a habitat conservation plan for the endangered
Houston toad; the plan will promote voluntary conservation and low-density development
across the large area designated as the toad’s habitat (Carmody, 2004). In Hays County, the
Lower Colorado River Authority, which influences the release of water for development and
agricultural uses (Butler & Myers, 1984), also plays an important role in development,
particularly in recent contentious decisions to extend a water line into the north portion of the
county. Much of the watershed is privately owned, and growth capacity will depend on how
it is managed: there is a danger that a combination of greater demand; greater chance of
contamination from increased use of septic tanks; and the loss of area ranchers, whose

practices helped to protect the water supply, will result in insufficient water supply.

There are also a number of state programs available to landowners to maintain their
land in agriculture or wilderness use that, by offering incentives to landowners to hold their
land out of development, are effectively functioning as land use policies. For example, the
state offers open space and agricultural tax valuations on land that meets certain criteria
relating to the principal use of land for farming or ranching, reducing landowners’ property
taxes from what they would pay on the market value of their land. The state of Texas Parks
and Wildlife Department offers programs to provide wildlife tax valuations in return for
wildlife management practices, as well as information and technical expertise on
conservation easements, land trusts, nature tourism, and wildlife management. Conservation
organizations and the city of Austin itself are also active in purchasing land and development
rights to the west of the city. According to one conservationist, it is just now becoming clear
to many landowners that options besides development might exist, such as conservation

easements, estate planning, and wildlife management.
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Though limited, there are also some efforts at regional growth management in the
Austin MSA. CAPCO, the Capital Area Planning Council, is a voluntary regional planning
council organized under Texas law that serves a 10 county region around Austin. CAPCO
focuses on a number of areas (e.g. emergency services, elderly assistance, etc.) in addition to
infrastructure development and housing and economic development, and provides technical
planning assistance and data to communities. CAPCO also works with its San Antonio
counterparts in the regional Austin-San Antonio Corridor Council to consider the social,
economic, and ecological implications of the intensifying growth along [-35 (Clark-Madison,
1998). New citizen-led and nonprofit regional planning efforts have also formed in response
to concerns over environmentally sensitive resources, unwanted effects of rapid growth, and
in opposition to specific developments. The most far-reaching is “Envision Central Texas”
(ECT), a nonprofit organization begun in 2002 and comprised of representatives of
businesses, civic groups, developers, local governments, environmental organizations,
transportation groups, and neighborhoods. ECT, funded in part by local governments, and
with the assistance of Fregonese Calthorpe Associates, has gathered public input through a
series of focus groups, a telephone survey, and planning workshops to produce a 40-year
vision for the region that features denser, more compact development, protection of open
space and ecologically sensitive areas, and efficient transportation networks. ECT is now

working with regional planners and policymakers on implementation strategies.

II. Study Corridors

In the Austin area, the strikingly varied geography in surrounding counties of the
MSA contributes to significant differences in the character of the three study corridors, as
well as the nature of growth and development in the study areas. The three corridors are

described in depth below.
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A. Hays County: US 290

Along with areas of Williamson County to the north and Travis County, home to the
city of Austin, northern Hays County is one of the most rapidly developing areas surrounding
Austin. At the eastern edge of the Texas Hill Country, the area offers rolling hills and scenic
vistas and rangeland. The Hays County study corridor extends across the top half of the
county, roughly following US 290, as shown in Figure 4.1. About half way through the
corridor along US 290 is the city of Dripping Springs, incorporated only in 1981 (partly to
resist future incorporation by the city of Austin), with a 2000 population of 1,550; it is 26
miles from downtown Austin. In general, development pressures are higher to the east
portion of the study corridor, closest to Austin, and fall off after Dripping Springs,
particularly, according to area experts, to the north of US 290, as shown in Figure 4.1.
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Figure 4.1: The Hays County Study Corridor
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Shading represents development pressures in the corridor.

Of the three study corridors, northern Hays County has experienced the most growth,
and subdivisions tend to be higher end, with larger, more expensive homes than those under
construction in Bastrop or Caldwell Counties. According to Austin-area experts on Hays
County development, homebuyers in the area of the Hill Country nearest to Austin tend to be

employed in high-tech jobs in or around Austin. Many of these workers have come from out

83



The Interests of Landowners on the Metropolitan Fringe

of state (particularly California), and are willing to make a 30-mile one-way commute.
Residents of the Hays corridor who do not regularly commute to Austin include
telecommuters, self-employed artisans or artists, or those involved in some way in
agriculture, mainly ranching (farming is difficult due to the area’s shallow soils). Hays
ranchers raise cattle, goats, and sheep, but many have diversified to exotic animals like llama,
ostrich, and buffalo, and to tourist ventures (see Figure 4.2 and Figure 4.3). Land is also
devoted to second homes and recreation; high income individuals are also acquiring larger
parcels of land outside of subdivisions, and a Hays County official noted these buyers had

ready cash and no intentions of subdividing or developing.

Figures 4.2 and 4.3: A ranch that has diversified by raising exotic animals and catering to tourists.
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Figure 4.4: A view in northern Hays County from Route 12 north of Dripping Springs; note the
development just visible in the hills.

L The Study Corridor

A 2001 report by the Dripping Springs Independent School District (which largely
overlaps the study corridor) reported 20 new subdivisions and over 4000 new homes under
construction or planned for the near future in northern Hays County (Dripping Springs
Independent School District 2001). Most of these are located closer to Austin, to the north
and south of US 290 and off some of the smaller roads through the region. Indeed, area
experts call the development pressures from the county line to the city of Dripping Springs

intense and, driving west on US 290, new subdivisions are apparent from the road. Area
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experts expect additional subdivisions along US 290, with commercial development fronting
the highway; one interviewee noted that land values are too high for ranchers, and that even

hobby ranching is becoming cost prohibitive.

Developments between Austin and Dripping Springs tend, as noted above, to be more
costly for homebuyers than those in the other areas studied, offering recreational amenities,
scenic views, and proximity to Austin. Still, their character varies, as shown in Figures 4.5

through 4.8 below.

STREETMAN

Figure 4.5: A model home in the Belterra development. Belterra is a 1600-acre development featuring parks and hiking
trails, a mix of housing types, and higher densities than the nearby Polo Club (below).
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Figure 4.6: The entrance to the Polo Club, a residential development along US 290, features large estate homes and
equestrian recreational resources.

Figure 4.7: The Sawyer Ranch development is a 280-acre subdivision that was once part of a 2,000-acre ranch; it features
homes on one to two acre lots.
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Figure 4.8: Open land across from the entrance to the Sawyer Ranch development shown above.

Dripping Springs itself is a small city covering just over three miles, but has an
extensive ETJ. The city has added over 100,000 square feet of commercial space since 1981,
when the city incorporated, and in just 2003 alone, the city approved 542 lots for
development within its ETJ (Price, 2004a). Local interviewees predict development will

boom close in to Dripping Springs in the near future.

At Dripping Springs, Route 12 runs north to Travis County and south through Hays
County. Route 12 to the north has seen some subdivisions in recent years (there are also
some old subdivisions, built 15 years ago or so). South on Route 12, there are active ranches,
including one that has an easement through the Nature Conservancy, although Route 12 also

features numerous signs advertising land for sale (see Figure 4.9 and Figure 4.10).
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Figures 4.9 and 4.10: Signage along Route 12 south of Dripping Springs.

Beyond Dripping Springs, local experts’ opinions on growth are mixed. Development
pressures are high in all of Hays County, and this area is no exception; larger ranches have
already been broken into smaller ranchettes, and a handful of smaller new developments area
planned for this area (Dripping Springs Independent School District, 2001). However, water
constraints are an issue in the western part of the study corridor and may constrain
development. Most expect this area to develop more slowly than the Austin to Dripping

Springs portion of the US 290 corridor.

2. Planning and Growth Issues

Hays County has no planning department, but its Environmental Health Department
has the most direct control over land uses and growth, administering permits for on-site
sewage facilities, floodplain regulations, and subdivision planning. Minimum lot sizes for
new development depend on the location within the county, but range from one-half acre to
four and a-half acres within the Edwards Aquifer Recharge Zone. The City of Dripping
Springs has greater ability to regulate development within its borders and ETJ.
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Development in northern Hays County has raised concerns about quality of life and
protection of the environment. Recently, in March 2004, the Dripping Springs City Council
approved a moratorium on development for 120 days while the city reviewed its land use
ordinances and wastewater treatment capacity. Interestingly, however, city officials “went to
great pains to explain that the moratorium did not represent a new anti-growth stance for the
community. Unlike other Hays County towns...where anti-spraw] sentiment has picked up
steam, Dripping Springs is still proud to be developer-friendly, as evidenced by the sheer
number of subdivisions sprawling across the city's vast extraterritorial jurisdiction” (Smith,
2004).

Most of the concerns about growth in northern Hays County center around the quality
and quantity of the area’s water supply. According to the city of Austin, over 45,000 people
in rapidly growing northern Hays County and parts of abutting Travis County rely on the
Barton Springs portion of the Edwards Aquifer for drinking water. Rapid growth has caused
some to fear that for the safety and sustainability of the water supply. The loss of traditional
ranching activities in the county is also related to worries about the quantity of water, since
ranchers have traditionally helped to manage the water supply by controlling brush,
particularly the invasive ash juniper, that saps groundwater. In late 2002, a regional planning
effort was begun to develop water quality ordinances and non-regulatory approaches to
protecting water quality in the aquifer. The Lower Colorado River Authority has also
approved an extension of a 15-mile water transmission line from Travis County to the north
into the environmentally sensitive Barton Springs watershed (serving areas to the east of
Dripping Springs along US 290 and north), a move that has sparked opposition by those who
fear that the water line will harm the watershed and the habitat of endangered species, drain
the aquifer and cause existing wells to go dry, and attract additional growth to the county
(Curran, 2001); some interviewees noted that the line will at least allow denser development,

if it does not spark increased growth.
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Other non-governmental groups are engaged in planning for the area. One example is
the Hill Country Roundtable, a program of the Texas Center for Policy Studies that covers
the entire Hill Country, part of which is in Hays County. Begun in 1996 in response to
concerns over rapid growth in the area, particularly its impact on water quality and supply,
the Roundtable convenes annual citizen forums and engages the community in planning for
the future of the Hill Country. Land trusts are also active in the area; for example, the Hill
Country Conservancy is a nonprofit conservation organization dedicated to protecting open
spaces, scenic vistas, recreation, and water quality and quantity in the Barton Springs
Edwards Aquifer region that works with conservation easements and provides assistance to
landowners regarding tax and estate planning and wildlife management. The Save Our
Springs Alliance, a citizen organization dedicated to protecting the Barton Springs Edwards
Aquifer and its resources, is also a central player in many growth debates, and in fact has

lawsuits pending against the city of Dripping Springs over prior development agreements.

B. Bastrop County: Texas 71

Bastrop County is located to the east of Austin in the Blackland Prairie. The Texas 71
study corridor runs from Austin, past Bergstrom International Airport, to the city of Bastrop
midway through the county, and then on to the county border (see Figure 4.11 below).
Development pressures are most intense from Austin to the city of Bastrop, particularly along
the highway; they drop off as one passes Bastrop city. The county’s soil and topography is
more viable for farming than Hays County, but the area also offers recreation in its state
parks and on Lake Bastrop. Bastrop County is also a growing bedroom community for
Austin, particularly since the opening of Bergstrom Airport, and nearly two-thirds of the
workforce is employed outside the county (Capital Area Housing Finance Corporation,

http://www.cahfc.org/). New homes in Bastrop County tend to be more affordable than those
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that have been constructed to the west of the city. Because of its proximity to the new State
Highway 130, local experts expect industrial and residential development in Bastrop County,
and some report that speculation in land near the path of the future highway is rampant.
According to Bill Walters, a developer planning a 750-acre development in the corridor,

quoted in the Austin Business Journal,

‘Bastrop offers fantastic natural beauty, a small-town environment with a good
attitude, and is in close proximity to the airport as well as good roadway
infrastructure...Many people didn't believe that the airport and its location would
drive growth to the east of the new airport, but it has definitely become a reality,
and there are good opportunities in the Bastrop ETJ and into the city limits over
the next 10 years’ (Kaspar, 2003).

Despite the quote above, however, there appear to be different perceptions of the
natural beauty of the study area, with some area experts interviewed praising the scenic
nature of the wooded area around the city of Bastrop, while others called the county flat and
unattractive. Clearly, however, the development pressures in the county are a step below

those in Hays County, but are, by all accounts, increasing.
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Figure 4.11: The Bastrop County Study Corridor*
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* The gaps in the study corridor, shown in white near the city of Bastrop, represent public recreational land
owned by the State of Texas and the Lower Colorado Water Authority that was omitted from the study.

L The Study Corridor

Traveling from Austin along Texas 71, Bastrop County’s landscape is open and rural
in appearance, but with numerous signs advertising new residential development and
occasional completed subdivisions (Figure 4.12 and Figure 4.13). As one approaches the city

of Bastrop, there is a burgeoning commercial strip along the highway that includes a recently
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opened Home Depot (Figure 4.14) and Chili’s restaurant, and a variety of other stores and
establishments, and there are plans for over 450 homes and 700 apartments just beyond the
commercial development. There are also several sizeable developments proposed for this
area: the developer of the Home Depot area is also planning the Colony, north of Texas 71,
which will result 1n 4,000 homes over 15 years, ranging in cost from $250,000 to $750,000.
South of 71, there are plans for a 750-acre project of more modestly priced homes. Finally, a
resort with 500-room hotel, equestrian trails, and two golf courses, is planned for an area

along the highway, about eight miles before the city of Bastrop (Embry, 2004).

Figure 4.12: Signage along Texas 71 between Austin and
the city of Bastrop.

94



Chapter 4: The Austin Fringe

Figure 4.13: A new subdivision along Texas 71, just before the city of Bastrop.

Figure 4.14: Roughly across from the subdivision in Figure 4.13, a new Home Depot has been constructed; landscaping is
still incomplete.
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Just beyond this strip, and off the highway, is the city of Bastrop, 30 miles southeast
of downtown Austin and just 15 to 20 minutes to the international airport. Covering seven
and a half square miles, Bastrop is the county seat and has a rich history as the second oldest
city in the state. Bastrop had a population of 5,000 during World War II, thanks to a nearby
military camp; the population dropped with the closing of the camp but began to rise again in
the 1980s, when Austin-area growth began to influence the city, and the city’s population has
grown in recent years (it was 5,340 in the 2000 Census, up 32% from 1990). The city has
also grown as a local tourist destination. In the 1970s, the highway was rerouted around the
Bastrop, and many of its historic buildings and homes have recently been restored (which has
also helped to draw new residents) (Green, 2002); today the city’s main street is lined with a
combination of antique shops and cafes catering to tourists and more local establishments
(see Figure 4.15). Visually, there is a significant contrast between the historic downtown of

the city and the new commercial strip growing up on Route 71.

Figure 4.15: Main Street in the city of Bastrop.
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Immediately beyond the City of Bastrop is the recreational area of Bastrop State Park,
which includes Lake Bastrop and the “Lost Pines,” a secluded timber region of pine and
hardwood. Further along Route 71 are some older subdivisions, some of which date from the
1970s, along with newly constructed communities, including one high-end development
called Colavista, which offers a golf club and attractive views amid the pine trees. Near the
end of the study corridor, toward the county border and 42 miles from Austin, is the city of
Smithville, with a population of 3,900 in 2000. Area experts predict growth will occur in the

Bastrop-Smithville corridor, but is still six years to a decade away.

Off of Texas 71, on smaller county roads within the study area, there is less
development evident; the landscape is quite rural in appearance, with wide vistas of open
land, much used for grazing (see Figure 4.16). While some new construction has occurred
and is apparently of a high-end quality (as in the gated “Colony” development shown in
Figure 4.17), Bastrop experts report that much of the development occurring farther out in

the county is lower end, with unpaved roads and minimal infrastructure, and often consisting

of trailer homes.

Figure 4.16: Grazing along Route 969, off of Texas 71 between Austin and the city of Bastrop.
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Figure 4.17: The gate to the Colony development within the Bastrop study corridor.

2 Planning and Growth Issues

Like the other counties of the MSA, Bastrop has little power to regulate development
outside of incorporated areas, which draws some developers seeking to avoid the stricter
controls of incorporated cities and ETJs. However, the large ETJ surrounding the city of
Bastrop, extending west to the Travis County border, provides for more controls than would
otherwise exist; for example, the city can charge impact fees for new utilities, regulate
subdivision activity, and take a broader look at growth issues. The city of Bastrop recently
switched from a general law city to a home rule city to give it more control over growth
(home rule cities can more easily annex land (Price, 2004b)). It has also produced a
comprehensive plan that won the 2001 Outstanding Comprehensive Plan by the Texas

Chapter of the American Planning Association.

Water and wastewater present some constraints on growth in the county, although

there does not seem to be the controversy over water issues that characterizes recent
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development proposals in Hays County. The city of Bastrop has recently negotiated with two
water authorities, the Aqua Water Supply Corporation and the Lower Colorado River
Authority, to develop cooperative efforts for development in the ETJ, particularly in the
corridor from Austin to Bastrop. Recently, two new MUDS have been proposed to help
finance water and wastewater; one of these was approved by the state legislature last year
and, as a result, the Colony development (Figure 4.17 above), with its expected 4,000 homes,
is moving forward (Embry, 2004). Another impediment to growth, mentioned earlier, is the
endangered Houston toad. The toad’s presence (most concentrated in Bastrop State Park) has
slowed development; the new habitat conservation plan to protect the toad now under
development will likely result in low density development around the Lost Pines area to the

east of the city of Bastrop.

Traffic along Texas 71 has also become a problem in Bastrop. It may be eased by the
new State Highway 130 to the east, expected to open in Travis County in 2007, and by the
replacement of traffic lights along 71 with entrance and exit ramps and overpasses (Embry,
2004). Finally, according to a newspaper report, the county is working to attract new jobs
within its borders so that the growing population does not all commute to Austin, which

would also help to ease traffic (Embry, 2004).

C. Caldwell County: US 183

The Caldwell County study corridor is the least developed of the three discussed here.
About half of the county’s population lives in two cities: Lockhart, the county seat, a city of
over 11,500, and the city of Luling, with a population just over 5,000. The county’s
economic history includes cattle, cotton, and oil; employment is now primarily in services,
local government, and agriculture, particularly livestock and livestock products (cattle,

poultry, eggs, and, hogs), as well as feed, sorghum, and watermelon. Caldwell County has
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more unemployment than the rest of the region, and has the lowest income per capita in the
MSA. Traffic on US 183 is far less significant than that on US 290 running through the Hays
County study corridor.

However, with the construction of the new highway 130, paralleling Interstate 35,
area experts predict the county will see more truck traffic and industrial and business
development along the highway’s route, though much of the design (including the number of
entrances and exits in Lockhart) had yet to be determined at the time the landowner survey
was conducted in the study corridor, and funding has yet to be allocated for this segment of
the new highway. Additionally, residential growth is occurring around the county seat of
Lockhart, and closer to Austin, near Bergstrom International Airport. One Caldwell County
expert predicted that the county may soon be “discovered” by developers because there are
increasing environmental barriers to development to the north. Area experts expect, however,
that the county will have less intense growth than other counties in the MSA into the near

future. The study corridor is shown in Figure 4.18.
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Figure 4.18: The Caldwell County Study Corridor
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1. The Study Corridor

From the county line, near Bergstrom International Airport, to the city of Lockhart,
about halfway down the study corridor, there is less development than might be expected

given the area’s proximity to the airport and to Austin. Near the border with Travis County,
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there are a mix of manufactured housing, subdivisions, junkyards, and bars, but little else
along US 183 until Lockhart’s city limits, though there are scattered stores and mobile home
developments in the area. Growth here is more likely in the future than farther to the south,
however, because of proximity to Austin, and because proposed State Highway 130 will cut
through this area. Indeed, the Austin American-Statesman, the city’s main newspaper,
recently reported a plan for a 130-acre industrial park and 500-home residential development
on 120 acres in Caldwell County, near the Travis County line (Elder & Embry, 2004) (sce
Figures 4.19 through 4.21).

£

ergomg transformation along the Caldwell County/ Travis County border at the start of the Caldwell

iure 4.19; Land u
study corridor.
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Figure 4.20: Another area in transition along the Caldwell County/ Travis County border. The Austin skyline is just visible on
the horizon.

Figure 4.21: Open land in northern Caldwell County.
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Development is more apparent within the city limits of Lockhart, which lies about 20
miles from the airport. The largest city in the Austin landowner study, Lockhart draws
visitors as the “Barbeque Capital of Texas;” the downtown also features the striking county
courthouse, built in 1884 and historic homes and commercial buildings (Figure 4.22 and
Figure 4.23), while the outer portions of the city reflect newer commercial growth (Figure
4.24). The city has over 7,000 acres within its city limits, 37% of which is considered already
developed; and over 22,000 acres in its ETJ. Many commute from Lockhart to Austin as well
as to San Marcos (about 17 miles due west), and even some to San Antonio, over an hour to
the southwest. The city has approved a number of annexations since the late 1990s, including
annexing land in the path of State Highway 130, allowing for more control over the planning
and development surrounding the highway. Several subdivisions have been built in the past
few years, possibly in response to increased demand for residences sparked by Austin’s

international airport, and also to serve newcomers moving from nearby San Marcos.

Figures 4.22: The Caldwell County Courthouse within Lockhart.

104



Chapter 4: The Austin Fringe

Figure 4.23: Downtown Lockhart.

Figure 4.24: A combination of grazing and new development along US 183 in Lockhart.
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Figure 4.25: A subdivision under construction within Lockhart city limits.

South of Lockhart, area experts predict only sporadic development along US 183
within the next decade, partly because of a constrained water system. At the southern end of
the study corridor is the city of Luling, 15 miles south of Lockhart. Luling has a history as an
oil town; oil was discovered there in 1922, and shallow oil exploration continues around the
city, though agriculture is also an important part of its economy. Luling is also known for its

barbeque and its watermelon festival.
Beyond the cities, the country is still rural; one farming expert noted that it is possible

to find landowners who have not yet made any major land decisions regarding subdivision or

sale in the “far reaches” of Caldwell County.

106



Chapter 4: The Austin Fringe

2. Planning and Growth Issues

Like the other counties, Caldwell County has little control over growth beyond the
review of subdivision plans; in Caldwell’s case, reviews are performed by a contractor for
the county. Within Lockhart, planning is more extensive: the city has a Development
Services Department that processes development proposals and permits, including
subdivisions; administers zoning; oversees annexations; and engages in long-range planning

through its comprehensive plan.

Water is an issue in the Caldwell County study corridor, and, as in the other study
areas, there are concerted efforts to plan regionally to ensure an adequate supply. Recently,
12 small cities and public water supply companies serving Travis, Caldwell, and Hays
Counties (south of the Hays study corridor) are working together to identify and finance new

water supplies, obtain permits, and build a pipeline from farther out to their service areas.

Another area expert noted that the limited capacity of electricity cooperatives will
constrain large-scale development, as will the lack of municipal sewer, meaning that lots
must be at least one acre in size. According to a Caldwell planner, however, there are already
numerous substandard subdivisions in the county, with unpaved roads, long drives from main

roads, no sidewalks, and septic tanks (and sometimes no plumbing).

III. Study Corridors Compared

The study corridors described here reflect the diversity of the Austin fringe in terms
of land uses, growth pressures, and character of new development. The Hays County

corridor, known for its scenic amenities, has seen the most growth and the costliest
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development; development pressures continue, despite environmental constraints and vocal
opposition to some proposed subdivisions. Bastrop County, to the east of Austin, has
experienced its own commercial and residential development; it lags behind Hays County,
but development pressures are increasing, and the county offers its own amenities and
recreational resources. Caldwell County has the weakest development pressures and least
amount of visible new development; subdivisions that are being built are more modest and
less expensive than in the other counties, and tend to cluster around the city of Lockhart
(with mobile home developments elsewhere in the county), though the future State Highway
130 may spark more industrial and commercial growth. In all of the study areas,
development pressures are greatest between Austin and the major cities of the corridors
(Dripping Springs in Hays County, and the county seats of Bastrop and Lockhart in Bastrop
and Caldwell counties, respectively), with intense development in and around all of those
cities; relative development pressures for each corridor then decrease with further distance

from Austin.

For the study of fringe landowners, the variation among the study corridors is useful:
it suggests that landowners might be similarly diverse in their characteristics and in the
reasons they own land, allowing for a rich exploration of owners’ interests. I now turn to

owners’ interests and the findings of the study in Part II.
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Chapter 5

Landowners’ Interests in Their Land

In addition to the insights to be gained by studying fringe landowners’ characteristics

and behaviors, I contend that one can more easily understand landowners’ roles in
urbanization, and specifically their decisions and actions regarding the holding, conservation,
development, and sale of land, by exploring the benefits or advantages owners derive from
ownership. I now turn to the task of developing a more formal framework for examining
these benefits of ownership or “interests.” Interests may be of a financial nature, as in the
income an owner receives from agricultural production on his land or the capital gain
resulting from an appreciation in property values, but may also be less easily quantified: for
example, psychological advantages from possessing land, such as a sense of pride, or a
connection to previous generations who have passed the land down through the years; or
opportunities to improve one’s quality of life through recreation, appreciation of nature, or a
rural lifestyle. In my conceptualization, each landowner holds a portfolio of interests that are
received, at a given point in time, from ownership of land, although the specific benefits in
this portfolio, and their prioritization, will likely shift over time in response to changes in the
landowner’s personal or family circumstances, or as a result of external economic or political

factors.
In the first section of this chapter, I briefly examine how interests in land have been

defined and studied in three areas of past research: work on landowners’ roles in land

conversion, which has examined the owners of fringe land most directly, but has not
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examined their interests in detail, or the range of interests a single owner might hold; a more
recent strand of land conversion literature that places the individual landowner within the
context of the larger social, political, and economic system, touching on owners’ interests in
the process; and a Marxist framework, which has explored interests in urban land and has
emphasized the objective advantages owners receive from affiliation with property, whether

or not they are aware of or appreciate those advantages (Davis, 1991).

Drawing from these veins of research and the empirical research conducted in the
Austin fringe, I then introduce my own framework of interests in fringe land in Part IT of the
chapter. I first offer my specific definition of interests, which varies somewhat from those
used in previous scholarship; in particular, I emphasize, more than the Marxist tradition, the
subjective nature of interests, as I am concerned with the interests that landowners recognize,
value, and are likely to act upon. I then describe the specific interests that the owners of
fringe land might hold in their land, including the economic values of equity, liquidity, and
legacy (the potential to pass land’s economic values to children), and the less typically
quantified but equally important values related to the use and enjoyment of land, such as
appreciation of amenities, opportunities to protect natural resources, satisfaction from owning
property and working land, a sense of identity and access to community, and connections to
family. Finally, I discuss the factors that might shape an individual owner’s particular
portfolio of interests in a parcel of land, including features of the property and surrounding
area, development pressures, public policies, and the economy, as well as the owner’s
personal and family circumstances, desires, and resources, illustrated with examples drawn
from empirical research. I conclude the chapter with a discussion of the challenges of

identifying interests in empirical research.

In the next chapter, Chapter 6, I use empirical data gathered in the Austin landowner

survey to provide an overview of the interests and identities of the owners of the Austin
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fringe, and to discuss three groups of interests that appear to motivate the majority of owners
in the Austin fringe (interests in agricultural income, enjoyment of amenities and recreation,
and equity). Finally, in Chapter 7, I present my hypothesis about how interests might change

over time.

L Approaches to Defining and Examining Interests in the Literature

There is an enormous body of literature on interests, particularly within the field of
political science, where the focus is primarily on shared or collective interests and their role
in politics and the policymaking process. In contrast, this dissertation is concerned with
private interests, those held by individuals and families, and not with the potential for group
political action based on shared interests (though collective action on the part of fringe
landowners is a promising area of future research). I have, therefore, drawn from a subset of
the vast interest literature to inform my understanding of the benefits owners derive from
their possession of fringe land and to describe the numerous factors that shape and influence
owners’ particular portfolios of interests. Not surprisingly, I have principally relied upon
previous work that has specifically addressed interests in land and real property. Below I
briefly examine research on fringe landowners that touch on owners’ interests; approaches
that attempt to relate fringe owner’s individual interests to larger social, political, and

economic forces; and Marxist approaches to interests in urban land.

A. Land Conversion Research
Research into fringe landowners was discussed in Chapter 2. To review briefly, at the
most general level, the land conversion literature focused on landowners is concerned with

owners as actors, specifically focusing on their participation in land markets as buyers,
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sellers, and developers of land. This research has often focused on owners’ financial
motivations for owning, buying, and selling property, drawing attention to their financial
calculations, and hypothesizing that owners’ decisions are shaped by their expectations about
future income, expenses, and capital appreciation in land; their current need for capital and
income and the profitability of current land uses; and the present market value of land
(Brown et al., 1981; Kaiser & Weiss, 1970; Lee, 1979; Pyle, 1985; Sargent, 1972). Healey
(1990) writes that much of the early work conducted by Kaiser, Weiss, and others at the
University of North Carolina was based in a neo-classical economic tradition that treated
owners as rational actors (Healey, 1990, pp. 220-221). However, the owner as rational
economic actor is even more apparent in another stream of land conversion literature, that
which uses microeconomic models to predict the time and density at which land will be
developed (e.g. Amott & Lewis, 1979; Batabyal, 2000; Leung, 1987; Rodriquez-Bachiller,
1986); much of this research could be said to fall “within a mainstream economics paradigm”
that assumes that landowners are rational decision-makers and “utility-maximisers” (Guy &
Henneberry, 2000, p. 2399)' motivated by profit: the landowner will develop, for example, to
maximize present value of property (Arnott & Lewis, 1979; see also Batabyal, 2000), and
will sell land to the highest bidder (Dunford et al., 1985). Although “interests™ are not the
subject of direct study in this area of scholarship, we can extrapolate from the underlying
theory and the empirical research that the reasons owners possess land, and the benefits they
gain from continued ownership, are primarily related to financial gain, whether through
agricultural production, appreciating land values, or development. A handful of authors,

however, have argued for explicit attention to landowners’ “non-financial utility” and

! It is likely that authors’ opinions on the definition of a “mainstream economics” approach differ as
well. Rodriguez-Bachiller, for example, sees some of the previous work on landowners and their land
transactions, such as work by Brown et al. (1981), as falling in a sociological tradition, but argues that
the findings of their research can be quantified in microeconomic models.
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preferences in mainstream economic models of land supply; these authors have noted that
owners vary in the non-financial benefits they gain from owning and occupying land
(Neutze, 1987), suggesting that some owners might resist selling land because of their
enjoyment of farming (Neutze, 1987) or because they do not perceive a need for the
additional income a land sale would bring (Evans, 1986) (though Evans sees cases where
such preferences outweigh financial considerations as unusual) (Adams & May, 1991; Evans,

1986).

As reviewed in Chapter 2, other previous literature has also noted that non-financial
motivations, such as lifecycle and family issues, are likely to be significant in landowners’
decisions about their land (Brown & Roberts, 1978; Brown et al., 1981; Goodchild &
Munton, 1985; Healey & Short, 1981; Kaiser & Weiss, 1970; Pyle, 1986). Lindeman (1976)
notes that some types of user-owners derive psychological values from ownership, such as
satisfaction of owning land, and value the use of their land for personal reasons. However,
with few exceptions, this literature has not empirically explored these non-financial values
associated with landownership, though several findings of this literature do paint a richer
picture of landowners’ interests in their property. For example, regarding fringe homeowners,
Baerwald (1981) has noted that both “the substantial investment most households have in
their housing” and the “functional utility” of housing are important (p. 342). Pyle (1986) has
written that owners have non-economic motives for holding land, and, in her 1986 article,
identified certain types of rural users, including farmers, who are apt to sell land for personal
reasons unrelated to finances, such as to give a child a plot of land; her work suggests that, in
some cases, helping children financially, or passing on a legacy of family land, takes
precedence over financial gain. We also learn that speculators may use their land for income-
producing agriculture during the period that they wait for land values to appreciate (Brown et
al., 1981), so that even if their primary interest is in appreciating land values, they also have

a secondary interest in the current productivity of their land. These findings, while seldom
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the focus of previous fringe landowner research, strongly suggest that landowners’ interests

are complex and not solely focused on financial gain (or, as in the case of the speculator who
also uses land for agricultural production, might involve different manners of financial gain),
and I draw from this body of work in developing my framework of possible interests held by

fringe landowners.

A distinct but related approach is offered by David W. Harvey. Though well-known
as a Marxian urban scholar, Harvey authored an article on behavioral models of decision
making for agricultural land in 1966. In it, he acknowledges that, in land use decisions, a
farmer “may wish to optimize in several different directions at the same time (income,
comfort, pleasure, leisure, and so on)” (Harvey, 1966, p. 370). Arguing for stronger
behavioral models of individual decision-making, Harvey notes that it is difficult to measure
the farmers’ diverse goals, and suggests viewing the farmer as moving toward a satisfying
outcome, rather than as a rational decision-maker. Harvey then links individual decisions to
larger land-use patterns: “Land-use patterns are, after all, the end product (or geographical
expression) of a large number of individual decisions made at different times for often very
different reasons (or perhaps for no adequate reason at all)” (Harvey 1966, p. 370). The key
to understanding land use patterns, he writes, is to understand decision processes. Harvey’s
early article is relevant for two reasons: it acknowledges a farmer’s multiple interests (though

he does not use that word), and links individual decisions and land use outcomes.

While not focused on landowners’ interests per se, research into the urban fringe also
talks about different views, held by landowners and others, of land as a resource and as a
commodity. Drawing from Russwurm (1975), Bryant et al. (1982) note that land fulfills four
functions: place, or a site on which to locate activities; biological resources for economic
protection; mineral and biological resources for production, and opportunities to recreate or

play. Bryant et al. argue that land for “place” is valued as a commodity, and economic values
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are based largely on its accessibility. Land for “production” and “play” may also be valued as
a commodity, depending upon its accessibility and resources (e.g. agricultural land that is
currently valued by the market); however, it may also be valued for its resources, including
potential uses (e.g. for agriculture) and amenities. Land for “protection” is valued as a
resource rather than a market commodity. The authors write that “[b]ecause of the
complexity of the values involved...it is almost inevitable that different groups of people will
place different priorities on the same basic element,” particularly in the urban-rural fringe
(Bryant et al., 1982, p. 23). The authors suggest that these values represent different
motivations for landownership: entities may own for the purpose of speculation or as a hedge
against inflation; for play, place, and production; and, specifically for public owners
interested in resource preservation, for protection. Bryant et al.’s discussion is important
because it suggests that, while conflicts over the use and meaning of fringe land may occur
among owners and other parties, the same owner may in fact possess land for multiple (and

sometimes conflicting) reasons.

B. Structure, Agency, and Interests

In recent years, several British scholars have attempted to tie the interests and
decisions of actors (including, but not limited to landowners) to larger social, political, and
economic forces in attempts to explain the land development process. Healey and Barrett
(1990) have written about the need to draw together structure and agency, focusing on the
“...relationship between strategies, interests and actions of the various agents involved in the
development process [including landowners] and the organization both of economic and
political activity and of values about land, property, buildings and environments which
frames or structures their decision-making” (emphasis original) (p. 90). Drawing from
Giddens, Healey and Barrett see the “structure” as involving resources (financial resources

for development), rules (policies that limit/permit development), and ideas and values (ideas
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about what people want to build, live in, kinds of environments they want); together,
resources, rules, and ideas and values shape what actors do regarding their land. Healey and
Barrett make the point that landowners are not homogeneous, but do not discuss specific
interests held by different types of owners. In a 1991 article, Healey also reviews a number of
other models that connect owners’ interests to the larger socio-political system, including the
work of Massey and Catalano (1978) and McNamara (1988), noting that these and other
models “open up the complexity of development activity,” drawing attention to the different
interests, actors, and roles in the development process, but fail to reveal which interests,

actors, or roles drive development (Healey, 1991, pp. 231-232).

Ganderton (1994) takes a different approach. Drawing on previous research,
Ganderton concludes that the land development process is complex and people may have
multiple roles in it; that the land market is not perfectly rational; and that models of land
conversion need to address complex situations and roles of actors, context, process, structure,
and agency. Ganderton builds a model following Levi-Strauss involving deep structure
(motivation, power, and perception), rules of the game (social constructs of law and
economy), and the superstructure (the visible actors and behavior). Finally, Guy and
Henneberry (2000) attempt to develop a research framework that blends economic and social
analyses of property development. The authors define institutionalism as seeking to unpack
competing ways of seeing the world (in the case of property development, the competing
values and views are held by developers, historians, architects, and others); and as seeking to
understand the relationship between structure and action (agency). The authors note that,
despite good work in this area by Patsy Healey, little has been done in the property research
field to extend the institutionalist model, including work testing Healey’s ideas, and they
argue for more research into the cultural frames through which investment strategies are

made.
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A slightly different take on agency is offered by Bryant (1995), who develops a
model to account for local agency in land conversion in rural areas. Arguing that farmers and
other individuals in the fringe are not passive reactors to negative changes in their
environments (such as land speculation, land conversion, and conflicts between agriculture
and other land uses), he urges more attention to the role of local agency in shaping patterns of
development on the fringe. To do so, Bryant proposes a “segment model,” where the interests
of the local community can be identified and described by identifying the significant
dimensions, or “segments,” around which actors organize their decisions and actions.
Segments may include activities (e.g. agriculture), themes (e.g. environmental concerns,
housing), and geography (e.g. geographic areas of particular interest). The interests
associated with specific segments might include protecting natural resources, participating in
investment opportunities, maintaining income from current commercial activities, improving
a community’s quality of life, enhancing property values, maintaining current lifestyles,
developing political power, social justice, and accessibility to housing, jobs, and other
resources (p. 259). Bryant’s main purpose is to highlight, understand, and advocate for
collective action based on the segments and writes mostly about the community level, but
importantly for this dissertation research, Bryant notes that individuals may have interests

associated with several segments at the same time, and that interests continually change.

These institutional approaches to understanding land development begin to
contextualize owners’ interests and decisions in a formal way. However, scholarship in this
vein provides relatively few specific insights into the nature of individual landowners’
interests and the mechanisms through which they are shaped by context (whether it be a
“superstructure” or “rules, ideas, and values™). This work is most valuable for my purposes

for pointing to the larger factors that may shape owners’ interests.
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C. Marxist Approaches to Interests in Land

Marxist approaches to interests have a specific contextual focus, the capitalist system
of production, and generally place ownership “within the structure of the overall system of
production and distribution” (Massey & Catalano, 1978, p. 22). Marxist scholars go furthest
in delineating specific interests people may hold in land, albeit in an urban context. I draw

most from three scholars who have directly examined owners’ interests in their real property.

Urban scholars Harvey L. Molotch, in “The City as a Growth Machine” (1976), and
Logan and Molotch in Urban Fortunes: The Political Economy of Place (1987), have used
Marx’s distinction between use and exchange values in their theory of urban politics, which
Molotch (1976) describes as essentially a politics of growth. “Use values” relate to peoples’
use of particular places, as homes or locations for businesses, as well as their psychological
attachments to those places. “Exchange values” (or “rent”) refer to the economic values
attached to places understood as commodities. In the model presented by Molotch (1976) and
expanded in Logan and Molotch (1987), an elite of “place entrepreneurs” with a common
interest in the exchange value of land shares a common interest in growth that puts them at
odds with residents who derive use values from their neighborhoods that include
convenience, support networks, security, a sense of identity, and often a shared ethnicity and
an “agglomeration of complementary benefits” that foster fuller and richer communities (p.
108). Although Logan and Molotch acknowledge that some individuals may hold both use
and exchange values in their property (the homeowner, for example, whose property provides
a home and long-term investment), their chief concern is the powerful pro-growth agenda of
the place entrepreneurs, and the conflicts between the place entrepreneurs and neighborhood
residents who hold use values in their property. Indeed, they note that “[iJndividuals and

groups differ on which aspect (use or exchange) is most crucial to their own lives” (p. 2),
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suggesting that, even if people do hold both values, one type of value will be stronger and

push them cleanly into one camp or the other.

Davis (1991) uses a similar Marxist approach as Logan and Molotch, but provides a
great deal more detail on specific interests (indeed, he critiques Logan and Molotch for
saying too little about specific interests and how they might differ among urban groups
(Davis, 1991, p. 10)). Davis focuses on interest groups formed around domestic urban
property, and he considers all actors holding interests in the domestic property, including
both landowners and non-owners (such as tenants and homeless persons), using interests as a
window to understanding these actors’ concerns and values and to build a framework of
collective interests and action. Like Logan and Molotch, he uses the Marxist concepts of use
(or accommodation) and exchange (or accumulation) in his efforts to parse and define the
interests actors hold in domestic property. In Davis’ framework, accommodation interests
include security (the right of tenure), amenity (the quantity/quality of living space), and
autonomy (degree of control over property). Accumulation interests include equity (financial
savings), liquidity (ease of sale), and legacy (ability to pass land on to one’s children). Unlike
Logan and Molotch, Davis highlights the probability that individuals or groups hold several
of these interests simultaneously; for example, a “household homeowner” has interests in
both accommodation and accumulation, potentially enjoying the security, amenity, and
autonomy offered by ownership, but appreciating legacy, liquidity, and equity interests as
well. An “acquisitive homeowner” has the same set of interests, but might place more weight
on the exchange values than on use. Indeed, to Davis, al// landowners have accumulation

interests; some also have accommodation interests.
Davis notes that his use of the term “interests” was deliberate, that he could instead

have chosen terms such as “preferences,” “values,” “utilities,” or “sticks” (as in the legal

conception of property as a bundle of sticks, each of which represents a right associated with
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ownership or use) (p. 56). He selects the term “interests” because, in the Marxist tradition,
interest is defined as objective, material, collective, and relational. Interests are objective in
the sense that one does not need to be aware of one’s interests to have them: according to
Davis, “[o]ne’s position in relation to domestic property carries a probability of particular
benefits, a susceptibility to particular costs, and a propensity to act in certain ways that inhere
in the position itself, regardless of whether the inclumbent of that position is aware of this
state of affairs” (p. 56).2 Davis does recognize subjective interests, but notes that they are
only possible if the objective interest exists. Second, interests are material, based in the
physical world, affecting interest-holders’ physical and economic well-being. They are also
collective, providing the potential basis for “solidarity and collective action among persons
who are otherwise isolated and very different” (p. 57). Finally, they are relational, tempered
by and contingent upon society, including economic, political, and social forces; and on
location. This makes them precarious, according to Davis, susceptible to a myriad of forces
beyond the actors’ control, and contentious, because one’s actions may affect the interests of
others. Interest-holders will therefore tend to act strategically, predictably, and cooperatively
with others in defense of their interests, and in conflict with those with different sets of
interests. It follows that, to Davis, interests that are not material — e.g. those that affect one’s
emotional, rather than physical or economic well-being — are of less concern and are less
likely to engender collective action.’ Davis further notes that the particular combination of
one’s tenure (as a landowner, tenant, homeless person) and the function to which the parcel

of property is put, together forms the set of interests or “stake” one holds in property.

2 Davis sees three approaches to interests, besides the Marxist approach, that embrace subjective
interests more directly: Pluralists, who view interests as the preferences of political groups;
Utilitarians, who see interests as the conscious wants of individuals; and a group he describes as
“legalists,” who view interests as justifiable claims (p. 18 footnote).

® Indeed, Davis critiques Logan and Molotch for their conceptualization of use values as emotional
attachments and neighborhood ties rather than material interests.
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Although work in the Marxist tradition expands our notion of interests in land and
real property, it has some important limitations. Logan and Molotch fail to recognize the
complexities of interests held by their pro-growth place entreprenueurs and residents; both
groups might hold more elaborate sets of interests than merely “exchange” or “use” values,
and most probably hold some of each. Logan and Molotch do, however, recognize the
sentimental and emotional benefits that residents derive from their neighborhoods, such as a
sense of belonging or support within a neighborhood, while Davis focuses perhaps too
extremely on physical and economic values, putting aside these less quantifiable benefits;
Davis also focuses on objective, rather than subjective interests, when subjective interests

certainly will play a role in landowners’ decisions about their property.

Therefore, while the framework of interests that I introduce below draws on the
Marxist concept of interests, there are some key differences. Whereas Marxist scholars,
particularly Davis, emphasize the objective nature of interests, I focus on the subjective, as
these interests describes the benefits of ownership that are particularly valued by owners and
that owners are likely to act upon. I explicitly allow for the emotional values derived from
ownership that are mentioned by Logan and Molotch, but, like Davis, anticipate that owners
may hold both use and exchange values in their land. I draw from the landowner literature
described in Section A, above, as it describes in the most detail the specific benefits of
owning fringe land, and, I apply the institutional literature to my discussion of the contextual
factors that shape landowners’ interests. The framework I present is helpful both in
identifying the antecedents of owners’ interests and the interests themselves; it is also, I hope,

a first attempt to understanding the fluid nature of interests as they change over time.
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II. Interests Defined and Identified

I have used all of the areas of research described above to inform my discussion of
landowners’ interests in fringe land. Unlike some of the previous research on interests, I am
focusing solely on owners, and not renters, the landless, the general public, or other parties
who conceivably hold interests in land. My concern is also with an individual’s private
interests, not their potential for collective action (though that could be a direction for future

research).

My framework of interests consists of four elements, three of which are covered in
this chapter: 1) a definition of “interests;” 2) the set of specific interests a landowner may
hold in fringe land; and 3) a discussion of the factors that influence an owner’s unique
portfolio of interests at a given point in time. In Chapter 6, [ illustrate the framework using
empirical data gathered from owners in the Austin fringe, describing both owners’ interests
as well as illustrating how interests provide deeper insight into owners’ identities and actions.
In Chapter 7, I return to the framework with a hypothesis about how those interests change

over time.

A. Interests Defined

I propose that the set of benefits or advantages that a landowner derives from
ownership at a particular point in time comprises that owner’s interests in his or her property.
These benefits enhance a landowner’s well-being, physically, financially, or emotionally.
Interests therefore may be of a functional or physical nature, such as the use of the property
as a place to reside or to do business or enjoy nature. They may be of a financial character,

such as rents earned on property leased to others, or income earned from cultivation of the
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property. They may also be of a psychological nature, as in the satisfaction and pride derived
from owning land or through stewardship of the resources on the land. (All of these interests
might be termed “economic,” in the sense that whether of a financial, physical, or emotional

nature, they are all features of ownership that contribute to a landowner’s utility.*)

As I describe in greater detail below, the set of interests that are subjectively valued
by an owner are a function of the owners’ unique aspirations, needs, resources, skills, and
family and personal circumstances, and the objective set interests that are made possible by
the features of a particular parcel of land, its location, the policies governing its use, and the
larger economic, political, and social framework in which the land exists. Interests may shift
over time, as an owner’s situation changes and their needs or resources change; as the larger

context changes or evolves; or as a result of a combination of these factors.

I posit that owners of fringe land may hold a range of interests in their land.
Following Marxist scholars, I separate interests into two broad categories of exchange and
use. I follow Marxist work closely in describing exchange values, specifically the set of
interests proposed in the most elaborated theory of urban property interests proposed by
Davis (1991). However, I diverge from Davis and Logan and Molotch when discussing use
values, as those proposed by these authors for urban property are less applicable to
metropolitan fringe land and, in Davis’ case, do not include the benefits related to emotional

fulfillment that might come from owning land.

Since I draw upon the Marxist approach in developing my specific set of fringe
interests, it is worth noting where I differ significantly from it: while the Marxist approach to

interests views them primarily as objective, I emphasize the owners’ subjective assessment of

4 Anna Hardman brought this to my attention at my doctoral colloquium in 2002.
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their own interests as well. For example, two farmers may hypothetically have identically
valued properties, with identical equity in their land, so they may be said objectively to have
identical equity interests. However, each owner’s portfolio of subjective interests will result
from his or her unique resources, skills, aspirations, and circumstances. Consequently, one
farmer may place high importance on the potential to accumulate wealth by selling land after
its value has appreciated, and the other may not (perhaps instead valuing the rural lifestyle he
lives and the resources on his land much more highly), with the result that the two farmers
have different subjective interests, or at least different prioritizations of those interests. I
hypothesize that, if both were to receive an offer from a third party to purchase their land, the
factors playing into each of their decisions would likely differ; the first farmer might weigh
the potential financial gain more heavily, and the second might weigh the potential loss of his
lifestyle more heavily, and ultimately, their decisions about whether or not to accept the offer
might differ as well. However, that the second farmer objectively has an equity interest in his
land does remain important in my understanding of interests, as his interest in equity may
become “activated” in the future, or may become a higher priority, perhaps because the
farmer becomes more aware of the value of his land, or perhaps because a personal financial

setback leads the farmer to consider selling his property.’

As the previous paragraph discussed, it is certainly possible for certain owners not to
value certain objective interests, in which case these objective interests are inactive or latent.
I also argue that the reverse is possible: an owner may hold a subjective that is not currently

objectively available or possible. I refer to this situation as an interest “mismatch.” A farmer,

® Davis raises the point in his work that people may be mistaken about their interests (Davis, 1991, p.
17). Because | focus more on subjective interests, | assume that owners are not mistaken about the
benefits they derive from ownership. | do acknowledge that owners may not always be able to
articulate or discuss their subjective interests clearly (see Section Il of this chapter below, on
researching interests), particularly those related to emotional well-being.
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for example, interested in agricultural income from land, may find his interest frustrated or

mismatched after years of drought has prevented the realization of any income.

Aside from the issue of subjectivity/objectivity, there are a number of other features
of my definition of interests. First, as in Davis’ conceptualization, interests are instrumental:
they are a means to some end beyond owning land, enhancing an owner’s well-being, which
might include their happiness, comfort, welfare, or security. Second, they have a temporal
quality: an owner may receive the advantages of ownership now, or may potentially receive
them in the future. For example, a stream of income from farming or enjoyment of scenery
may be realized now; in contrast, an owner might hope for or count on a capital gain from the
eventual sale of a land parcel, but that gain will be realized in the future, at the end of the
owner’s tenure. In both of these cases, the owner currently holds interests in agricultural
income and in the capital gain, though the latter will not be achieved until later, when the
land is sold. A different case is that of a Jatent interest, which I define as an interest that is
objectively possible, but that a particular owner has no aspirations toward at the current time,
or has aspirations toward but lacks the resources, skills, or opportunities to pursue; for
example, an owner’s land may be suited for agriculture, making an interest in income from
agriculture objectively possible, though if the owner has no desire to pursue farming, or is
not pursuing it at the present time, he or she does not currently hold the subjective interest.
Since it may pursued in the future, however, I suggest that this is a latent interest that might
be “activated” if the owner’s needs, resources, or aspirations change. In another example, an
owner may have a thought of building a retirement home on what is currently a weekend
retreat; this too would be considered a latent interest, to be potentially activated when the

owner is closer to retirement.

My understanding of interests assumes owners are rational in the sense that they own

land to garner benefits of ownership that will enhance their well-being, and that they will act
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to advance those interests where they can. “Well-being” includes physical, financial, and
emotional well-being, and interests themselves may be of a functional, financial, or

psychological nature.

Finally, it is important to note that some interests might only be fulfilled by
ownership of a particular parcel of land, while others might be fulfilled by ownership of any
land, or at least any number of parcels of fringe land. Someone who gains deep satisfaction
from owning land that has been in his family for 100 years will likely not gain that
satisfaction from owning a parcel purchased last year, whereas a farmer interested in
agricultural income may find his interest fulfilled by ownership of any arable parcel of a

certain size within the metro area.

Table 5.1 below summarizes the dimensions by which interests might be described.
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Table 5.1: Dimensions of Interests

= Strength or prioritization of interest - Is the interest a high priority? Even if an owner has multiple
interests in his or her land, some are likely to be stronger or of higher priority at any given time, as a
result of personal circumstances, resources, attitudes, and external events and pressures.

= Nature of interests - is the interest of a physical, financial, or emotional nature? For example, the use
of land as a residence provides a site for living, and serves a physical function. Income earned from
farming on land is a financial interest. Satisfaction gained from owning land is an emotional or
psychological interest in land.

» Temporality - Is the interest realized now (e.g. residential use - the land is currently providing a
location for a home)? Or might it be realized in the future (e.g. investment interests - the owner has an
interest now in appreciating land values, but there is uncertainty surrounding whether and to what
extent that value might rise).

= Subjectivity and objectivity - IS the interest objectively possible? Is it subjectively desired or valued
by the owner?

= Interests are latent if they are objectively possible but if the landowner currently has no desire
or lacks the resources or opportunities to pursue it at this time, or does not value the benefit

= Interests are active if they are objectively possible and if the landowner currently values the
benefits they provide

= A subjective interest is mismatched if it is not objectively possible: if that benefit of ownership,
though desired by an owner, is not currently provided by ownership of a particular parcel of
land.

= Relation to particular parcel of land - Is the interest satisfied by ownership of only a particular parcel
of land, or might it be satisfied by ownership of any land (within parameters of size, location, etc.)?

Finally, I differentiate interests from closely related concepts of motivations,
decisions, and attachments. Interests are similar to motivations for owning land, in that a
particular set of benefits of ownership, or interests, motivate the owner to acquire and
continue to hold property. Motivations, however, may also be defined as instigators of action.
For example, a financial crisis causes a landowner to consider selling his or her land; in this

case, the motivation prompts action regarding land (e.g. a land sale) but is unrelated to the
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owners’ interests. A decision about land is also tied closely to interests: interests are key
factors in owners’ decisions, and at times, the same events or circumstances that influence an
owner’s unique set of interests will, in turn, motivate and influence an owner’s decision
about property. The financial crisis, for example, motivates an owner to consider selling and
prompts a decision about whether or not to sell. Interests are, however, but one factor in the
decision; an owner may have very strong interests in passing land to children, for example,
but may nonetheless have no option but to sell land or face bankruptcy. In a more extreme
example, if a government agency exercised eminent domain and took a parcel of land for a
highway, the landowner’s interests in that land would not matter at all in the outcome. As I
define them, interests do change over time, in response to a myriad of events and
circumstances, but they are separable and more stable than the events and circumstances (the
motivations for land decisions), and also distinguishable from the process followed by the

owner to reach a decision about land.

Attachment to land is also related, but not equivalent, to the concept of interests. A
sense of attachment is an emotion that may arise from ownership of a particular parcel that
has personal meaning to one’s family, seeing improvement on the land through one’s work,
or appreciation of a parcel’s special and unique resources. As Healey and Short (1981) noted,
attachment is not necessarily related to one’s length of ownership; a relative newcomer can
quickly develop attachments to land. One may also have financial attachments to property
because of its actual or potential monetary value. Indeed, one might use the term
“attachments to land” interchangeably with “interests” in many cases. However, I choose the
term “interests” for two reasons: “attachment” often connotes only emotional or sentimental
connections (and not a broader range of connections including those related to land’s
financial value), and attachments speak only to those aspects of ownership that owners

subjectively value, and not to those benefits of ownership that are objectively possible.
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In summary, interests provide insight into the values owners derive from their land
and from their positions as owners of it, and these in turn provide insight into owners’
decisions about their land. However, they have a limit as an analytic tool, as they are but one
factor in landowners’ decisions regarding their property. I discuss in more detail the factors
that influence an owner’s portfolio of interests at any given time, and that cause the interests

and their prioritization within that portfolio to shift over time, in Part C below.

B. Specific Interests in Fringe Land

Having set out the characteristics of interests above, I now describe the specific
interests that landowners might hold in their fringe land. Borrowing from previous literature,

I divide interests into two broad categories of “exchange” and “use/emotional” values.

As I describe them, exchange interests relate to the economic value of land, or the
value of land as a commodity. Exchange values include the potential for financial gain and/or
security from the use, development, or sale of land. I draw heavily from Davis (1991) in
describing these three exchange values; although Davis focused on domestic urban property,
the specific exchange values that he presents are quite relevant to land on the metropolitan
fringe (the same is not true for his discussion of use values, where urban and fringe land offer

owners quite different non-economic benefits). Specific exchange values include:

Equity. According to Davis (1991), equity is the “unencumbered value inherent in
land and buildings:” the fair market value of a parcel of land, minus any encumbrances upon
it (e.g. mortgage, lien, etc.) that results from the characteristics of the parcel, the money and
efforts of the owner to maintain or improve property (including the development of fringe
property), and a “social increment,” derived from urbanization and development in the area,

that enhances or detracts from property values. On the metropolitan fringe, development
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pressures raise the value of land, making the social increment particularly important and
highly related to the actions of neighboring landowners, the regions’ economic development,
and policies regulating development. Davis argues that all owners objectively have an equity
interest in their land; however, since a key feature of the equity interest is that it is realized
upon the sale of land, the amount of equity that might be gained from land sale may be

uncertain so until the time of a sale or transfer.

Liquidity. Ownership may provide an owner with liquidity, if land can be sold
quickly for cash, can be used as leverage for a loan or as a tax shelter, or if the land generates
a stream of income from rents (Davis 1991); in land on the metropolitan fringe, land may
also generate a stream of income through agriculture, including farming, ranching, or
forestry, or mineral extraction. Again according to Davis, liquidity is realized throughout the

period of ownership, unlike equity, which is realized at a property’s sale.

Legacy. Ownership may afford an owner with the potential to pass land’s economic
benefits to children through gift or inheritance. Legacy also has use/emotional dimensions, as
described below; as an exchange interest, however, it refers to the economic value of land,
the potential for children to accumulate wealth through equity or to gain income through the

use of the land.

Use/emotional interests relate to the use of particular places and the non-financial
benefits derived from owning, particularly the physical and psychological benefits provided
by ownership. As I described earlier, in urban politics literature such as that by Logan,
Molotch, and Davis, use values often refer to the benefits accruing to an owner because of
their property’s location in a specific neighborhood, such as conveniences, support networks,
shared identities, etc. (and many of these values might be relevant to other actors besides

property owners, such as renters). These are not as easily applied to the metropolitan fringe
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as are the exchange values described above, as urban neighborhoods differ in function from
semi-rural and rural locales. I have therefore developed a set of interests for owners of fringe
land (particularly individual and family owners) that likely would not apply in the urban
communities studied by Davis or Logan and Molotch, but that are raised in literature on the
metropolitan fringe. I have also added “emotional” interests to the category, underscoring the
psychological benefits to ownership (found in Logan and Molotch’s concept of use values,
but not as much in Davis’ characterization; he pays most attention to those interests that he
believes might induce collective action, and in the Marxist tradition, these are material

interests (Davis, 1991, p. 57 footnote)).®

Use of land as a location for a residence, business, recreation, or resource
protection. Simply, ownership of fringe land may provide the opportunity to use land for
residence, urban or rural business, agriculture (as a business or hobby), recreation, or
conservation, and the chance for the owner to derive satisfaction or enjoyment from these
activities. The same parcel of land can obviously be used for multiple uses, either on
different portions of the site (e.g. residence and agriculture) or on the same area (e.g.
recreation and forestry). Fringe land in particular might allow the owner a location for a
residence that is more private, is perceived as safer and offers more quality of life (Nelson,
1992) and natural amenities (see below) than an urban location, and according to previous

research, residence is a key element in owners’ decisions to sell or hold land (Massie, 1968).

® For example, | have modified Davis’ conception of amenities to include those relevant to rural and
semi-rural areas, and included interests such as recreation and ecological protection, values of great
importance to some fringe owners. In addition, because | focus solely on owners, unlike Davis, | have
also dropped some of his key values, like security of tenure and autonomy, assuming landowners to
be secure in their ownership and in control of land decisions regarding their property (these
assumptions might be dropped in future research: when land is owned by multiple parties (a family or
partnership, for example), rights and decision-making power may not be equally shared, resulting in a
lack of security or autonomy for some landowners; further, it is true that some owners may not have
security if land ownership is in dispute).
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Use and enjoyment of amenities. Adapting from Davis (1991), amenities relate to the
quality and quantity of land, and to the benefits offered by its location. The size, shape, and
features of the land, and any improvements upon it (such as barns or a residence), contribute
to the amenity of a particular parcel. For example, a large rural parcel may provide an owner
with opportunities for privacy from neighbors or enjoyment of scenery or a fishing pond. As
discussed below, amenity is heavily influenced by nearby land uses and users (Davis, 1991).
Depending on the owner, amenities may include proximity to family or friends. Amenities
also include those off the property, in the surrounding area, such as community resources
(e.g. schools or parks) or natural resources (e.g. scenery). The enjoyment of a rural lifestyle
or rural aesthetic, with proximity to urban conveniences, may also be considered amenities of

metropolitan fringe land.

Protection of natural resources on land. Ownership may afford opportunities for
owners to derive satisfaction from the protection of natural resources (whether for the
owner’s enjoyment or the public’s). While the protection or stewardship of natural resources
may be seen as a moral or religious obligation of ownership (Healy & Short, 1981)’, it is the
type of responsibility that might compel individuals and families to own land and that might
strongly influence their land decisions. I argue that the act of stewarding land may also

contribute to owners’ satisfaction, making it a benefit of ownership, not just a responsibility.

” As Healy and Short (1981) note,

There is a strong and widespread tradition in rural areas that a landowner has a
moral obligation to use his land in a manner that husbands or protects its productive
qualities, even in the face of economic incentives to do otherwise. This feeling of land
stewardship arises from long-standing cultural and even religious values and is
heightened by peer pressure among farmers...Of course, land stewardship is far
from universal among traditional landowners. (p. 217).

Healy and Short, drawing on Wendell Berry, argue that absentee ownership and concentrated
agricultural production make stewardship less likely; that it is more likely a value or interest of a
smaller family farmer or forester.
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Satisfaction from owning and working land. The state of owning land may provide
the owner with a sense of satisfaction, pleasure, a “pride of ownership” (Healy & Short,
1981, p. 48), or status (Massie, 1968). Similarly, the efforts owners make to maintain or
enhance their land, perhaps to “work the land” as a farmer or rancher, may provide similar

benefits.

Sense of identity and community. Ownership of land may provide the owner with a
sense of identity or common interest with those in similar situations or professions: with
other landowners, other rural persons, or other farmers, for example. It might also provide
opportunities for relationships with others, support networks, and trust and security within

the community on the fringe or among specific groups (e.g. farmers) within that community.®

Connections to family. Ownership may provide owners with feelings of
connectedness to generations of family who have previously owned the land, or to children to

whom owners wish to pass on their land. Legacy, in this case, is a use/emotional value.

Use and exchange interests are summarized in Table 5.2, below.

® Logan and Molotch (1987) separate identity, support networks, and security into separate use
values, but | place them together here, as they all relate to the community aspects of landownership,
the aspects of ownership that provide a sense of belonging, support, or safety to the landowner.
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Table 5.2: Exchange and Use Interests in Fringe Land

Exchange Interests

Economic or exchange interests. ownership provides the opportunity for economic gain from the following soirces:

=  Equity: land ownership may provide an owner the opportunity to accumulate wealth through rising land values and
personal effort and investment in the property

= Liquidity: ownership may provide:
o Aliquid asset that can be sold quickly for cash
o Astream of income from the use of the land for agriculture or other rural uses
o Astream of income from rental of land for agriculture, other rural uses, or urban uses
o Astream of income from fees charged for the periodic use of the land, such as for hunting or fishing

= Legacy: ownership affords opportunity for owner to pass land’s economic benefit to children

Use/Emotional Interests

Use interests: landownership may provide a location for activities or for pleasure, enjoyment, satisfaction, pride, or a sense of
identity:

= Use: ownership may provide the owner with the opportunity to use land for residence, rural or urban business,
recreation, conservation/ resource protection, and to enjoy or gain satisfaction or fulfillment from these activities.

= Amenity: ownership may provide the owner with opportunities to use and enjoy:
o Nearby resources, such as schools, commercial or retail, parks, etc.
o Amenities related to location, such as proximity to urbanized areas, friends and family, recreation areas,
etc.
o Resources on land or features of land, such as privacy or natural elements such as scenery, woods,
ponds, etc.

= Caring for resources on land: ownership may afford opportunities for owners to derive satisfaction from the protection
of natural resources (whether for the owner’s enjoyment or the public's)

=  Satisfaction from owning and working land: merely owning land may provide the owner with a sense of satisfaction,
pride, or pleasure, or a sense of identity as a landowner, a rural person, a farmer, etc.; ownership may also afford the
opportunity for feelings of satisfaction, pride, or identity that come from maintaining and/or improving land

=  Sense of identity and community: ownership may provide owners with opportunities for community, which in turn
might provide support networks, friendship, security, etc.

= Connections to family: ownership may provide owners with feelings of connectedness to family who have previously
owned the land, or to children to whom owners wish to pass on their land
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III. Influences on Interests

What shapes the unique portfolio of interests held by a specific owner? Below I draw
primarily from literature, as well as the landowner research conducted in the Austin fringe, to
discuss the myriad factors that influence landowners’ particular sets of interests at any given

point of time.

Landowners’ portfolios of subjective interests at any point in time will depend on
many factors. Subjective interests depend in part on the interests that are objectively possible.
Objective interests are a function of an owner’s particular parcel of land, its location, its
value, local development pressures, and the larger social, political, and economic context in
which the land lies. Owners’ subjective interests are a then function of their objective
interests and their unique family and personal circumstances, attitudes and values,
aspirations, and resources. These factors are quite intertwined: for example, development
pressures and parcel characteristics will both influence land values, which, with policies
regulating development and land use, will in turn shape the legal and economically-viable
options for how the owner might use the land. Similarly, policies and the general direction of
the economy will influence owners’ financial resources and therefore their subjective

interests.

Some of these same factors may also influence owners’ opportunities for realizing
their interests fully. For example, a new subdivision may make conducting agriculture more
difficult on the abutting parcel of land, or economic conditions may reduce the price the
farmer can gain for his crop, both of which constrain the farmer-owner’s chance to pursue his

interest in earning income from the land to the fullest extent.
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Many of the factors that influence interests have been discussed in detail in literature
on landowners’ decisions, land values, and processes of metropolitan growth; indeed, these
areas of study are closely related to the question of interests. Below I draw on this previous
literature as I briefly summarize those factors that I propose influence landowners’ interests,
first examining the contextual factors that influence owners’ objective interests, and then
those more personal circumstances and factors that shape an owner’s subjective set of

interests.

A. Factors Shaping Owners’ Objective Interests

I propose that landowners’ objective interests are influenced by features of their
property and its location, development pressures, other landowners’ actions, public policies,

and regional and national social and economic trends.

1. Property-Specific Factors

Property-specific factors that influence objective interests include the physical
characteristics of the land parcel and the economic value of the property. Both physical
characteristics and land values shape the objective interests that can be realized through
ownership of the property; subjective interests result if the owner elects to pursue certain
activities (such as agriculture, which might yield farm income, an exchange interest) or if the
owner appreciates the benefit (for example, the scenery on the property, a use/emotional

value).

Physical characteristics include the parcel’s size, topography, arability, structural

improvements, and natural resources. These features make land more or less suitable for
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agriculture, recreation, conservation, or residential or commercial development (including
subdivision), or may raise land’s value (as in the case of amenities on site (Adams, 1968;
Chicoine, 1981)); in some cases certain features (such as slope or wetlands) may make
certain uses difficult (or potentially illegal under land use or environmental regulations, in
which case the features of the land intersect with public policies in shaping possible
interests). The parcel size and, in some cases, land uses, also relate to property taxes owed on
the land (Massie, 1968); taxes impact an owner’s finances, which in turn may influence how
they prioritize their interests in land. Natural amenities on the land also shape potential
interests, making possible the enjoyment of scenery, wildlife, and other natural resources, or

making land suitable for active or passive recreation.

The property’s location and access to highways and employment and commercial
centers similarly shape owners’ options for their property, particularly for those with an
interest in development (since proximity to urban areas will likely be valued on the market,
raising demand the and potential for profit from development), or with those who seek to live
in the fringe but regularly commute to urban centers (LaGro & DeGloria, 1992; Lee, 1979;
Massie, 1968; Pyle, 1985; Whitehand, 1987). Depending on the owner, amenities available at
the local level are also important in shaping potential interests by influencing land values,
land marketability, and options for rural and urban land uses. Amenities include the prestige
of an area (Hepner, 1983), attractiveness (Hepner, 1983) and natural beauty, which might
include vegetative cover, scenery, topography, and proximity to water (Bryant et al., 1982),
community services such as schools, agricultural extension services, etc.; and, for some
migrants to fringe lands, the absence of perceived urban ills or an idealized notion of rural

life (Nelson, 1992).

As noted above, these parcel characteristics, together with development pressures and

demand for land and public policies regulating development on land, also influence the

139



The Interests of Landowners on the Metropolitan Fringe

economic value of the land. Landowners’ perceptions of current land values and expectations
for future land values will likely affect their calculations for uses, development, purchase, or
land sale, at least for those who are motivated at some level by financial gain from
appreciating land values. The factors influencing land values directly are many of the same
that influence owners’ interests: “The value of land at a particular point in time and space
reflects pressures in the market place, the overall condition of the economy, the preferences
of the various actors involved and their abilities and levels of knowledge, and generally, all
of the factors — institutional, cultural and economic — that impinge upon the value of real
estate” (Bryant et al., 1982, page 59). Dunford et al. (1985) summarize the determinants of
rural land prices as including external forces, such as economic conditions like inflation,
agricultural economics, etc.; governmental regulations and programs including zoning,
conservation efforts, sewer and water availability, and property taxes; and urbanization
factors including population growth and density. Land characteristics, such as arability,
topography, parcel size, amenities, and location (land values are typically higher closer to

urban areas (Blumenfeld, 1954; Brown et al., 1981; Hart, 1991), also influence land values.’

Obviously, given their different portfolios of interests, landowners, and potential
owners of land, will not necessarily value the same aspects of a particular parcel: its location,
size, soil productivity, area amenities, etc. will be more or less important to buyers and
sellers (King & Sinden, 1994) and to different types of owners, whose interests and personal
situations will vary by individual or family, and whose expectations about inflation,
mortgage rates, agricultural return and subsidy programs, policies, infrastructure, and

development pressures may vary.'°

® See Nelson (1993) for effect on land values of distance to edge cities.

19 See also Broomhall (1995) and Hepner (1985) for additional reviews and studies of factors
influencing rural land values.
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2. Development Pressures

As noted above, development pressures influence demand for land and land values,
potentially increasing owners’ equity in land and the desirability of development on the
property. Since development pressures (and land values, unless land is on the market) are
difficult to quantify and predict, owners’ perceptions of development pressures are
particularly important. There is some evidence from empirical research that owners tend to
be overly optimistic about the potential rise in land value from future growth (Hansen &

Schwartz, 1975).

Expectations about development pressures are important to those with interests in
appreciating property values and development, but they are also important to those owners
who have little immediate interests in selling their land and instead have interests in
agriculture. For those actively engaged in rural commercial uses on their land (e.g. farmers,
ranchers), expectations about future development may influence their decisions about making
capital investments in agriculture: imminent development in the surrounding areas may cause
owners not to make heavy investments (Berry, 1979; Bryant et al., 1982). Development
pressures may also limit farmers’ abilities to purchase additional land for agriculture, as
surrounding parcels rise in value beyond what is typical in farm-to-farm sales (Bryant et al.,
1982). Local development itself can make the conduct of agriculture more difficult due to
rising taxes (Clawson, 1976), suburban neighbors unused to the noise and odors of farming
or ranching, traffic arising from new subdivisions, etc.(see “Other Landowners” below).
IIbery notes that each agriculture-oriented owner may differ in his or her response to
development pressures: “A neglected aspect in studies of agriculture in the rural-urban fringe

has been the extent to which farmers vary in their responses to the threat of urban expansion.
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Variations can result from many factors, such as the perceptions of the threat, the ability to
interpret changes in the surrounding environment, personal preferences and resources

available to the individual farmer” (Ilbery, 1985, p. 200).

3. Other Landowners

Other landowners, particularly those who possess neighboring parcels, also influence
owners’ objective interests. As noted above, residential developments abutting agricultural
uses bring a unique set of problems to the farming or ranching landowner that may influence
his or her interests in agriculture — and in alternatives to agriculture, such as the development
and/or sale of land (which would potentially serve the owner’s equity interest) (Clawson,
1976). Interviews with ranchers in the Austin area revealed frequent conflicts with new non-
farming neighbors: instances where neighbors’ pet dogs killed small livestock, or cigarettes
thrown from car windows ignited fires, etc.; while the noise and odors typical of farming and
ranching may in turn bother newer residents not involved in agriculture (Daniels, 1999).
(Indeed, “right to farm” laws, adopted by a number of states (including Texas), seek to
prohibit localities from enacting laws that make agriculture unreasonably difficult or to
protect farmers and ranchers from nuisance lawsuits brought by neighbors (Daniels, 1999;
Mandelker et al., 1995)). About one-quarter of owners in the Austin fringe indicated in the
telephone survey that they found their neighbors’ land decisions to be very important to their

own.

4. Public Policy

Public policy encompasses government efforts to manage growth, influence land

uses, and protect natural resources that constrain the uses to which land can be put and
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therefore landowners’ objective interests; policies regarding infrastructure that may influence
demand for land, influencing land values and therefore objective interests in equity; and tax
and other economic policies that influence landowners’ financial calculations and therefore

may influence their objective exchange interests.

As noted in Chapter 2, as part of land use planning and growth management efforts,
policymakers have created a range of public policies that regulate or attempt to influence the
decisions private owners make about their land, including zoning, urban growth boundaries,
subdivision regulations and impact fees for new development, and urban growth boundaries;
environmental protection regulations; and conservation-priented programs such as transfer of
development rights program and agricultural tax assessments. Many of these policies and
programs constrain owners’ options for their land, and may also influence the present or
future market value of land (e.g. through subdivision regulations or availability of public
services) (Kaiser & Weiss, 1970), all of which affect owners’ objective interests. Optional
programs may also provide new opportunities to owners, helping them to pursue interests

such as land conservation or agriculture.

Infrastructure policies, such as those related to the construction or improvement of
roads and highways and municipal sewer and water provision, will also affect land values,
which as noted above, influence owners’ equity interests. Tax policies that affect the owner’s
estimated future stream of income and expenses (Kaiser & Weiss, 1970) are also relevant to
shaping and influencing the priority of exchange interests within an owner’s portfolio of
interests; these include property taxes at the local level, and income, estate, and capital gains

taxes at the federal level.
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“Property rights” are another aspect of public policy influencing landowners’
interests. Mostly, property rights circumscribe owners’ options for their land, which in turn

influences objective and, therefore, subjective interests.

5. Regional and National Economic and Social Trends

Regional economic trends (e.g. local employment, income, population growth
(Broombhall, 1995)) and national economic trends influence owners’ opportunities to pursue
certain interests with success, such as interests in investing in land (versus another form of
investment) (Broomhall, 1995) or developing land for profit (Arnott & Lewis, 1979), both
forms of an interest in equity. The economics of a particular sector, such as ranching, will
also play a role, those unable to profitably ranch their land, for example, who cannot
successfully realize their interest in income from agriculture, may need to find another use
for their land, or may decide to sell it, as Austin area experts on conservation noted. National
social trends, such as those promoting the desirability of living further from the city, also

have a role in shaping land values on the fringe and therefore equity interests.

B. Factors Shaping Owners’ Subjective Interests

While the factors discussed above shape the objective or potential interests ownership
may provide, individual owners each have their own unique portfolios of subjective interests,
the subgroup of the objective interests that they particularly value, and the potential group of
any “mismatched interests” that they are currently frustrated in realizing on their land.
Owners’ personal circumstances, resources, skills, attitudes, preferences, and aspirations
shape these subjective interests — and ultimately, also influence their behavior regarding their

land. As Marion Clawson noted in 1962,
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Some present landholders may be optimistic about future increases in value of their
land, others more cautious; some may have amply capital for which they seek
investment outlets, others may have pressing need of any capital they can raise by
sale of their land; and in other ways landowners may differ considerably. It seems
wholly probably that owners of identical land (if one can imagine such a thing) might
react quite differently to exactly the same offers for their land. (Clawson, 1962, p.
106)

However, personal characteristics are one of the least understood and studied factors
influencing land conversion on the fringe. Bryant et al. (1982) have stated that “Land owner
characteristics have been relatively neglected as an influence on land values and the process
of land-use conversion...land owner characteristics have frequently been relegated to an
insignificant role” (page 64). The authors also note that while some studies support the idea
that landowner characteristics have only a short-term consequence on the form of
development, they may have a longer-term effect on spatial patterns of growth, one that is

not well understood.

Personal circumstances include the owner’s occupation, lifecycle and family
situation; for example, whether the owner is nearing retirement, recently divorced, or has
children interested in using and/or inheriting the land. (Events such as divorce or death
(Healy & Short, 1981) may be more important instigators of land sales than longer-term
aspects of owners’ circumstances, like occupation.) Personal circumstances also include
owners’ access to resources, including financial resources and claims against them (e.g.
children’s college tuition, mortgages, etc.); their knowledge, experience, and savvy about real
estate, agriculture, and other matters pertaining to their land; and their social capital, which
potentially provides access to financial resources, information, and influence they do not

themselves possess.
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Attitudes and values are another component of personal circumstances. For example,
some owners may hold strong values toward land stewardship (perhaps stemming from
religious or moral values) that lead them to derive satisfaction from actively conserving a
portion of their property; others may not share these attitudes, and will not prioritize
conservation as an interest or an activity. Similarly, some owners may value the manual labor
they put into their land; for them, it provides the satisfaction of “working the land;” yet

others may not share this attitude, and will not share this interest.

Personal circumstances might also include the form of ownership (e.g. family
corporation, estate, trust, individual, partnership, etc.) and the number of owners involved:
some families share ownership among many relatives, and partnerships share ownership
among a number of partners, which might limit one individual’s opportunities to pursue his
or her particular interests in the property (and will likely alter the dynamic of decision-
making around land, in which different parties’ interests may be part of negotiations). In
addition, institutional issues surrounding estates, trusts, titles, and covenants may influence
the salability of particular parcels (Clawson, 1962), which will directly influence an owner’s

options and objective interests for his or her land.

III. Examining Interests Empirically

There are, not surprisingly, significant challenges to examining interests empirically.
How do we know an individual or family holds particular objective or subjective interests in
their land? To identify objective interests, we would need deep information not only about
the political, economic, and social context, we would also need detailed data on the unique

topographies, vegetation, and natural resources on a particular parcel of land, its arability,
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access to main roads, proximity to neighbors, etc. While a survey could gather some of this

data, accurately identifying objective interests would be a labor-intensive task.

Identifying subjective interests presents its own challenges. Only a few interests, such
as those related to the functional use values of a land for a home, business, or recreation, are
straightforward, and can easily be ascertained by observation or by asking landowners how
their property is used. It is also possible to assume that all landowners hold at least some
equity interest in their land (Davis, 1991); however, the amount of equity, or its relative
importance to the owner vis a vis other interests, is more difficult to assess because of
owners’ privacy concerns. Those interests related more to emotional fulfillment, such as
legacy or appreciation of amenities, are particularly difficult to measure; it can be difficult
for owners to articulate their interests, even if they are aware of them enough to act upon
them."' An owner may not readily express emotional benefits of owning land, because these

may be more personal, subtle, and difficult to describe.

The landowner survey conducted in the Austin fringe asked owners about their
interests using a variety of questions. Together, the data provided indication of specific

interests. The questions focused on:

. Owners’ characteristics: Demographic information and data on owners’ personal
situations (e.g. their age, profession, whether or not they have children, etc.) do more
than attach a face to landowners: they also give a sense of the internal factors that
shape an owners’ portfolio of interests.

. Owners’ behaviors and plans: In general, behaviors and plans provide both direct
data on interests, as well as insight into how interests may have changed over time.

" The literature recognizes attachment to land as particularly hard to measure in a survey (Pyle,
1989), but even in in-depth interviews it may be difficult for owners to put into words how land fulfills
emotional benefits.
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o How owners use land: For example, if an owner lives on his land, we can say he
has a residential interest in their land.

o How they came to own it: Owners who inherited their land or received it from
family might have ties to their family through the land.

o Owners’ initial plans for their lands: Owners’ plans for land at acquisition help
us understand why they purchased it (or if they inherited it, how they planned to
make use of it), indicating some of their interests at the time of acquisition.
Compared with information on current land uses, this data also helps us see
whether and how owners interests have changed over time.

o Owners’ past behaviors regarding land: Owners’ decisions to sell land in the
past or to make use of conservation program provide some insight into their
interests, although it is necessary to separate interests (e.g. in earning a profit
from land sale) from events unrelated to interest that have forced owners to act
(e.g. a health crisis that necessitated a land sale).

o Owners’ future plans for land: Owners’ plans to hold, develop, sell, buy,
conserve, or give land to children provides some indication of interests,
particularly when we couple plans with information on their personal
circumstances.

. Owners’ self-stated interests: Asking owners directly to rank the importance of
interests to them is the most direct way of asking them to name and prioritize their
interests, and provides insight into the priority of their interests.

Besides identifying interests, it is equally challenging to capture the influences on
landowners’ interests. As noted above, influences on objective interests require a good deal
of detailed information on context and land parcels. More problematic, however, is that
personal circumstances, resources, and particularly owners’ abilities and knowledge are
difficult to study empirically, particularly how combinations of these factors influence
interests. Some lifecycle issues can be inferred from owners’ age and the presence of
children, for example, but it is difficult to assess fully an the entire family environment in

which owners make their land use decisions in the absence of extraordinarily detailed
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interviews. Abilities, such as the owners’ effectiveness in negotiating with a potential

purchaser of their land, are challenging to evaluate.

In this dissertation, the case study provides information on the context governing land
uses and demand; and data on parcel size, location, and land uses, as well as data on owners’
ages, professions, educational attainment, incomes, net worth, debt, presence of children, and
the owner’s own assessments of how financial needs and opportunities and non-financial
family matters enter into their land decisions provide insight into owners’ subjective

interests.

IV. Conclusion

Having defined my concept of interests, described specific interests in fringe land,
discussed the factors influencing an owner’s unique portfolio of interests, and explained the
challenges of empirical research into interests, I now turn to research findings from the

Austin fringe landowner research in Chapter 6.
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Chapter 6

The Landowners of the Austin Fringe

According to survey data collected from 521 landowners, the owners of land in the

Austin fringe are overwhelmingly individuals and families who possess their land to pursue
agriculture; enjoy recreation, natural resources, and other amenities on their land; and reap
financial gain through appreciating land values or development. Indeed, the majority of
owners derive multiple benefits from their land, holding their land for two or more of these
reasons. This chapter first introduces Austin fringe landowners in aggregate, identifying their
characteristics, behaviors, and their subjective interests according to the framework set out in
the previous chapter. It then describes in greater detail three types of owners dominating
ownership of Austin fringe lands: those whose main interests are in agricultural income from
farming or ranching, in enjoying amenities and recreation on their land, and in the investment

and development potential of their property.

L Owners of Austin Fringe Land in Aggregate

Who are the owners of the fringe land surrounding Austin? Below, I present an
overview of the owners of undeveloped land on the Austin fringe in aggregate, using data

gathered in the landowner telephone survey described in Chapter 3, Methodology.
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In general, the picture that emerges from the survey data, and supported by a field
visit to Austin, is of an area that Jooks primarily rural and agricultural, with farms and
ranches, wide spaces of open land, and the occasional self-contained, new subdivision (often
still in the process of construction) accessed from its own single entrance from the main
highway. The owners of fringe land, however, are more diverse: although they are
overwhelmingly individuals and families, they hold a wide range of interests in their land
besides the farming or ranching evident on the landscape; represent a variety of professions;
and have quite different histories with their land. Many of these owners derive financial
benefits from owning, either through income earned on their land or potentially through
appreciating land values as the fringe develops, but they also value the opportunities offered
by their land to enjoy amenities like scenery, to recreate on their land, and to live a rural or

semi-rural lifestyle.

Below I discuss owners’ characteristics, their behaviors and plans regarding their
land, their attitudes toward growth, and their interests or stakes in landownership. Owners’
demographic characteristics and related information about their personal and family
circumstances help put a face on the fringe landowner and allow us to compare owners to the
general population in the Austin fringe as well as to landowners discussed in previous
empirical research, so that, although the present study is limited to one region, we can begin
to gain an understanding of today’s fringe landowners. Owners’ characteristics also give us
insight into the personal and family factors, such as stage of life or the presence of children,
that shape landowners’ current portfolios of interests and ultimately their decisions. Owners’
behaviors and plans, the second area of data analysis, are the principal reason that
landowners are a focus of study: their behaviors help us understand what owners do, and
might do, with their land, providing insight into the patterns of land conversion evident on
the fringe. In this study, the motivations for some of landowners’ past behaviors and future

plans also provide insights into their underlying interests. With information on who owners
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are and what they do and are likely to do, we turn to owners’ subjective interests (the benefits
of ownership that the landowner finds valuable, given personal characteristics, attitudes,
values, skills, and resources); these interests begin to fill a gap in our knowledge of why those
owners make the decisions that they do regarding their land. I then touch on owners’ attitudes
toward and perceptions of growth occurring in the fringe. Growth pressures and development
help to shape an owners’ objective interests, but owners’ attitudes toward and perceptions of

this growth play a role in determining how it influences their subjective interests.

Although the statistics provided below refer to aggregate owners, I provide
comparisons of owners along several dimensions: their location on the fringe, the size of
their land parcels, residency (whether or not they maintain their primary residence on their
land), and tenure (their length of ownership). These variables speak directly to findings and
concerns raised in previous literature. Location on the fringe addresses land conversion
literature that predicts certain types of owners will control land in certain parts of the fringe
(e.g. developers closest to the city, investors in areas undergoing moderate development
pressure, and farmers and others in areas deeper into the fringe (Brown et al.,1981)). In this
case study, location also refers to the particular corridors studied (west, through Hays
County; east, through Bastrop County, and southeast, through Caldwell County), rather than
just distance from the city of Austin. As shown in Chapter 4, the Bastrop, Caldwell, and Hays
study areas vary markedly in development pressure and character of new construction, as
well as in geography and population. Parcel size is relevant because the decisions made by
owners of larger parcels theoretically have more influence over land conversion, simply
because these owners control more land,; it is therefore worth examining whether their
characteristics, behaviors, and interests differ significantly from those with smaller holdings,
differences that could be meaningful for policymakers and conservation programs seeking to
intervene in land development (Healey & Short, 1981). Residency is also relevant because it

is easy to imagine that the interests of those living on their land and those using it
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sporadically or managing it from a distance will differ (Healey & Short, 1981); also, the
interests of absentee landowners have been a concern to some scholars of the fringe —
particularly when land is concentrated in the hands of a foreign or corporate absentee owner
(The Appalachian land Ownership Task Force, 1983; Bunce, 1985; Lewis, 1980; Markusen
& Scheffman, 1978; Popper, 1981). Differences in land tenure have been related to value
conflicts between longtime owners and newcomers on the fringe, conflicts that often occur
within the context of the planning process and, specifically, policymaking around growth
management (Dubbink, 1984; Spain, 1993).

A. Landowner Demographics

Nearly all of the landowners captured in the Austin-area survey are individuals or
groups of individuals (primarily, individuals who are related to one another). This includes
94% who own as individuals or families, 3% who own through partnerships, and 2% who
own through family-held corporations. (According to the survey results, family-held
corporations and partnerships are forms of ownership that many families and other groups of
individuals select in order to conduct agriculture or to hold land for recreation or investment;
therefore, in their purposes and in their composition as a group of (often-related) individuals,
they are similar to other individual and family owners captured in the survey.'?) There were
only three non-family corporations captured in the data (two for-profit and one non-profit),
but these were dropped from the analysis, along with two respondents whose property

ownership was in dispute at the time of the survey. As a result, the data analyzed in this

'2 The one estate and two trusts captured in the survey were included in the analyses as well for the
same reasons.

154



Chapter 6: The Landowners of the Austin Fringe

chapter focuses exclusively on owners who hold land as single persons or groups of

individuals."

Table 6.1: Forms of Ownership*

. Frequency,
Form of Ownership Percent Unvﬁeightg q
Individual or family 94% 489
Partnership 3% 14
Family-held corporation 2% 10
Other corporation 1% 3
Estate 0% 1
Trust 0% 2
Ownership in dispute 0% 2
Total 100% 521

*Shading indicates those respondents included in the remainder of analyses.

Excluding other corporations and disputed ownerships, respondents were, at the time
of the survey, an average of 57 years of age (see Table 6.2)"*. The vast majority of owners
are white (92%); 4% describe themselves as Hispanic and 3% as African American. Owners
also tend to be well educated: 33% percent of Austin fringe owners are college graduates,
with another 25% reporting that they have post-graduate education. Nearly 60% of owners

who responded to the survey were male.

'3 As noted in the methodology chapter, as is evident from a visual scan of the publicly available tax
assessment rolls used to draw the survey sample, many parcels are owned by groups of individuals,
many sharing surnames (e.g. couples or families). It is not clear that each owner of a jointly owned
parcel would respond to the survey questions in the same way, and certainly demographic data on
age, gender, education, etc. will also differ by which of several owners happened to answer the
telephone and agree to respond to survey questions. However, we have no reason to believe that
there are biases in any particular direction: that men or women, younger generations or older
generations, were more likely to respond to the survey or to provide certain types of responses. Also
note that demographic data represents only those respondents who were the actual owner of the
property, and not those who responded for the owner (e.g. the respondent’s parent, in some cases).

" Unless otherwise noted, statistics in this chapter reflect those who responded to a particular

question. Refusals or responses of “do not know” were excluded. In most cases, this makes only
slight differences in the statistics, and cases with large numbers of refusals are explicitly noted.
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The average owner has an income between $50,000 and $75,000 (see Table 6.3;
refusals are included). In terms of wealth, there is a large spread: 41% of landowners have
net worths below $500,000, yet 13% have net worths of $1 million or more (Table 6.4;

refusals are included). Thirty-six percent of owners hold mortgages on their land; those with

the largest parcels were significantly less likely to have mortgages.

Table 6.2: Owners’ Ages at Time of Survey

. Standard
Median Age | Mean Age Deviation

Age at time of survey 55 57 12.737

Table 6.3: Owners' Income Levels
Cumulative | Frequency,
Income Level Percent Percent Unweightg d

Under $10k 2% 2% 10

$10k-20k 3% 5% 14

$20k-30k 4% 9% 22

$30k-40k 6% 15% 29

$40k-50k 9% 24% 47

$50k-75k 15% 38% 71

$75k-100k 18% 56% 93

$100k-125k 8% 64% 38

$125k+ 16% 80% 82

Don't know/ refused 20% 100% 97

Total 100% 503
Table 6.4: Owners' Net Worths

Cumulative Frequency,
Net Worth Percent | ™ parcent Llnvseightgd

Less than $500,000 41% 41% 206
More than $500,000 and less than $1,000,000 22% 63% 114
More than $1,000,000 and less than $5,000,000 1% 74% 56
$5,000,000 or more 2% 76% 10
Don't know/refused 24% 100% 117
Total 100% 514
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Thirty-nine percent of owners earn income from their land. For most landowners, this
money is not their sole source of income; on average, owners earn only 13% of their total
incomes from their land (this may be a result of owners’ estimates of what they earn on the
particular parcel discussed in the survey; respondents may earn more from other properties,
as well as from non-land sources). Owners who do earn income estimated that 58% comes
from rural land uses, such as agriculture, forestry, hunting and other recreation fees, mineral
extraction, timber, or rents for these uses. The sources of the remainder of income earned
from land are unclear but could include rental of residences (a follow-up interview with one
landowner indicated that he earned income from the rental of residences to Austin

commuters).

One of the most obvious ways to classify owners is by their occupation. Landowners’
primary occupation was defined as the job at which they spent 50% or more of their time in
the past year. Only 8% of respondents reported that they are farmers or ranchers. Another 4%
are involved in real estate investment or development, and 57% are employed in other, non-
land intensive professions.'’ Nearly a third reported that they are retired. Demographically,
the most significant differences are in owners’ education and in the breakdown of
male/female owners, as shown in Table 6.6, with farmers and ranchers standing out as less

likely to be college graduates and more likely to be male.

'5 The survey was mainly concerned with those in land-intensive professions, including
farming/ranching and real estate investment or development, and so therefore did not distinguish
among other non-land occupations.
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Table 6.5: Landowners’ Primary Occupations

Primary Occupation Percent Frequency, Unweighted
Farming or ranching 8% 36
Real estate development or investment 4% 23
Other professions 51% 297
Retired 30% 157
Total 100% 513

Table 6.6: Demographic Data by Primary Occupations'®

Real Estate
Farmer/ Other .
Al Rancher I;g‘\’:;(:::alr Profession Retiree

Mean age 57 62 55 50 67
Frequency unweighted 503 35 23 291 154
Percent college graduates (some may also

have post-qre?dugte educati(on as wel% 58% 43% 72% 59% 57%
Frequency unweighted 502 34 22 293 153
Percent white 92% 90% 97% 92% 92%
Frequency unweighted 506 35 23 294 154
Percent male 58% 86% 66% 51% 64%
Frequency unweighted 514 36 23 297 156

Farmer/ranchers, as well as real estate professionals, also stand out as the wealthiest
landowners, with 48% of the farmers/ranchers and 50% of the real estate professionals who
volunteered their net worths (23% did not) holding one million or more, compared to 19% of
retirees and 10% of those in other professions. On average, owners estimated that 46% of this
net worth is held in land; there were no significant differences in the percent of owners’ net
worth in land by owners’ total wealth, parcel size, or owners’ occupation — though farmers

tend to own the largest parcels of land, and therefore hold higher absolute net worths in land.

'8 Unless otherwise noted, in all the tables of this chapter, percents are weighted to account for minor
variation in sampling across the counties and areas of development pressure; frequency counts are
unweighted. Bold indicates statistical significance at p=.05; bold italics indicates statistical
significance at p=.10. Unless otherwise stated, frequencies are for those who responded to the
question
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Not surprisingly, full-time farmers and ranchers are more apt to earn income from their land
(Table 6.7), though even they earn an average of only 24% of their income from the parcel

discussed in the survey.

Table 6.7: Income Earned on Land by Profession

Percent Of These,
. Earnin Percent of | Frequency,
Profession Income fr%m Total Income Unvﬂeightgd
Land Parcel Earned
Farmer/rancher 90% 24% 36
Real estate investor/developer 35% 1% 22
Other profession 28% 8% 297
Retiree 46% 6% 157

Owners differ demographically by county. In general, Hays County owners are
significantly younger than owners elsewhere, with a mean age of 53, and significantly more
likely to be white (95%). Hays landowners also have significantly more schooling than the
other two counties — 75% have achieved a college or post-graduate degree — and Caldwell
county owners have significantly less, with 46% college or post graduates. Regarding
primary occupations, presented in Table 6.8, there are fewer farmers or ranchers in Hays
County, and fewer retirees in high-amenity Hays County.'” Caldwell County has a
significantly higher percentage of landowners whose primary profession is in agriculture and
who are retired (see Table 6.8). Hays County owners have higher incomes, on average in the

$75,000 to $100,000 range, significantly higher than the Caldwell owners, whose income

" In general, retirees presented surprising findings: given that conventional wisdom suggests retirees
seek out high amenity locales, we instead find them more concentrated in less developed areas; they
are not particularly wealthy; and, as discussed in the next section, they are not newcomers to the
fringe, suggesting that they have retired in place or that they owned their land for a significant period
while living in a more urban location, perhaps using it for weekend recreation, and upon retirement,
made it their primary residence. (According to a report published by the state of Texas, retirees are
moving to Texas Hill Country counties of the Austin fringe beyond those studied in this research
(Rylander, 2001).)
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averaged between $40,000 and $50,000. There were no differences in net worth or the

percent net worth held in land among the counties. On most variables, Bastrop County

generally fell between the two other counties.

Table 6.8: Landowners’ Occupations by County

Profession Bastrop County Caldwell County Hays County
Farmer/rancher 6% 12% 4%
Real-estate development or investment 4% 1% 6%
Other professions 59% 48% 67%
Retired 30% 36% 23%
Total 100% 100% 100%
Frequency, unweighted 174 170 169

Some of the differences among the counties are predicted by Census data of the

general population provided in Chapter 4: for example, Hays owners, like the general

population in the county, are more educated, and more likely to be white, than those in

Caldwell County. However, the landowners of all three study areas are, in general, a more
white, educated, higher income group than the general population of Bastrop, Caldwell, and
Hays counties as indicated by the 2000 US Census, as shown in Table 6.9.
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Table 6.9 County Comparison*

Bastrop Caldwell Hays
County, Bgtsu t(rjc;p County, Cgltﬂ‘g;" County, Hays Study
szaggﬂs Corridor Ccze(r)lg?ls Corridor nghcgl,?s La(r::i:\ltgr?;rs
Data Landowners Data Landowners Data
Female 49% 42% (n=115) 51% 38% (n=170) 50% 45% (n=169)
White 80% 92% (n="7) 10% 90% (n=168) 79% 95% (n=167)
Black/African
American (Census) / 9% 4% (n=171) 9% 2% (n=168) 4% 2% (n=167)
black {Austin survey)
American Indian/
Alaska Native
(Census)/ Native 1% 2% (n=171) 0% 0% (n=168) 0% 0% (n=167)
American (Austin
survey)
Hispanic or Latino
e o 2% | 2071 | 4% | T%0-168) | 30% | 2%(n-167)
survey)
Bachelors degree or
higher (Census) /
College graduate or 17% 55% (n=172) 13% 46% (n=165) 31% 75% (n=165)
post graduate (Austin
survey)
Median household
income (1999)
gﬁﬁﬂ;ﬁ%ﬁfﬂ'ﬁg‘me $50,000- $50,000- $75,000-
(Austin survey; $75,000 $75,000 $100,000
respondents V\;ere $43,580 (n=175, $36,580 (n=170, $45,000 -(n=1 69,
asked to give a range includes includes includes
rather than specifi refusals) refusals) refusals)
number)

*Data from the US Census Bureau and the Austin landowner study. Note that the landowner survey used slightly different
wording than the US Census regarding race, education, and income, as indicated in the left hand column. The Census also
allows respondents to describe themselves as more than one race, whereas the landowner survey did not; therefore, the
data may differ slightly, and certainly is not comparable in the percent of persons of Hispanic origin.
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By area of development pressure,'® the findings are less striking: the only significant
differences among owners are in terms of their age and their race. Owners in areas of weaker
development pressure are older, an average of four years older than those in moderate and
intense areas, and are more likely to be white. There are no statistically significant
differences in professions (there are more farmers and ranchers in moderate and weak areas,
as might be expected, but not enough to be significant); there are also no significant

differences in educational attainment, income, wealth, or net worth held in land.

By parcel size (which I discuss in more detail below), the owners of the largest
parcels (those owners possessing parcel in the 75 to 100® percentile in terms of size), are
significantly older, 10 years on average than owners of smaller parcels; they are more likely
to be farmers (16% versus 5% of others) and retired (44% versus 26% of others), and are
wealthier (34% have net worths over $1 million, compared to 12% of others), although there
were no differences by parcel size in percent of net worth held in land, as noted above. The
owners of the smallest parcels, the quarter of survey respondents with holdings of 5 to 7
acres, were least wealthy and least likely to be retired, and most likely to be engaged in non-

land-intensive professions.

By residency, owners differ on another set of dimensions. Ninety-eight percent of
resident owners own their land, in the legal sense, as individuals or families, while most
partnerships and family corporations are comprised of nonresident owners. Residents are
younger than nonresidents, an average of five years; are less well educated (49% are college

graduates, compared to 66% of nonresidents); and are less wealthy (with only 11% holding

'8 As described in Chapter 3, Methodology, intense areas are those experiencing significant growth
now and likely through the next five years; moderate areas are likely to experience significant growth
in the next five to 10 years; and weak areas are those where significant growth is perceived as being
10 or more years away.
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net worths of $1 million or more, compared to 24% of nonresidents). There are no

differences in residency by occupation.

Finally, by tenure, the owners who have held their land the longest are unsurprisingly
older and more likely to be retired than more recent acquirers. Those landowners who
acquired most recently, in the past five years, are significantly more racially diverse (only
85% white).

B. Owners’ Behaviors Regarding their Land

Landowner behaviors include how owners on the Austin fringe are currently using
their land and how much land they own; how, when, and with what intention they acquired
their land; previous sales of portions of their property and their general participation in land

markets; and their intentions and plans for their land in the near future.

The data reveal that owners use their land chiefly for agriculture, open space,
recreation, and residences. Interestingly, nearly one quarter acquired their land with the
intention of someday developing it, although very few of those captured in the survey appear
to have taken steps in that direction, even those in intensely developing areas of the fringe.
Indeed, most indicate that in the next five years they are likely to hold land in its current
ownership and use. One quarter, however, indicate they are likely to sell or give their land to
children in the near future, suggesting a significant turnover in ownership, if not in land use:
most anticipate that if they give their land to children, it is likely their children will continue

to use the land in the same way.
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1. Land Uses

In this study, data on several types of land uses were gathered from survey
respondents: agricultural uses (such as farming, ranching, or forestry, and including
farmsteadsw), rural commercial uses, urban commercial uses, and residential uses.
Institutional, transportation, and utility uses were also captured. Survey respondents were
read a list of possible land uses and then asked to give their best estimate of the percentage of
their land in each use or other unlisted uses that they reported. As shown in Figures 6.1 and
6.2, Overwhelmingly, landowners’ property is in agricultural use. Significant acreage is also
currently open or idle, or is in residential use not associated with a farm or ranch. Far less

land is in rural or urban commercial or industrial uses, institutional, or infrastructure uses.

'9 Note that other studies of land uses, such as those conducted by the US Department of
Agriculture’s Agricultural Census or National Resource Inventory, have their own specific typologies
of land uses and definitions of agricultural land that suit their research purposes. For the purposes of
this study, agricultural land and open space were not further categorized, since the main concern was
assessing whether land was in productive agricultural use or otherwise undeveloped.
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Figure 6.1: Land Uses in Aggregate Figure 6.2: Land Uses on Average Parcel
Residential
Commercial Use . Other
Use Residential ‘

Use

Open Use
Commercial

Use

Agricultural

Agricultural
Use
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Although most of the acreage captured in the survey, 84%, is in agricultural use (an
average of 51% of each parcel, as shown in Figures 6.1 and 6.2), most owners are not
farmers or ranchers. As noted in the previous section, only 8% of survey respondents
described themselves as full-time farmers or ranchers; this group owns 12% of the total
acreage captured in the survey. However, while it may not be the primary concern of the
remainder of owners, almost 40% of those who do not farm or ranch full time (most of whom
are retired or who work in non-land-intensive professions) are engaged with their land as
part-time or hobby farmers or ranchers, or lease their land to others for agricultural use (one-
third of the parcels and acreage in agricultural use is leased to others to farm or ranch), which
accounts for more of the land in agricultural use, and also suggests that the intensity with
which agricultural land is farmed or ranched likely varies depending on whether the owner is
a full-time professional, part-time professional, or hobby farmer/rancher. For farmers and
ranchers, an average 90% of their parcels are in agriculture; for part-time farmers/ranchers
(those for whom farming or ranching is not a primary job but who are engaged in it part-time

for profit), an average of 80% of parcels is in agricultural use; and for all others not engaged
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in agriculture as a full- or part-time profession, nearly 40% of parcels are, on average, in
agricultural use, which may include land that is used as a hobby farm or that is rented out to
others. Surprisingly, even the most recent owners pursue agriculture, and these newer owners
include full-time farmers and ranchers, part-time farmers and ranchers, and hobby farmers in
similar proportions to all owners. It is true, however, that newer owners are conducting

agriculture on smaller parcels than their long-tenured counterparts.

Besides using land for farming or ranching ranging in intensity from hobbies to
serious for-profit efforts, owners have a variety of other purposes in owning fringe land.
Land that is not in agricultural use is often left open or idle (10% of the acreage captured in
the survey, and an average of 30% of all parcels, since smaller parcels tend to have more
open and idle land). Open or idle land may include property taken out of agricultural
production, acreage surrounding a non-farming rural estate, wooded areas, etc. Parcels with
open or idle uses are more likely to be owned by professional real estate developers or
investors and those who reside on their land; these parcels tend to be smaller than others, an

average of 22 acres versus 54 acres for all others.

Overall, 43% of landowners reported that they, or someone else, utilize their property
for recreation, a use that is not mutually exclusive of other uses: sport or leisure can occur on
agricultural land, open space, or any other category of use. Follow-up interviews with survey
respondents revealed that recreation might involve horseback riding, hunting, fishing, and
might be conducted on property where the owner is resident, or might involve weekly or
even annual visits to the land. About half of the landowners captured in the survey maintain
their primary residence on their land; another 9% have second homes, cabins, or rental
residences on their property. Overall, 4% of the acreage captured in the survey was in

residential use.
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The survey queried respondents about the percent of their land devoted to rural or
urban/suburban commercial or industrial uses, which might include, for example, quarrying
operations, retail that supports agricultural uses, kennels, suburban-style shopping centers,
offices, etc. The percent of parcels and the overall acreage absorbed by both rural and urban
commercial and industrial uses was quite small, 1% of parcels and 1% of land overall, with
only 17 owners reporting any of these uses.”’ Similarly, the amount of land used by

institutions (e.g. hospitals or colleges), utilities, or transportation was negligible.

Six percent of owners (30 owners in total) reported that some or all of their property
is currently participating in a conservation program to help keep land in agricultural uses,
preserve the environment, or protect land from development. Sixty-seven percent of the
programs used by these landowners are sponsored by state or local agencies; the federal
government sponsors the other 33%. No owners reported involvement with a non-profit
conservation organization. The majority of conservation programs appear to be tax
exemptions given in exchange for maintaining and in agricultural use or engaging in wildlife
management on the property. Those most likely to use conservation programs acquired their
land after 1980 (at p=.1); there are no significant differences in participation by profession or

location.

2 The relative lack of commercial uses reported in the survey may result, in part, from the omission
fro the survey of parcels under 5 acres. The commercial centers in the study area — primarily the
cities of Bastrop, Lockhart, and Dripping Springs — are comprised mainly of smaller parcels that would
not have been captured in the survey. Additionally, as noted at the outset of the chapter, larger sites
that were 100% in urban commercial or industrial uses may also have been omitted because they
were considered “fully developed.” Thus the survey likely did not have capture any of the handful of
notable and noticeable “big box” retailers that have sprung up very recently in the Austin fringe, such
as a new Home Depot on the outskirts of the city of Bastrop, in a burgeoning commercial strip, and a
Wal-Mart within the city of Lockhart.
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Overall, however, owners’ use of their land does vary by location. The most
significant differences are between the Caldwell County study corridor, the least
suburbanized of the three counties corridors in the survey, and the Hays County study
corridor, the most developed. In Caldwell, owners hold larger parcels, with more land in
agriculture and less in open/idle or residential use, and fewer owners report that they use their
property for recreation. In Hays County, the findings are just the opposite: owners report
smaller parcels, less land in agriculture and more in residential and open/idle uses, and more
use of land for recreation. Hays County’s land is more suited to ranching, which, as described
in Chapter 4, has faced more difficult times than farming, and land is also more developed —
facts that are certainly related — so it is not surprising that this county has significantly less
land in agriculture, and less of each parcel is dedicated to farming or ranching. As was often
the case with the survey data, Bastrop fell between the extremes of Hays and Caldwell
counties, and indeed, it is the “middle” county in terms of the level of development that has
occurred, current development pressures, and, some area experts have suggested, amenity

and desirability. Land uses by study corridor are summarized in Figure 2 and in Table 6.10.

Figure 6.3: Land Uses by Study Corridor
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Table 6.10: Land Uses by County

All Bastrop County Caldwell County Hays County
Land in agricultural 84% of land 82% of land 91% of land 66% of land
use 51% of average | 48% of average 11% of average 30% of average
parcel parcel parcel parcel
Land in open/idle 10% of land 12% of land 6% of land 23% of land
uses 30% of average | 31% of average 20% of average 40% of average
parcel parcel parcel parcel
Land in residential 4% of land 5% of land 2% of acres 10% of acres
use 18% of average | 19% of average 7% of average 29% of average
parcel parcel parcel parcel
Landowners using o
land for recreation 43% 37% 31% 63%
Frequency, 516 175 172 169
unweighted

By parcel size, the largest parcels are more likely to be in agricultural use and less
likely to be in open use; those parcels held the longest by owners, at least 22 years, are also
more likely to be in agricultural use and least likely to be in open use. By residency, the only
difference in land use is in recreation: residents are slightly more likely to engage in

recreation on their property (47% do, versus 39% of nonresidents (significant at p=.1)).

2. Parcel Size

The landowner survey captured a total of 20,133 acres in tax parcels.?’ Of this, the

average fax parcel was 42 acres (std. err. of 2.61); the median was 13.5 acres.”> However, if

% Depending on context, the term “parcel of land” may have several meanings. In this dissertation,
two definitions are relevant. The first is that of a tax parcel, a unit of land under single ownership on
which property taxes are levied. A landowner may possess one tax parcel, multiple non-contiguous
tax parcels within a particular area such as the fringe, and/or multiple contiguous tax parcels (perhaps
because he or she has acquired neighboring properties over the years, assembling a large tract still
made up of a number of tax parcels). In this last case, the owner may not differentiate among specific
tax parcels, but may instead refer to the entire tract as his or her property. The survey used public tax
rolls to identify landowners by their tax parcel. However, when owners responded to the survey,
despite repeated references to the specific tax parcel by the survey interviewer, some of them did
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one were to consider the average acre of land — if one had sampled the land of the fringe by

selecting points on a map, for example — it would be in a parcel of 115 acres.

Although there are differences in parcel size by type of owner and location on the
fringe, because of the wide dispersion in sizes around the mean, few of these are significant,
but they are presented in Table 6.11. The differences in the percent of total acreage owned by
each type of owner, however, are striking: retirees and other professionals, those who live off
their property, those who acquired earliest, and those in Caldwell County own the most fotal

land, while farmers and ranchers own the largest tax parcels.

respond based on their larger tract; we suspect this because 21% of user-owners independently
reported their acreage as more than 15% different from the acreage listed in the tax roll. Some of this
could be general error; calling a five-acre parcels six, for example; but other discrepancies are likely
the result of the owner referring to a larger tract of property made up of multiple tax parcels. To be
consistent, in this document, parcel sizes refers to the parcel the owner discussed in his or her survey
response, unless specially noted.

% Qutliers were trimmed: to derive the total, mean, and median presented above, 12 parcels with
acreages more than 2 standard deviations from the mean were trimmed.
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Table 6.11: Parcel Size by Owner Type

Percent of Total
Size of Average Acreage
Owner Type Owner’s Tax Captured in
Parcel, in Acres | Survey Owned
by Group
Al 42 100%
Occupation Farmers/ranchers 85 12%
Real estate investors/developers 58 6%
Retirees 54 42%
Other professions 29 40%
Residency Live on property 31 40%
Live off property 52 60%
Tenure Acquired before 1980 62 39%
Acquired 1981-1990 34 19%
Acquired 1991-1998 33 22%
Acquired 1999-2002 28 12%
Location Bastrop County 33 26%
Caldwell County 60 49%
Hays County 31 25%
Areas of intense development pressure 30 25%
Areas of moderate development pressure 39 35%
Areas of intense development pressure 52 40%

3. Land Acquisition

The majority of landowners have owned their land for a dozen years or less: although

there are numerous longtime owners in the sample (the earliest of whom acquired in 1933),

fully half acquired their property since 1990, and one-quarter since 1998 — meaning that one-

quarter of Austin fringe land in the study area turned over in the five years before the survey

was conducted. The mean year in which owners acquired their land was 1987, with a median

year of 1990. Examining owners’ intentions for their lands and the location of the land they

purchased provides insight into the waves of owners acquiring land over the years, and into

the development of the fringe itself.
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The intentions with which owners acquired their land have changed some over the
years, but the progression predicted by theories of fringe development, from owners buying
for farming/ranching uses to owners acquiring land for residences, has not been smooth.
Rather, we find that while the earliest owners were most concerned with using their land for
agriculture (64% intended the use at acquisition), those /east interested in agricultural uses
are not the newest owners, but were those who bought in the 1980s (only 45% were
interested in the use at that time); since, interest in agricultural uses has grown, and over 50%
of those acquiring after 1990 indicated an intention to use land for farming or ranching.
Further emphasizing that farming and ranching persist even among new owners, there are no
statistical differences in the percent of owners calling themselves full-time, part-time, or
hobby farmers or ranchers by the time at which they acquired their land, suggesting that the
distribution in the level of personal commitment owners bring to farming or ranching has not
changed much through the years and despite development on the fringe. It is true, however,
that longer-term owners, as noted earlier, tend to own larger parcels on which to conduct
agriculture, and newcomers are farming or ranching on smaller plots. The data also show that
those acquiring their land prior to 1980 are more likely to earn income from agricultural uses
or rents on their land — 50% do, compared to 33% of all other owners. (Across all owners,
85% of those who acquired their land with the intention of using it for agriculture were doing

so at the time the survey was conducted.)

Similarly, the percent of owners intending to use their land for residential use was
highest in the early to mid 1990s, but dropped slightly in the late 1990s. Although owners’
intentions to subdivide and/or develop their land have increased over time, there has not been

a steadily rising trend of newer owners expressing more interest in developing their land, as
shown in Table 6.12.
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Table 6.12: Owners' Intentions at Time of Acquisition

Intention at Time of Acquired Acquired Acquired Acquired
Acquisition Before 1980 1981-1990 1991-1998 1999-2002
Agricultural use 64% (n=86) 45% (n=47) 56% (n=79) 53% (n=48)
Open/idle use 32% (n=45) 38% (n=42) 35% (n=50) 34% (n=34)
Residential use 45% (n=63) 57% (n=65) 67% (n=101) 61% (n=61)
Recreational use 34% (n=44) 35% (n=40) 34% (n=48) 37% (n=37)
Eventual development of the 17% (n=22) 28% (n=30) 24% (n=37) 32% (n=32)
property
Eventual subdivision of the 7% (n=7) 11% (n=13) 9% (n=14) 21% (n=20)
roperty

Owners’ choice of fringe location has varied over the years. The survey responses

reveal that those in Caldwell have owned the longest, on average since 1986, while Hays

owners are the newest, since 1989. Though these differences are not statistically significant,

they make sense: Hays County has seen the most intense and most recent development, and

Caldwell the least. Bastrop, the county facing the second most intense development pressure,

has seen a higher percentage of new acquisitions in very recent years. The uses that owners

intended for their land differ by county as well: owners in Hays County were more likely to

have intended open/idle or residential uses (over the years, an average of 73% of Hays

owners anticipated using their land for a residence); in Caldwell County, owners were least

likely to intend open or residential uses.

Table 6.13: Date of Acquisition by County

County Acquired Acquired Acquired Acquired M eﬂ;’?‘nya:a(: of
Before 1980 1981-1990 1991-1998 1999-2002 Acquisition
Bastrop 32% (n=45) 33% (n=38) 34% (n=49) 39% (n=34) NY(I:J?:;'? 351
Caldwell |  46% (n=58) 36% (n=34) 26% (n=37) 34% (n=33) “}‘."e?,?;‘n‘i’ 3367
Hays 21% (n=33) 31% (n=38) 40% (n=62) %030 | e ooy
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% N/A

173



The Interests of Landowners on the Metropolitan Fringe

Most landowners acquired their land through purchase. Not surprisingly, the most
important factors in owners’ decisions to purchase their particular plot of land were price and
the suitability of the land (and house, if any) for the owners’ family. However, amenities and
services in the area, such as open space, scenery, and schools, ranked highly as well.
Suitability for agriculture, property taxes, length of commute, proximity to friends and
family, and proximity to municipal services, such as sewer and water, were of moderate
importance. That the commute was only somewhat important suggests that owners are either
not commuting regularly to urban areas (note that the survey may not have captured
commuters living in new residential developments under five acres, and fully half of the
sample do not live on their property), are unconcerned with the length of their commute, or
that in purchasing their property, owners did not alter their commute significantly enough to
make it a factor in their purchase decision (although the vast majority of owners who
purchased their land moved from more urban areas to their fringe land, making this last
hypothesis unlikely). Amenities and area services that contribute to quality of life weighed
more heavily in owners’ selections of their land than convenience to urban areas, even in the
relatively more developed Hays County, where the commute still only registered a 2.4 (2.6
for those who reside on their land) on the scale of 1 (not at all important) to 5 (very
important), not significantly different from other locations on the fringe. Caldwell County
owners were most likely to value the suitability of land for agriculture in making their

purchase decision.

How those owners who purchased their property first located it is revealing. Nearly
equal numbers of owners used a broker or agent; followed up on a sign on the property or
advertisement; or learned of the property through a family, friend, or neighbor. By study
corridor, however, owners in Hays County relied more on formal methods of locating
property: they were significantly less likely to locate property via family or friends and more

likely to use a broker; meanwhile, those in Caldwell used more informal methods, being less
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likely to use a broker and more likely to initiate their own contact with the owner of a

property they desired.

About 20% of owners in the sample inherited their land or received it from family as
a gift, the majority before 1990 in the less developed counties of Bastrop and Caldwell, and
in areas with weaker development pressures and larger parcels: areas that are more
characteristically rural.”® These owners’ parcels, which are generally the larger parcels
captured in the survey, have been in the owners’ families for many years — an average of 73
years (and a median of 70). Inheritors appear to want to continue the trend: 24%of inheritors
describe themselves as likely to give some or all of their land to family in the next five years,
compared to 13% of all others; and 86% of inheritors, compared to 77% of all others, have
children to whom they wish to pass their land. Inheritors tend to be older and are more likely
to be retired; as the Austin fringe becomes more developed, it is likely that there will be
fewer of these owners with lengthy family ties to their land, and, perhaps, the wish to pass
land to their own children. Inheritors are much less likely to live on their land: only 11% of

those who live on their land inherited it, while 31% of nonresidents inherited.

Table 6.14: Means of Land Acquisition

Means of Acquisition Percent Frequency, Unweighted
Purchased 719% 417

Inherited 17% 79

Received as gift 1% 4

Received as a debt payment 0% 2

Multiple methods 3% 13

Total 100% 515

2 A small percentage of landowners acquired their land via multiple methods, assemnbling a larger
parcel either by buying and inheriting contiguous parcels, or inheriting and receiving land as a gift.
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Whether they bought or inherited, most owners, 86%, acquired their land in one
transaction, while another 14% used multiple transactions to amass their tract of land
(inheritors and those who received their land as gifts tended to use more transactions to
acquire their land, with 24% using multiple transactions versus 11% of others). Of those
using more than one transaction, the average was 2.6 (with a range of 2 to 10). A significant
number of landowners were interested, at least at acquisition, in amassing larger parcels and
potentially in developing their land: at acquisition, about 38% of landowners thought the
possibility of acquiring neighboring parcels in the future to create a larger parcel of land was
very or somewhat important; this was particularly true for those intending in conducting

agriculture on their property.

At the time they acquired their land, most owners reported that they had long term
plans of ownership: the vast majority of owners, 88%, reported that they believed they would
likely hold their land for 10 or more years; the remainder anticipated holding for less time.
Interestingly, the most recent acquirers of land, those who bought or inherited since 1998, are
least interested in holding for 10 or more years: only 67% of these owners intend to hold for
this long. Residents, on the other hand, are more likely than those who live elsewhere to want
to hold their land for 10 or more years. We would expect from previous research that
development-minded owners in rapidly growing areas of the fringe would anticipate holding
for shorter periods of time (e.g. Brown et al.,1981); we do find that those in real estate-
related professions were significantly more likely to state that they intended to hold for
shorter times, but there were no overall differences by location on the fringe. Overall, nearly
one-quarter of respondents indicated that they intended at some point to develop their land;
most of these likely have not developed any of their parcels to date (these owners report
similar land uses to other owners and no greater propensity to have sold parts of their parcels
in the past, so that their land and actions are not discernible from those who did not acquire

their land with the intention of someday developing it), although they are more likely to state
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their intention to develop in the next five years than other owners (discussed in greater detail
below). Owners in Caldwell County, and owners of land in the weakly developing areas of
the Bastrop and Hays counties corridors, were least interested in the possibility of one day

developing their property.

Finally, it is interesting that 71% of the landowners whose primary residence is on the
fringe land characterized the areas in which they lived before moving to their parcel as more
urban than the area in which they now live. This finding was most true for Hays County
resident-owners, 80% of whom moved from urban areas. In Bastrop and Caldwell counties,
owners were more likely to have moved from areas that were “about the same” in character
(Table 6.15). There were no differences in the character of previous residence by the year
owners acquired their land, the size of parcel owned, or by profession. The finding that most
fringe owners moved from more urban locales strongly suggests that the fringe, while a semi-
rural or rural place, is owned by a more urban-oriented population. It is not known, however,
how many of these urban transplants grew up in rural environments and then spent a brief
stint in an urban area (perhaps while at college), and then returned to the fringe, or whether

born-and-bred suburbanites and urbanites have made the fringe their home.

Table 6.15: Location Prior to Moving to Fringe (Resident-Owners Only)

Character of County
Prior Residence Bastrop | Caldwell Hays
More urban 61% 69% 80%
More rural 12% 12% 9%
About the same 25% 18% 10%
Have lived on property all my life 1% 1% 1%
Frequency, unweighted 14 83 104
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4, Land Sales and Gifts

Nine percent of landowners have previously sold or given away a portion of their land
parcel, the majority of these selling or giving away a piece of land once or twice during their
land tenure. Not surprisingly, owners of larger parcels, and those who have owned longer,
were significantly more likely to have divided their land for sale or gift in the past. Those
who are currently in the real estate professions were most likely to have sold or given away
land; those in non-land intensive occupations were least likely. The most frequent reasons for
selling or giving away were 1) a need for money, cited by 31% (or 15) of those who had sold
or given away land; and 2) a desire to transfer land to children, cited by 24% (12) owners.
Twelve percent (6 owners) also reported that they sold land because they had received a good

offer from a buyer.

5. Plans and Intentions

The majority of landowners reported that, in the next five years, they are “extremely
likely” to hold their land in its current uses and ownership; however, nearly one-third report
they are extremely likely to dispose of some or all of their land via gifts to family or through
sale (see Table 6.16).%* Despite the number of owners who acquired their land with thoughts
of one day developing it, very few overall had intentions of development or subdivision in
the next five years; indeed, more owners expressed a likelihood of increasing their land

holdings by acquiring adjacent parcels. The earliest owners, those acquiring before 1980, and

2 Owners were asked to rank how likely they were to pursue seven options in the next five years
(hold land, buy adjacent property, sell some or all of the land, give some or all to a family member,
develop, subdivide, or make use of a conservation program). The options were presented in random
order. Owners could state their intention to pursue multiple options.
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those with the largest parcels, are more likely to want to give their land to children; while
residents are the most likely to want to hold their land and least likely to be interested in
selling their property. The newest owners, acquiring since 1998, were more apt than others to
express a strong likelihood of conserving their property in a formal program in the next five
years (19% versus 9% of earlier acquirers), and in developing their land (6% versus 2% of

earlier acquirers, significant at p=.1) — obviously, two quite different possible outcomes.

Table 6.16: Landowners' Near Term Intentions for Their Property*

Percent of owners stating that, in
the next five years, they are Percent S:I?;eggé
extremely likely to: 9
Hold land in current use 68% 346
Give some or all of parcel to family 15% 70

' Sell some or all of parcel 14% 70
Make use of a conservation program 11% 56
Buy adjacent land 9% 44
Develop land and sell land/structures 3% 17
Subdivide parcel 3% 15

* Percents tolal over 100 because owners may have multiple plans for their property
or may plan to split their parcel to carry out multjple plans.

Twenty-three percent of owners indicated that they were, at the time of the survey,
currently considering selling or giving away some or all of their parcels (as opposed to in the
next five years). For these owners, the primary motives were financial: the most important
factor in their decisions were receiving a good offer, their need for money, that they found
better investments elsewhere, or that they had identified tax advantages of selling/giving
away. Transferring land to children was also an important motivation. Non-financial lifecycle
issues and selling to assist a friend or neighbor were of least importance. Those considering

selling or giving land away now are more likely to have received offers on their land in the
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past year, and to have received offers in the past from those they know to have had an

interest in developing their land;* they are also less likely to live on their land.

The survey gathered some information on other factors influencing land decisions,
finding that the actions of nearby landowners and the presence of children in owners’
families were all of importance. Sixty-three percent of owners reported that they would
weigh a land use intended by a potential buyer of their land in their decision to sell. Several
policies and other factors external to the landowner were also important: respondents
reported that taxes (particularly the property tax, with lesser weight given to capital gains,
estate, and income taxes) and environmental regulations are particularly influential in their
decisions; zoning and subdivision regulations, development pressures, transportation access,
sewer and water access, and conservation programs are of moderate importance. The factor
of lowest importance to owners’ decisions was return on agriculture; it was only of high

importance to a small subset of owners including the group of full-time farmers and ranchers.

Within their own families, 38% of owners reported that they regularly analyze their
investments in land, with 23% having sought assistance at some point in doing so. Twenty
percent have utilized the services of an estate planner, with likelihood of having consulted an
estate planner increasing with parcel size. Seventy-eight percent of owners have children to
whom they would like to pass their land; 68% of these believe that their children will use the
land as it is currently used (13% refused to conjecture about this), suggesting that despite

% In general, about a third of owners have received offers from potential buyers of their land in the
past year. Twenty percent have at some point received offers from parties the owners believed to be
interested in developing the land. While not statistically significant, the different times at which owners
received these offers from developers is telling: Hays County owners reported receiving offers from
developers, on average, in 1989; Bastrop County owners reported receiving offers, on average, in
1991; and Caldwell owners report more recent activity from developers, beginning, on average, in
1997.
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development pressures on their land and opportunities for sale or development in the future,

most expect their land parcels to remain as their current use.

One-third of owners possess other land in the Austin metropolitan area (which
includes urbanized areas as well as the fringe), a median of 10 acres and an average of 56
acres.”® The vast majority of this land is owned for conducting agriculture, recreation, or a
residence. Of those who own multiple parcels, 23% indicated an interest in selling some of
this other land now. Significantly more of these would-be sellers are farmers or ranchers —
even though farmers and ranchers are significantly Jess likely to want to sell the parcel that

was the subject of the survey.

Most landowners do not participate actively in land markets. Aside from the parcel of
land that was the primary subject of the survey, 61% percent report that they “never” buy
land (retirees in particular were apt to state they never buy land); 30% buy on average only
once every six years. Seventy-five percent report that they “never” sell, with 19% selling on
average once every six years. (By profession, retirees report they seldom buy, those in non-
land intensive professions report they seldom sell; farmers/ranchers and real estate
professionals are more active buyers and sellers of land.) Sixteen percent of all owners report
they wish to buy other land now. The sense of activity and potential turnover of land comes
from a relatively small group of active owners (as found in Brown et al. (1981)) seeking to
sell land now or within five years, and from the 15% of owners wishing to give land to their

children in the next five years.

% Owners' other land holdings in the Austin metropolitan area ranged from 1 to 2122 acres, but to
derive the mean and median presented above, 4 parcels with acreages more than 2 standard
deviations from the mean were trimmed.
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C. Landowners’ Interests

As discussed in Chapter 3, Methodology, landowners were asked a series of questions
designed to reveal their subjective interests in land. The findings below indicate that all
landowners hold multiple interests in their land, and that non-financial interests, such as the
opportunity to enjoy natural amenities on one’s property such as scenery or open space, were

ranked as very important by the majority of landowners.

The survey did not gather data on objective interests. To assess objective interests,
very detailed information on a particular parcel of property would be needed to gauge all the
possible ways that that land could be used, and therefore to identify all the possible benefits
an owner might derive from it. It would be difficult, for instance, to gauge owners’ objective
interest in amenities on their property without data on the wildlife resident on and topography
of a particular parcel of land.”” Because of this difficulty, and more importantly, because
owners are likely to act on the interests that they acknowledge and value, my discussion

below is limited to subjective interests.

1.  Equity

Landownership provides owners with the potential to earn income at the time of a
land sale as a result of appreciating land values. Equity is “highly important” to 29% of

owners and “important” to another 23% as a reason for owning land, regardless of the

% The exception might be equity interests: we can presume (as did Davis 1991 in his study of urban
property) that all owners hold at least some equity in their property, and therefore objectively have an
equity interest. However, it is also relevant that only 29% of owners rank equity as a very important
benefit of ownership; the majority of owners are less interested in equity than in amenities on or near
their land, the legacy value of land, and in resources on their property.
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reported likelihood of an actual land sale. Twenty percent have actually received an offer on
their land from someone they knew or believed to want to develop their property, and those
currently considering selling their land name “received a good offer” as the most frequent

response to their motive for selling.

Potential income from the development and sale of land is a special case of the equity
interest. Nearly one-quarter of owners, 24%, reported that, at acquisition, they intended to
develop their land at some point in the future. Such intentions may have involved the
construction of a cabin or retirement home, or a large-scale subdivision that the owner would
develop and sell. Yet, as noted earlier, it appears that few landowners have undertaken the
latter, as few report having sold land. Only 10% rank the development potential of land as an
important or very important reason for owning, and only 3% report they are likely to develop

in the near future.

By type of owner, retirees are least interested in equity, while those engaged in
“other” professions rank it significantly more highly, as do those acquired in the mid-1990s
and those who own mid-sized parcels, ranging from 14 to 46 acres. Interestingly, those with
the largest parcels — and therefore, potentially the most impact on the landscape through their

land decisions — are /ess likely to rank equity as a very important or important reason to own.

In follow-up interviews, a number of owners expressed their awareness of the rising
land values in the immediate area of their land, yet reported they had no current plans to sell,
and had held off selling in previous years, for a number of reasons: owners wanted to use the
land for recreation or as a parcel to which to retire, despite rising land values; their children
were not yet grown and it was unclear whether or not they would want it in the future; one
owner noted that the land was “in the back of their minds” but not something regularly

considered; yet another stated that his land would not bring in a price high enough to
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compensate for the income he now makes on it. Owners do acknowledge there might be a
price at which they would sell, but could or did not name it. One landowner noted that if
prices went up “enough,” she “couldn’t afford not to sell. The question of owners’ sales

decisions is discussed in greater depth in Chapter 7.

2.  Liquidity

Liquidity encompasses the possibility of earning income on land through agriculture
or rents, selling it quickly for cash, or using it as financial leverage (such as for a loan or as a
tax shelter) (Davis 1991). As noted earlier, 39% earn income from their land, either through
farming, ranching, other rural uses, or rental of land for these purposes or for recreation or
residences. In most cases, this did not amount to significant amounts of income for owners,
although 20% ranked the income as a very important or important reason for owning land.
Those in Caldwell County, in areas of the fringe with weaker development pressures, and
part- or full-time farmers and ranchers are more likely to rank rural income as an important
reason to own. Far fewer owners were concerned with the potential to sell land quickly for

cash: only 10% ranked this as an important or very important motivation for owning it.

3. Use of Land as a Location for a Residence, Business, or Recreation

Ownership provides the opportunity to use land for a number of functions, and to
derive enjoyment and satisfaction from these uses on their property. As noted above, nearly
half of owners use land for their primary residence; these owners tend to be younger, less
well-educated, less wealthy, to own smaller parcels, to have acquired in the mid 1990s (at
p=.1 for date of acquisition), and to live in Hays County. Residents are also more likely to

use their land for recreation.
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Forty-three percent of owners use their land for recreation, and 31% rank recreation
as an important or very important reason for owning their land (18% rank it as very
important). Significantly more of these owners possess land in Hays County, are in non-land
intensive professions and are nof retired, and acquired their land in the 1990s. Owners
contacted for follow-up interviews suggested that recreation might take the form of hunting,
fishing, or horseback riding, but also of more passive pursuits, and some seemed to define the
labor they put in to clear woodland or mend fences as a form of recreation. Recreation,
appreciation of amenities, and care of natural resources overlap significantly, so I turn to

interests in amenities and natural resources next.

4. Use and Enjoyment of Amenities

Amenities on land, such as scenery and natural features, and in the area surrounding
land, such as schools and community services, as well as open space and natural resources,
are a major reason that Austin fringe landowners possess their land: 54% rank them as an
important or very important reason for owning land. Those ranking amenities highly tend to
have acquired more recently, to live on their land and to own in Hays County, and to be in
non-land intensive professions (retirees and farmers/ranchers are less likely to report caring
deeply amenities). Amenities are also more important to the owners of small parcels (under
the median of 14 acres). They are less important to owners in the Caldwell study area,
retirees, farmers/ranchers, nonresidents, owners of the largest parcels (over 47 acres), and

longer-term owners.

As noted earlier, amenities ranked as highly important in owners’ decisions to
purchase their particular parcels of land. Amenities on land overlap a good deal with owners’
interests in natural resources (since most amenities on fringe land are of the non-manmade

kind).

185



The Interests of Landowners on the Metropolitan Fringe

S. Protection and Appreciation of Natural Resources

Ownership may afford opportunities for owners to derive satisfaction from the
protection of natural resources (whether for the owners’ enjoyment or the public’s). Sixty-
three percent of owners report that protecting resources on their land is an important or very
important reason for owning their land. Residents tend to rank resources highly; while
nonresident owners, owners of the smallest parcels, and those who acquired their land in the

1980s rank resources significantly lower.

However, only 47% report that they are aware of programs sponsored by the federal,
state, or local government or nonprofit organizations help keep land in agricultural uses,
preserve the environment, or protect land from development (25% were not aware; another
29% responded that they did not know). As noted earlier, only 6% of owners (30 owners in
total) reported that some or all of their property is currently participating in a conservation
program, and most of these are to protect agricultural land uses as opposed to protecting
resources on land.”® The 30 owners involved in these programs overwhelmingly stated their
primary reasons for participation as the tax and monetary advantages the programs provide,
though several mentioned their desire to protect wildlife and habitat and to maintain

agricultural uses.

There are signs of greater interest in conservation programs among landowners.
Twenty-one percent of owners who are aware of conservation programs (a total of 47

owners) report that they are considering participating in a program now, and 11% of all

% Conservation questions seemed to elicit some confusion; 9% were not sure if they were
participating in a program or not. Interviewers read a lengthy description of the types of programs
considered “optional, voluntary conservation programs,” but it is likely that this description was not
sufficient for all owners.
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owners report that they are likely or very likely to participate in a conservation program in
the next five years. It is important that some of these owners may participate to protect their
land, but many may participate for financial return, such as through a tax break for keeping
land in agricultural use. Those who are aware of programs and nof considering them give
several reasons for not participating. Aside from owners who state that their land would not
qualify for programs, the most frequent reasons given are that they do not have enough
information about the programs (26 owners) or that they do not want to spend the time or

effort (13 owners).

The desire to protect natural resources as a reason for owning often overlaps with
other interests, such as recreation and appreciation of amenities. One owner reached in a
follow-up interview explained that the wildlife management work she performs on her
property, in fulfillment of a state wildlife program that grants her a tax break, is a form of
recreation. The program imposes certain responsibilities for maintenance and wildlife
protection, and the owner has planted oat for deer, built bird boxes, created brush piles for
small animals, and cleared trees as part of her program. She reports being “enamored” or her
land and her role in its management, and indeed, she describes it as a form of recreation,
rather than an obligation or a sense of moral responsibility (interestingly, this owner does not
see herself as an “environmentalist” despite the work she puts in on her land to protect
habitat and manage wildlife). Another owner reached in a follow-up interview expresses
deep appreciation for the resources on his property, noting that there are trees on his land
dating from a time before Christopher Columbus “even thought about getting on a ship” and
calling his land a “very, very special little zone” and “his own private park.” He clearly
appreciates these resources and they add to his enjoyment of recreation on his land

(overlapping with the amenity and recreation interests).
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6. Satisfaction, Identity, and Family Connections

The state of owning land may provide the owner with a sense of satisfaction, pride, or
pleasure and a sense of identity with the community surrounding their land. While the extent
of survey questions on these issues was limited, interviews provide some insight into owners’
emotional relationship with their land. Regarding the satisfaction and pride of ownership, one
owner described her ownership of recreation land as “a dream;” another, noted that, after the
work put into the property by his family through the years, the land is “part of all of us;” yet
another mentioned “we have a love for the properties we have bought,” and a fourth
mentioned that he “enjoys the results of what they have done on the land” and that he is
attached to it, noting “you feel at home.” These owners are expressing appreciation or love
for their land, but also the deep satisfaction and pride they derive from simply owning and

working their land.

Owners may also experience connections to family through their land ownership,
either to generations of family who have previously owned the land (nearly all the 21% who
inherited or received land as a gift received it from family, and may feel these connections),
or to children to whom owners wish to pass on their land (15% anticipate giving land to
children in the next five years, and 54% believe the possibility of passing land to children to
be an important or very important reason to own). Connections might be emotional; they may
also be of a financial nature as each generation passes wealth held in land to the next. As
noted earlier, most believe their children will use their land in the same way as it is currently
used, although several owners in follow-up interviews indicated more uncertainty about what
their children might do with the land upon receiving it through gift or inheritance, noting that
their children might sell it depending upon their plans, with one owner adding that it can be
difficult for siblings to share ownership or for parents to divide a parcel among children.

Nonetheless, many owners appear to want to give their children the option of owning, and
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will even defer decisions about land that they no longer actively use because their children

might one day want it.

7. Interests Over Time

In a survey conducted at a single point in time, it is difficult to assess how
landowners’ interests in Austin fringe land have changed over time. However, by asking
owners to recall their intentions at the time they acquired their land, and by engaging in
open-ended discussions with a handful of owners, some modest insights emerge. At
acquisition, those who intended agricultural or residential uses have been the most likely to
continue using their land in this way, with 84% of those intending agriculture and 84% of
those intending residential uses having these uses on their land now. Open and recreational
uses have been more changeable; only 61% and 65% of owners respectively who intended
these uses now utilize their land in these ways. One might suspect that longtime owners may
have been likely to alter their land uses over the years, but the survey results do not show any
differences among owners’ likelihood of maintaining their land in its originally intended use
by the year they acquired it. There are differences by county, with Hays owners tending to
maintain their original plans for residential and recreational use at higher rates than those in
Bastrop or Caldwell counties; and by means of acquisition, with inheritors less likely to
remain true to their original intentions to use land for open space or residential use. In
Chapter 7, I present more detail on this topic, discussing how and why interests change over
time and presenting a hypothesis of how interests changed, supported by additional data
gathered from the Austin survey. First, however, I turn to findings on owners’ attitudes

toward growth.
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D. Attitudes Toward Growth

Like personal characteristics such as stage of life or income, attitudes toward growth
are relevant to understanding owners’ interests and land decisions. As I discuss in greater
depth in Chapter 7, growth makes possible some objective interests: perhaps development in
the area raises land values, so that an owner’s land becomes more valuable, enhancing an
equity interest. Growth may also constrain an owner’s interests, making it more difficult to
realize income from agriculture, for example. Owners’ attitudes toward urbanization around
them may influence their particular subjective set and prioritization of interests, and
ultimately their land decisions: someone who perceives a growing sense of community and
higher quality of life from new development may find their interest in area amenities
enhanced, compared with someone whose attitude toward growth is that it is destructive to

the rural sense of place and natural environment.

Owners’ attitudes toward growth are connected to their perceptions of the changes
they have seen in their areas since acquiring their land. Therefore, it is worth noting that most
owners described their areas (defined as the 5-mile area surrounding their property), at
acquisition, as rural, but now the majority describes their surroundings as mostly rural, with
scattered suburban development, as seen in Table 6.17. Not surprisingly, owners’
descriptions vary by their location on the fringe, with the areas that have seen the least
development more likely to be described as rural, both at acquisition and now (Tables 6.18
and 6.19).
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Table 6.17: Owners' Descriptions of Areas Surrounding Their Property

Frequency,

Percent Unweighted
At acquisition, how would you describe the area around your property?
Rural 1% 358
Mostly rural, with scattered suburban 27% 145
development
Mostly suburban 2% 10
And how would you describe the area now?
Rural 38% 185
Mostly rural, with scattered suburban
deveI(prment 53% 216
Mostly suburban 9% 50

Table 6.18: Owners' Descriptions of Areas Surrounding Their Property,

by Area of Development Pressure

Areas of Intense Areas of Areas of Frequency,
Development Moderate Weak Unweighted
Pressure Development ; Development
Pressure Pressure
rea at acquisition:

Rural 56% 75% 78% 358
Mostly rural, with scattered suburban
develﬁ omert 41% 25% 19% 145
Mostly suburban 3% 0% 3% 10
Area now:
Rural 19% 1% 50% 185
Mostly rural, with scattered suburban
develg oment 64% 54% 45% 276
Mostly suburban 17% 5% 6% 50
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Table 6.19: Owners' Descriptions of Areas Surrounding Their Property, by County

Frequency,

Bastrop County %;ﬂ:&“ Hays County Unweighted
Area at acquisition:
Rural 1% 5% 671% 358
Mostly rural, with scattered suburban 0
development 26% 23% 32% 145
Mostly suburban 2% 3% 0% 10
Area now:
Rural 35% 48% 31% 185
Mostly rural, with scattered suburban o o
development 53% 46% 62% 276
Mostly suburban 12% 6% 8% 50

Landowners have identified signs of growth in even the most rural areas. Sixty-six
percent report that growth is a big topic among neighbors and elected officials in their areas
(including 30% of those in rural areas); 75% have seen land values higher than would
typically be seen in farm-to-farm sales (including 65% in rural areas); 53% have seen higher
value agriculture replacing existing farms or ranches (including 46% in rural areas); 64%
have noticed construction of new roads and sewer and water connections (including 48% in
rural areas); and 75% have seen new suburban style development on former ranches,
farmland, or open space (including 58% in rural areas). For those who describe their areas as
rural or semi-rural, 52% state that significant suburban growth in their areas is occurring
now, while 16% expect it to occur within the next five years and 14% expect it in six to ten
years. Only 6% believe significant growth will never occur in their areas. For those whose
areas are, according to their description, already “mostly suburbs,” 63% note that that growth

occurred in the past five years, 21% in the past six to ten years.”

2 Responses of “don’t know” were included in these counts, as in some cases they reached 10% of
respondents.
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When asked to name specific impacts of growth, positive or negative, the most often
named comments included increased traffic, population pressure on schools, rising land
values, increased property taxes, residential development evident on the landscape, strain on
infrastructure (including services, roads, and water supply), environmental effects (ranging
from increased noise, air, and light pollution to loss of wildlife habitat), and loss of rural
character and scenery. Overall, the majority of owners feel that growth has detracted from the
character of their communities; however, both those who have seen growth occur and those
who are still in rural areas of the fringe are mixed on the impact of growth on the sense of
community in their areas and their own quality of life. (Landowners who have not yet seen
signs of growth in their areas (e.g. higher land values, higher value agriculture, new
infrastructure to support development, and new development itself), a group of only 27
survey respondents, are slightly more optimistic about growth’s effects than those who have
witnessed these signs.) These findings suggest that owners are very aware of the up- and
down-sides of development in their areas; that while the environmental quality, open space
and scenery, and ease of conducting agriculture are likely to decline with additional
development, and taxes are likely to rise, land values and, in some cases, their alternatives for

how they use their land, may increase, potentially providing them with some benefits.
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Table 6.20: Owners' Opinions About the Effects of Growth*

Continued growth in the aners whc_) have |Owners wh_o have
: ) witnessed signs of | not seen signs of
area will likely: growthintheir | growth in their
areas areas
Frequency, unweighted
488 21
Land values Increase 87% 11%
Decrease 2% -
Growth will not affect 6% 2%
Property taxes Increase 87% 79%
Decrease 1% -
Growth will not affect 8% 2%
Options for what you can do with |Increase 35% 1%
your land Decrease 25% 15%
Growth will not affect 32% 43%
Ease of conducting agriculture  |Increase 9% 3%
Decrease 54% 39%
Growth will not affect 28% 58%
Open space/scenery in area Increase 8% 5%
Decrease 1% 43%
Growth will not affect 17% 49%
Environmental quality in area  {Increase 12% 12%
Decrease 59% 49%
Growth will not affect 22% 39%
Sense of community in area Increase 35% 24%
Decrease 28% 18%
Growth will not affect 26% 49%
Quality of life Increase 21% 6%
Decrease 39% 39%
Growth will not affect 35% 55%

*"Don't know” and "refused” responses were included in calculations, so responses may not total 100%.

E. Conclusion: Owners in Aggregate

The Austin-area research presented above revealed that Austin fringe landowners are

overwhelmingly individuals and families. They are less racially diverse, wealthier, and have
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more education than the general population. Yet these owners are nonetheless a widely
varying collection of professional farmers and ranchers, hobby farmers and ranchers, urban-
oriented professionals, and retirees; indeed, they are more diverse than might be expected
from the physical appearance of the fringe, which is predominately rural and largely
undeveloped in appearance. Landowners differ in their characteristics, behaviors, and
interests by their location: Caldwell County owners are more rural-oriented and Hays County
owners more urban-oriented, as described by parcel size, land uses, professions, and other
demographic characteristics, and Bastrop owners generally fall between the two extremes.
Owners differ by the size of their land parcels, with larger parcels more likely to be held by
wealthier, longtime owners who are older and retired or farmers/ranchers or retired. By
tenure, newer owners are concentrated in Hays and Bastrop Counties on smaller parcels,
longer-term owners are more likely to own in Caldwell County. By residency, owners who
reside on their parcels tending to be younger, less wealthy, and to own smaller parcels with

higher percents of the land devoted to open space than nonresidents.

All landowners hold a range of interests in their property, the vast majority holding
both financial and non-financial interests. Of all the interests ranked by survey respondents
(equity, liquidity, rural income, development, amenity, resources, recreation, and legacy®),
equity, resources, amenities, and legacy received the highest ratings; more owners gave
resources and legacy their highest rankings than other interests. These interests are described

in greater detail in the next section of this chapter.

The data reveal that ownership of fringe land is rapidly changing: one-quarter of

parcels have turned over in the five years preceding the survey, and nearly 30% anticipate

% Survey respondents were not asked to rank emotional interests, and the use of land as a location
for various activities was not ranked but was tracked with yes/no questions.
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selling some or all of their land or giving .land to children in the next five years. The
newcomers profess less intent to hold their land for lengthy periods, and are more likely to
state either that they wish to develop their land, or that they are likely to conserve it in some
kind of conservation program. Despite the sense that the fringe is on the verge of even
greater change, however, the group of owners remains quite diverse, with even newcomers
involving themselves in traditional rural activities like professional farming or ranching. To
try to understand this paradox, and to understand the relation between interests and owners’
characteristics and behaviors more fully, I next explore sub-groups of owners within the

Austin fringe according to their interests in land.

II. Landowner Orientations

The variation within the group of individual and family owners is much greater and
more interesting than might be expected from findings reported in previous research, in large
part because prior research has focused more on differences among major groups of owners
such as owner-users, investors, and developers, rather than exploring the diversity within
individual and family owners. Exploring differences among owners presents some
challenges, which I discuss in Section A below. I then turn to a description of three main
types of individual and family owners: agriculture-oriented, enjoyment-oriented, and
investment-oriented owners. As I discuss in Section B, these three owner orientations
describe owners with strong interests in cultivating, recreating on and otherwise enjoying,

and investing in their land.
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A. The Challenge of Categorizing Owners

The aggregate data described in the first part of this chapter provides a high-level
picture of the landowners of the Austin fringe. As was suggested by that overview, there are
significant differences within this large group of individual and family owners in terms of
owners’ characteristics, their behavior, and their interests in land. Developing a more detailed
understanding of fringe landowners requires an exploration of those differences and the
organization of owners into narrower categories of landowner types. Categorizing owners,
however, presents two challenges. First, while categories allow us to simplify complex and
abundant data, there is the risk that overly broad categories will obscure the subtleties of
individual owners’ identities, experiences, and interests that make the study of fringe
landowners compelling (and the opposite is also true: too many categories may capture subtle
differences, but without the benefit of condensing the data). Indeed, my hypothesis, that
owners have multiple interests in their land, made the organization of the data into specific

categories particularly complicated.

A second challenge is that the categories of owners in existing literature (e.g. farmer,
investor, developer, homeowner) did not match what I found in my data: nearly all of the
landowners surveyed in Austin were farmers and other rural “users” of land, with no
professional developers and few easily identified as having a primary concern with land
investment — although two-thirds expressed an interest in the investment potential of their
land. These preexisting categories, therefore, did not provide much insight into my topic —
owners’ sets of complex and, at times, conflicting interests in land — requiring the

development of a new set of owner categories.

As I analyzed the survey data, I sought to develop categories that spoke to my

research interests in why owners possess land and in what benefits they derive from
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ownership. I first conducted a factor analysis on owners’ stated values (in which they
reported the importance, on a numerical scale, of various reasons for owning their land)
successfully reducing the survey data to three general groups of landowner interests relating
to 1) enjoyment of the land (e.g. the owners placed high value on natural resources,
amenities, and recreation); 2) agriculture (e.g. the owner placed high value on income from
agriculture, natural resources, and legacy for children); 3) and investment, liquidity, and
development income (e.g. the owner placed high value on income from these sources). This
offered a good starting point. However, additional analyses of the data revealed that stated
values do not always relate to actual behaviors or owners’ identities. For example, two-thirds
of professional farmers and ranchers ranked highly on the agricultural factor, indicating they
have strong values related to rural income, natural resources, and passing land to children,
while one-third of professional farmers and ranchers ranked agriculture-oriented interests as
neutral or not important to their ownership of land. Furthermore, many owners ranked highly
on multiple factors — ranking agriculture and enjoyment, or enjoyment and investment,
equally highly. Thus, the single factor analysis conducted on stated values was not sufficient
by itself to classify owners’ interests and identities accurately. Yet when I attempted
additional factor analyses using variables relating to behaviors, decision-making, and
identities, the results were nonsensical or failed to add a deeper level of insight.*! I therefore
applied my knowledge of the data, the results of the successful factor analysis on stated
interests, existing literature, and knowledge of the Austin area to a more intuitive approach.

Using the agriculture, enjoyment, and investment factors suggested by the factor analysis, I

% One reason the factor analyses proved unsuccessful may be that the same values, demographic
variables, and behavior variables often loaded highly on multiple factors; indeed, this occurred even
in the successful factor analysis of owners’ stated values, where “equity” and “natural resources”
values loaded on multiple factors. This is consistent with my hypothesis that while we might be able to
identify general types of owners, each type has multiple, complex interests, some of which are
shared, to different degrees, with other types.
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used seven additional variables to create three categories that I then compared and contrasted.
I call the categories “orientations,” as they are not mutually exclusive or strictly defined by

single criteria such as profession. The orientations are as follows:

. Agriculture-oriented owners: defined as those whose primary profession is farming or
ranching, those who farm or ranch part-time for profit, and those who lease their land
to others to farm or ranch;

. Enjoyment-oriented owners: defined as those who recreate on their land, rank
recreation as highly important to why they own, or rank amenities as highly important
to why they own;

. Investment-oriented owners: defined as those who rank the potential to build equity in

their land as highly important to why they own; within this group I distinguish those
with a strong interest in equity from those more actively interested in developing their
property.

Owners in the three orientations exhibited strongly significant differences in
demographics, past buying and selling behavior, current land uses and parcel sizes, plans,
decision-making factors, and stated interests, according to analyses of variance tests.
However, as noted above, the three orientations are not mutually exclusive: it is possible and,
in many cases, probable, that owners fall into two or even all three categories, depending on
the range and strength of their interests in cultivating, enjoying, and investing in their land. It
should also be noted that these groupings might be improved with additional qualitative
research: detailed interviews might yield better criteria for grouping owners, since the survey
did not capture the depth of landowners’ attachments to their land, and variance in emotional
ties would be useful in differentiating owners, understanding their portfolios of interests, and
ultimately in helping to explain their decisions. I discuss these emotional ties in more detail

in the next chapter; however, this is clearly an area for future research.
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While the three orientations highlight the major interests in land held by owners in the
Austin fringe, they are necessarily broad, and there is a good deal of diversity within each
orientation. I therefore examined each category further, using means tests to assess statistical
differences within each of the three groups, focusing as I did in Section I of this chapter on
owners’ characteristics, behaviors and plans, interests, and attitudes toward growth. I then
explored differences by several other criteria: location on the fringe, the extent of owners’
participation in agriculture (within the agriculture-oriented orientation), and owners’ interest
in land development (within the agriculture-oriented orientation). I analyzed how owners
falling into multiple orientations differed from those described by only one. Finally, as in the
earlier portion of this chapter, I investigated the differences among owners in each category
by parcel size, residency (whether or not the owner resides on the parcel), and tenure of

ownership.

B.  Agriculture-Oriented Owners

Agriculture-oriented owners include those who farm or ranch for profit, those who
lease their land for others to farm or ranch, and those who otherwise earn some income from
rural uses on their land (such as hunting or fishing); 40% (n=196) owners can be described
by this orientation. More than other owners, agriculture-oriented owners are interested in
earning rural income on their land. They are also more concerned with intergenerational
relationships, inheriting land at greater rates and expressing more interested in passing their
properties to their children. They are less interested than other owners in potentially gaining

equity from the sale of their land or from its development.**

32 Note that numerous survey respondents described themselves as “hobby farmers.” | have not
considered them to be agriculture-oriented owners, as their connection to agriculture is less a money-
making venture than it is for those who farm or ranch their property, or lease it to others for these
uses, and more of a hobby from which they gain personal satisfaction and enjoyment.
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Most agriculture-oriented owners’ property is located in the least developed county,
Caldwell: over 50% of agriculture-oriented owners are in Caldwell County; 32% is in
Bastrop, and just 16% in Hays County. In all counties, agricultural owners are concentrated
in the least developed areas, in the moderate and weak development areas, with fewer in the

areas of intense development pressure.

Demographically, agriculture-oriented owners tend to be older (with a median age of
58 at the time of the study, compared to 54 for all others). Agriculture-oriented owners are
significantly less likely to be college graduates than other owners. Ninety-two percent are
white, similar to other owners, and 68% are male, which is significantly higher than the rate
for other owners. Like the average landowner sampled, their income is, on average, between
$50,000 and $75,000. Agriculture-oriented owners are less likely than other owners to hold
mortgages on their property, and 24% report net worths of over $1 million (compared to 12%
of all others). There is no statistically significant difference between agriculture-oriented
owners and others in the percent of net worth held in land, although agriculture-oriented
owners possess larger parcels (with a median size of 46 acres, compared to a median of 10
acres for all others), so that their absolute net worth in land is higher. Not surprisingly, the
vast majority of agriculture-oriented owners’ parcels are in agricultural use (94% of the land
owned by agriculture-oriented owners is in farming or ranching use, versus 68% for others),
with much lower percentages in open or residential use. Agriculture-oriented owners are

significantly less likely to utilize their property for recreation.
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Table 6.21: Agriculture-Oriented Owners’ Characteristics and Land uses

Agriculture-
Oriented All Others | Frequency,
Owners Unweighted
Percent/Mean | Percent/Mean
Demographic Characteristics
Mean age 58 54 513
Percent college graduates 53% 60% 501
Percent white 92% 92% 505
Percent male 68% 52% 512
Average income $50-$75k $50-7%5k 512
Average net worth in land (refusals included in percentages) 42% 48% 512
Land Uses and Parcel Size
Percent of total land owned by type of owner in agricultural use 94% 68% 513
Percent of total land owned by type of owner in open use 3% 22% 513
Percent of total land owned by type of owner in residential use 2% 1% 513
Percent of owners using land for recreation 37% 471% 510
Median parcel size 46 10 502

Although it might be expected that agriculture-oriented owners acquired land earlier

than other owners, statistically, there are no significant differences between agriculture-

oriented owners and others in the mean year of acquisition; the median year in which

agriculture-oriented owners acquired their land was 1990, compared to 1991 for all other

owners. Agriculture-oriented owners were more likely to have inherited their land (31%,

compared to 13% of all others), suggesting that at least some of these owners potentially

have strong emotional ties to their land through the chain of family ownership.

For those who acquired their land through purchase, agriculture-oriented owners were
more likely to locate their land through informal methods, such as family and friends, and
less likely through a broker. Purchasers reported that suitability for agriculture was the most
important consideration in their decision to acquire their parcel of land; amenities in the area
and suitability for family rated lower for these owners than for all other owner types. At

acquisition, most agricultural owners intended to use their land for farming or ranching, and a
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significantly lower percentage than other owner types anticipated developing their land in the
future. Over half of agriculture-oriented owners reported that the potential to aggregate a
larger parcel was very important, compared to 34% of others; indeed, a higher percentage
have used multiple transactions to amass a larger land parcel during the course of their

ownership.

Table 6.22: Land Acquisition by Agriculture-Oriented Owners

0 ri:%:f: I(t)l‘:;ﬁ ers All Others Freqqency,
unweighted
Percent Percent
Acquired through inheritance/gift* 31% 13% 512
Acquired through purchase 11% 87%
Utilized multiple transactions to amass larger parcel 19% 11% 513
At acquisition intended to use land for agriculture 85% 36% 509
At acquisition intended to maintain land in open use 24% 41% 504
At acquisition intended to use land for residence 36% 10% 507
At acquisition intended to use land for recreation 30% 37% 510
At acquisition intended to develop parcel in the future 15% 29% 498
At acquisition considered future acquisition of nearb
parce?s to be very important ! ! 45% 34% 513
At acquisition, intended to hold for 10 years or more 89% 85% 504

* Percents may exceed 100% because some used multiple methods to acquire land.

Forty-one percent of agriculture-oriented owners posses other land in the metro area,
significantly higher than other owners; 45% of agriculture-oriented owners with other land
possess it for recreation or residence, while 40% own it for agriculture (compared to 6% of

all others who possess multiple parcels).

Agriculture-oriented owners describe themselves as selling land more frequently in
general, although only 12% have previously sold off or given away a portion of their parcel,
not significantly different from the 8% of all other owners. However, a significantly lower

percentage are interested in selling land now (18% versus 26% of others), and only 12%
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believe they are likely to sell their parcel in the next five years (versus 16% of all others).
Agriculture-oriented owners are more likely to want to give their land away, however: 22%
report that they are very likely to give some or all of their land to children in the next five
years, which is again a significantly higher rate than other owners. These owners are also
more active buyers of land: they are currently more interested in buying other land in the
metro area, are more likely to buy adjacent land in the next five years, and report buying
more frequently in general. In summary, the owners of farm and ranchland are not
necessarily actively divesting their land holdings, as one might expect; certainly some are
seeking to sell their land or plan to do so in the near future, potentially providing the land for
new residential subdivisions or commercial development, but the majority do not plan to do

SO.

In terms of interests, agriculture-oriented owners are less likely to reside on their
property (41% versus 55% of others). They recreate less, as noted above, but rank the
importance of recreation similarly to others. Agriculture-oriented owners rank amenities as
less important to why they own; they rank the possibility of protecting resources on their
property similarly to others. Sixty-three percent rank the potential to build equity on their
property as important/very important and a small portion rank the potential to earn income
through development or by selling land quickly for cash (liquidity) as important/very
important; all of these results are similar to those for other owners. Agriculture-oriented
owners rank the potential to pass land to heirs more highly than do others, and indeed are
more likely to plan to do so in the near future. Not surprisingly, nearly three-quarters of
agriculture-oriented owners earn income from their land, although it is notable that this
amounts on average to only 10% of the landowners’ annual income — compared to 23% for
non-agriculture owners who earn income from their property (perhaps because agricultural

owners do possess other parcels at higher rates, and earn income from other parcels).
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Agriculture-oriented owners are more likely to rank the potential to earn income from their

land from rural sources as more important than others.

Table 6.23: Agriculture-Oriented Owners’ Interests in Land
Agriculture-
(())rlented All Others Frequency,
wners )
Interest Unweighted
Percent/ | Percent/
Mean Mean
Residence Reside on property 41% 55% 512
At acquisition, intended to reside on property 36% 70% 507
Recreation iRecreate on property 37% 47% 510
(I?Ve\llﬂ:(n;ecreatlon as important/very important reason for 33% 259 507
At acquisition, intended to recreate on property 30% 37% 510
Amenities Rank enjoyment of amenities as important/very important 44% 62% 503
reason for owning
Ranked amenities as very important/ important reason for o
purchasing parcel (purchasers only) 37% 57% 122
Natural ~ Rank protecting natural resources on land as o 0
resources important/very important reason for owning 68% 62% 505
Equity Rank potential to build equity in land as important/very o 0
important reason for owning 52% 51% 506
Liquidity Rank liquidity as important/very important reason for 99% 10% 511
owning
Legacy  Rank potential to pass land to heirs as important/very o
important reason for owning 62% 49% ST
Eeport they are very likely to give land to children in next 22% 1% 506
ive years
Rural Ran_k rural income as important/very important reason for 1% 12% 503
income  jowning
Earn income from land 1% 17% 512
Develop- Rank development income as important/very important 8% 10% 506
ment reason for owning
income At acquisition, Intended eventual development of parcel 15% 29% 498
Report they are very likely to develop land in next five years 2% 4% 510

* Defined as potential to sell land quickly for cash.
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Within the group of agriculture-oriented owners, owners vary in their demographic
characteristics, behaviors, and interests along several dimensions: the extent of their
participation in agriculture, the size of their land parcel, whether their residence is on the
property or elsewhere, their tenure, and whether the agriculture-oriented owner is also

enjoyment- or investment-minded.

1. Participation in Agriculture

Agriculture-oriented owners have a range of involvement in agriculture, including as
full-time farmers and ranchers, part-time farmers and ranchers, and leasers. Full-time
farmers and ranchers are most dedicated to earning income from their property. Although
the literature predicts that they are likely to have the longest tenure, they have owned no
longer than the average owner surveyed or other agriculture-oriented owners, though they are
more likely to have inherited land. That there is barely any difference in acquisition dates
between farmers and ranchers and other owners is unexpected, given that previous literature
suggests that farmers and ranchers are the “original” fringe owners, owning before (and
selling to) investors, developers, and more urban-oriented newcomers (e.g. Brown et al.1981,
Pond and Yeates 1994a).

Full-time farmers and ranchers are less likely than other agriculture-oriented owners,
and all other owners, to anticipate selling their land in the next five years. A significantly
higher percentage, however, are actively interested in acquiring more land in the metro area
(28% versus 11% of all others), and they are also significantly higher than all other
agriculture-oriented owners in planning to acquire adjacent land in the next five years, data
that belies the literature’s stereotype of farmers/ranchers as major sellers of land into the

development process.
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Full-time farmers and ranchers are wealthier than other agriculture-oriented owners;
nearly half have $1 million on more in net worth, compared to 18% for part-time
farmer/ranchers and leasers. Full-time farmer/ranchers are much more likely to be men (86%
versus 63% for all others). Over half of full-time farmers and ranchers own other parcels in
the Austin metro area, a higher rate than for all other owners and all other agriculture-

oriented owners. Most of this additional land is used for agricultural purposes.

In terms of interests, full-time farmers and ranchers are similar to their other
agriculture-oriented counterparts in their ranking of amenities as less important than all other
owners. While they rank protection of natural resources highly, a significantly lower
percentage of full-time farmers and ranchers are aware of conservation programs operating in
their areas. Full-time farmers and ranchers place a higher importance on rural income than
other agriculture-oriented owners, and 90% earn income from their land, compared to 67% of
other agriculture-oriented owners. In their ranking of the importance of recreation, equity,
development income, and legacy, farmer/ranchers rank similarly to other agriculture-oriented
owners, and they are just as likely to live on their property as their other agriculture-oriented

counterparts.

Part-time farmers and ranchers have a less intense relationship to agriculture.
Overall, they have about the same amount of land in agriculture, but it represents smaller
percentages of their parcels than is true of other agriculture-oriented owners, and they have
more land in open space or idle use. A higher percentage of part-time farmers and ranchers
reside on their property, 53% versus 33% of others, and they are also more likely to recreate
on their land. Part-time farmers and ranchers are the youngest of the agriculture-oriented
owners (with a median age of 55). They are also active buyers, with a third looking to buy
land in the metro area at the time of the survey, and a higher percentage reporting buying in

general more frequently.
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Leasers are those who lease some or all of their land (an average of 94% of their
parcels) for others to farm or ranch.*® Nearly all of their property is, on average, in
agricultural use; only 1% is reported in open use. Most leasers appear not to have planned to
farm or ranch their own land; from the start, over two-thirds report they were interested in
leasing their land to others. In general, leasers are, like full-time farmers and ranchers, more
likely to have inherited land. They are less likely to own other land in the metro area, but also
less likely to live on their parcel, suggesting that at least some of them reside full-time
outside the metropolitan area. They do, however, use their leased land more for recreation
than other agriculture-oriented owners. Leasers are more interested in selling land, and,
unlike full- and part-time farmer/ranchers, they are less frequent buyers and less interested in
buying land now. They rank natural resources, equity, and rural income less highly than other
owners. This generally lower ranking on several interests may be related to the fact that 43%
of leasers are retired: retirees in the survey sample tended, on average, to rank a/l interests

about which the survey inquired lower than non-retirees.

In summary, full-time farmers and ranchers are most intensely involved in agriculture
and most interested in the income they earn from it. Part-time farmers and ranchers are more
likely to reside and recreate on their property in addition to conducting agriculture for profit.
Leasers are, like farmers and ranchers, older and more likely to have inherited their land, but,
like part-time farmers and ranchers, are more interested in recreation on their property; and
are least likely to live on their property. Full- and part-time farmers and ranchers are more
interested in acquiring land than selling it, while leasers express more interest in selling land

now, particularly other land they own in the metropolitan area.

% While full- and part-time farmers and ranchers may also lease some of their land to others, they are
not included here.
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2. Residence

Agriculture-oriented owners who reside on their properties tend to live in more
developed areas of the fringe and are more likely to farm or ranch only part-time, while
otherwise engaged in a non-agricultural profession. Residents have a greater appreciation for
amenities and services in their area. In contrast, nonresidents are more likely to have
inherited their property from family and to lease it to others to farm or ranch. Buying and
selling behaviors differ only slightly by residence, with nonresidents more interested in
selling other land in the metro area now, and residents more interested in acquiring land

adjacent to their parcel in the next few years.

3. Parcel Size

The median parcel size of all agricultural owners is 30 acres. Dividing agriculture-
oriented owners into two groups, those with 30 or fewer acres, and those with more than 30
acres, we find some significant differences in owner characteristics. In general, smaller
parcel owners are younger (by an average of eight years); more likely to be involved in
agriculture on a part-time basis, and less likely to lease their land to others, than other
agriculture-oriented owners; and more likely to own in the two more developed corridors
studied, Bastrop and Hays counties. They rank amenities more highly than large parcel
owners, and more acquired their land via purchase than inheritance. Small parcel owners are
newer owners: their median year of acquisition was 1994, versus 1985 for those with parcels

over 30 acres.
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4, Tenure

As noted in the previous paragraph, newer owners to the fringe possess smaller
parcels and are themselves younger. There are, however, no differences in tenure among
agriculture-oriented owners by their involvement in agriculture (i.e., whether they are full or
part time farmers or ranchers or leasers), by residency, or by their location on the fringe (as
there are differences by tenure and location for all owners in aggregate, as described in the

previous section).

C. Enjoyment-Oriented Owners

The majority of landowners, 71% of those surveyed, fall in the enjoyment-orientation,
defined as those who recreate on their land, give recreation a rank of four or five a scale of
one to five as a reason they own their property, and/or give enjoyment of amenities a rank of
four or five.** As I discuss in more detail at the end of this chapter, there is considerable
overlap with the agriculture-orientation: 36% of enjoyment-oriented owners are also
agriculture-oriented. Enjoyment-oriented owners are spread throughout all three counties, but
are most likely to be found in Hays County, the most developed and, by many accounts,
scenic of the areas around Austin, and less likely than others to own in Caldwell County, the

most agricultural and least developed of the counties.

Enjoyment-oriented owners are younger on average than other owners, with a median

age of 53 at the time of the survey, versus 62 for all others. Enjoyers are more likely than

¥ Note that, when only those who gave the highest rank, a five, were included as enjoyment-oriented
owners, there were few differences. Slightly fewer owners qualified as enjoyment-oriented, 61%
versus 71%. The same demographic differences between enjoyment-oriented and other owners,
discussed in the next paragraph, were statistically significant, but were slightly less dramatic.
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others to live on their property (55% do, versus 36% of all others); they are also more likely
to be college graduates (61% versus 49% of all others). Enjoyment-oriented owners are more
likely to hold mortgages on their property, perhaps because they acquired their parcels more
recently than other owners: the median year of acquisition was 1992, while the median for all

others was 1984.

Since more recent acquisitions of land are generally smaller, it is not surprising that
enjoyment-oriented owners possess smaller parcels than other owners: the median size is 12
acres, compared to 25 for all others (with a mean size of 36 acres versus 55). About one-half
of each parcel is, on average, in agricultural use, with about 30% of this acreage leased to
others; 30% is in open space; and 20% is in residential use. Eighteen percent inherited their
land. For those who purchased their property, price and suitability of the land and home for
family ranked as the most important factors in deciding upon the specific parcel. The length
of the commute, although slightly less important to enjoyers than price and suitability for

family, was still ranked significantly higher by enjoyers than by others.

Enjoyment-oriented owners are slightly less interested in selling or giving away all or
part of their land in the next five years (significant at p=.1). They report no differences from
others in past selling behavior, but are more likely to report that, if they had an offer on their
property, they would consider the intentions of the buyer of their land before making a sale.
They are, in general, more active buyers, although they express no greater inclination to

purchase additional land in the near future.

Regarding their interests (see Table 6.24 below), enjoyment-oriented owners by
definition place greater importance on recreation and amenities. As noted above, they are
more likely to reside on their property. They also place higher importance on the protection
of natural resources, and 70% report knowledge of conservation programs working in their

areas. Fewer earn income from their land, compared to non-enjoyment owners; however,
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there is no difference in the importance enjoyers place on that income. Enjoyment-oriented
owners place greater importance than other owners on the potential of building equity in
their land, and slightly lower importance on liquidity. They are not any more likely to state
intentions to develop their land, but they report being influenced in their land decisions by
neighbors’ decisions, development pressures, zoning, environmental regulations, taxes, and
transportation access to greater extents than are other owners. Regarding legacy, they are
similar to all other owners, with 80% wanting to pass land to children; 80% of these believe
those children will use land similarly to its current uses, and 20% have used the services of
an estate planner. Enjoyment owners are more likely, however, to rank heirs as an important
reason for owning: 67% (versus 57%) rank the possibility of passing land to children as

important or very important.

Within the enjoyment orientation, there are significant differences between those who
own small and large parcels, those who are also agriculture-oriented, those who are resident

and nonresident, and longtime owners and newcomers.

1. Parcel Size

The median parcel size of enjoyment-oriented owners is 12 acres. I divided the group
into those at the median or below, and those above. Owners of smaller parcels own land in
more developed, high-amenity areas. More of their land is in open space and less in
agriculture, and they are more likely to live on their land. Amenities are more important to
them. Owners of larger parcels are conversely located in less developed portions of the
fringe; they are older and more likely to be involved in agriculture professions. They are
more likely to use land for farming or ranching, and more likely to have inherited their
property. In the past, owners of large parcels have been more active sellers of land, but are

now more interested in purchasing new properties. They rank natural resources and rural
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income more highly, and are more likely to use advisors and estate planners to make land

decisions.

Table 6.24: Enjoyment-Oriented Owners' Interests in Land

years

Enjoyment-
Oriented | All Others
0 Frequency,
wners :
Interest Unweighted
Percent/ | Percent/
Mean Mean
Residence |Reside on property 55% 36% 513
At acquisition, intended to reside on property 61% 46% 510
Recreation Recreate on property (one of the conditions for inclusion o
in enjoyment-orientation) 60% 0% 513
At acquisition, intended to recreate on property 44% 8% 513
Amenities Rank enjoyment of amenities as important/very
important reason for owning (one of the conditions for 71% 0% 506
inclusion in enjoyment-orientation)
Ranked amenities as very important/ important reason 62% 22% 424
for purchasing parcel (purchasers only)
Natural Rank protecting natural resources on land as important/
resources very important reason for owning 72% 46% 508
Equity Rank potential to build equity in land as important/very o o
important reason for owning ST% 3%% 509
Liquidity Ran!< liquidity as important/very important reason for 8% 13% 514
owning
Legacy Rank potential to pass Ia[Id to heirs as important/very 50%" 56% 514
important reason for owning
Report they are very likely to give land to children in next 13%" 20% 509
five years
_Rural Rank ru_ral income as important/very important reason 25% 18% 506
income for owning
Earn income from land 34% 51% 515
Develop-  Rank development income as important/very important 6%
ment reason for owning ° 11% 509
income At acquisition, Intended eventual development of parcel 26% 17% 501
Report they are very likely to develop land in next five 3% 19 513

* Defined as potential to sell land quickly for cash.

213



The Interests of Landowners on the Metropolitan Fringe

2. Residence

Enjoyment-oriented owners differ significantly by whether or not they make their
primary residence on their land. Those that do are appear more urban-oriented: they are more
likely to live in more developed portions of the fringe, are younger, own less land, are more
likely to hold mortgages on their land, and acquired only slightly more recently (1990 versus
1988, significant at p=.1). In acquiring their land, the length of the commute was more
important to these owners, and amenities in general are more important: fully 84% of
resident enjoyers rate them as an important or very important reason for owning. In contrast,
nonresident enjoyers own larger parcels (49 acres versus 26 on average, with a median of 21
acres versus 10 for resident enjoyers) in more moderate and weakly developing areas of the
fringe, and they own more land in general: nearly half hold other parcels in the metro area.
They are older, wealthier, and more educated, and are more actively looking to buy and sell
land now: 27% want to sell their parcel now, as opposed to 17% of residents, and 22% are
looking to buy other land in the metro area, compared to 12% of resident enjoyers. More
nonresidents acquired their land with the intention of using it for recreation, but there is no
difference in recreational use between resident and nonresident enjoyers. Although their
ownership of more land and their desire to buy and sell might indicate owners more
interested in the equity potential of their property, they profess no greater concern for equity

or liquidity than resident enjoyers.

3. Tenure

It has been noted that owners who acquired earlier tend to have larger parcels of land.
For enjoyment-oriented owners, this holds true, but there is a sharp distinction between the
earliest owners and all other enjoyment-oriented owners: those who acquired before 1980

have an average of 56 acres, and all owners acquiring after, whether in the 1980s have less
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than half that size parcel. The data also reveal that the newest owners are some of the most

interested in giving away or selling their land, and in buying other landing the metro area

now, as shown in Table 6.25.

Table 6.25: Likely Plans in Next Five Years

Acquired | Acquired | Acquired | Acquired
<1980 | 1981-1990 | 1991-1998 | 1999-2002
Likely to sell in next five years 10% 10% 12% 18%
Likely to give land to children in next five years | 24% 6% 10% 13%
Interested in buying other land in the metro o o o o
area now 1% 13% 20% 24%

D. Investment-Oriented Owners

Investment-oriented owners, 52% of the sample, are the most difficult of all the types
to describe, as those with a high reported interest in building equity in their land run the
spectrum from farmers to new urban-oriented commuters, and are located in all parts of the
fringe. They are, however, younger by four years than other owners, and the median date of
acquisition was 1992, compared to 1990 for all others, so that most acquired about the same
time as enjoyment-oriented owners. While they do not use their land any differently or own
any more of it, they do hold slightly more net worth in their land (49% of their net worth, as
opposed to 42% for all other types of owners, significant at p=.1). More investment-oriented
owners are interested in selling land now (27% versus 19% of all others. Investment-oriented
owners tend to see more importance for their own land decisions in their neighbors’
decisions, development pressures, taxes, environmental regulations, zoning, sewer and water
access, transportation access to land, and availability of conservation programs. They are also
more likely to rate all interests highly: amenities, rural income, legacy, development,

liquidity, recreation, and natural resources. It appears that investment-oriented owners are
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generally high-interest owners, seeing the value in many aspects of owning land; it is unclear,
however, if these owners see amenities or rural income through a different lens than other
owners, as contributing to the financial value of the property, as opposed to contributing to
their enjoyment of the land. However, that these owners rank legacy highly, and state in
similar proportions to other owners that they have children to whom they would like to pass
their land, is telling: though the legacy interest might mean keeping wealth in the family, it
has no market value (unlike scenery or arability, for example), suggesting that at least some

of these interests are not viewed through a development-oriented lens.

216



Chapter 6: The Landowners of the Austin Fringe

Table 6.26: Investment-Oriented Owners’ Interests in Land

Investment-
(g\:::et:sd All Others Frequency,
Interest Unweighted|
Percent/ Percent/
Mean Mean
Residence |Reside on property 49% 49% 506
At acquisition, intended to reside on property 59% 54% 506
Recreation [Recreate on property 46% 40% 506
At acquisition, intended to recreate on property 35% 34% 503
menities  |Rank enjoyment of amenities as important/very
f\ limportant reason for owning 65% 4% 502
Ranked amenities as very important/ important reason
for purchasing parcel (purchasers only) 7% 4% 414
Natural Rank protecting natural resources on land as
resources |important/ivery important reason for owning 69% 60% 504
Equity Rank potential to build equity in land as important/very
important reason for owning (condition for inclusion in 100% 0% 509
investment-oriented group)
Liquidity on\a’rl:iI:]ngdlty as important/very important reason for 15% 2% 509
Legacy Rank potential to pass land to heirs as important/very
important reason for owning 60% 48% 508
Report they are very likely to give land to children in .
next five years 12% 19% 504
Rural Rank rural income as important/very important reason
income for owning 24% 16% 503
Earn income from land 40% 40% 416
Develop-  [Rank development income as important/very important
ment reason for owning 16% 2% 506
income At acquisition, Intended eventual development of parcel 30% 18% 494
Rg)r:rt they are very likely to develop land in next five 4% 29% 507

*Defined as potential to sell land quickly for cash.

A subgroup of investment-oriented owners, numbering 48 in the survey, are those

with an interest in both equity and the development potential of their land, either ranking that

potential as an important/very important reason for owning or stating that they are likely or

217



The Interests of Landowners on the Metropolitan Fringe

very likely to develop their land in the next five years. (Note this group overlaps with those
who report their profession as “real estate investor or developer,” but is not equivalent to it:
six of the 14 reported real estate professionals fall into this development-oriented group; the
other eight do not.) These owners do not hold significantly larger parcels or own in any
particular area of the fringe, but they are less likely to live or recreate on their property, and
they are more likely to own other land in the metro area than other investment-oriented
owners. What distinguishes this group most, however, is their long-standing interest in
developing their land (nearly half intended eventual development at the time of acquisition)
and their current interest in selling their property: 52% wish to sell now (versus 22% of other
investment-oriented owners), and their most frequeﬁtly cited factors in their decision are
receiving a good offer, needing cash, tax advantages of sale, or identification of a better
investment elsewhere. The possibility of selling land quickly for cash is much more
important to this group. Only nine of these owners anticipate developing their land, however,

in the next five years.

Of the three orientations, investment-oriented owners (including those with an
additional interest in the development potential of their property) exhibited the fewest
differences by parcel size, residency, or tenure. There are no differences among owners’
propensity to rank equity or development potential as important interests by parcel size, by

residency, or tenure.

E. Orientations Compared

The point of examining interests is to deepen our understanding of landowners’ roles
in development and their likely actions regarding their property. By comparing the three
orientations, we see that owners with different interests do act differently on dimensions that

matter to land conversion. Those in the agricultural orientation, with active interests in
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earning rural income from their land, a higher-than-average interest in passing land to
children, and lower interest in development, own the most land, both in terms of total acreage
and average parcel size, and a higher percentage own multiple properties in the metro area.
These owners are more active sellers and buyers of land than the average owner, and, while
they are more likely to plan to give land to family in the next five years than others, they are
also, in greater percentages, planning to buy other land now, and to buy adjacent parcels in
the next five years. Enjoyment-oriented owners control nearly as much land as the
agriculture-oriented owners (and indeed, overlap with them to quite an extent, as discussed
below), but hold smaller parcels that are more likely to be in open or idle uses. The most
recent acquirers, enjoyment-oriented owners are more likely to live on their land and thus
likely have a day-to-day familiarity with their areas that nonresidents lack. Finally,
investment-oriented owners are least easily described, suggesting that an interest in equity
spans all types of owners, but this group is most interested in selling their land now,

particularly the development-oriented sub-group of investors.
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Table 6.27: Comparison of Owner-Orientations

: Enjoymént

Oriented
Owners
Number of Owners - 516 ~ 370
Current Acreage owned * 20133 .
Land Average parcel size (acres) 4
Ownership | Percent land in agricuttural use 5 84%
and Uses | Percent land in open use - 10%
Percent land in residential use A%
Percent residing on land o 49%
Percent using land for recreation A3%
Percent owning other land in region 33%
Acquisition | Average year acquired 1987
Median year acquired 1990
Percent who inherited land 21%
Percent intending, at acquisition, to | 88% o
hold land for at least 10 years o
Land Percent who have sold part of parcel 9%
Purchases, | previously IR
Sales, and | Percent seeking to seli/give away 23%
Gifts parcel now L E20
Percent likely to sell all/part of parcel 14% ‘
in next 5 years . =
Percent likely to give away all/part of 15%
parcel in next 5 years °
Percent who buy, on average, at 10%
least once every five years :
E%:ent reporting they “never” buy 61%
Percent looking to buy land now - :16%
Percent likely to buy adjacent land in 9% g
next 5 years : ,
Percent who sell, on average, at : 6% -
least once every five years o
Percent reporting they "never” sell 5%
Percent looking to sell other land 2%
now
Percent likely to hold land as is for o
at least 5 years 68% :

* Among the orientations, double counting may occur because owners can fall into multiple orientations. Note that
significance measures for all columns are in relation to other orientations, with the exception of the developer subset of the
investment-orientation, which is in relation to others in the investment-orientation only.

** One of the possible criteria for inclusion in category.
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The variation in behaviors (including land uses and plans) among the three
orientations gives some insight into the paradoxical nature of the Austin fringe. Land is
largely in rural uses, yet owners, depending on their interests, have a variety of ways of using
that rural land, including cultivating it, recreating on it, or letting it lie idle. Area experts and
many landowners perceive strong development pressures, yet the majority of current owners
plan to hold their land for the near future, or even buy more land, rather than sell it into
development, suggesting that land conversion is not necessarily a smooth process, as I
discuss in the next chapter, and that relatively few owners are directly participating in

transactions leading to land development.

The orientations also show clearly that interests differ by location on the fringe.
Caldwell study corridors owners are more likely to described by the agricultural orientation,
and Hays study corridor owners are more likely to be described as enjoyment-oriented.
Bastrop, as with most other findings, falls between the two extremes of the two, as it does in
reported perceptions of its natural beauty, in the price range of its new residences, and in its
level of development and development pressures. Although agriculture-oriented owners are
among the newest owners, their relative absence in the most developed study corridor, and
their concentration in the weakest, suggests that the trend among fringe owners’ interests in
their land, on the whole, is away from agriculture and toward an enjoyment-orientation (with
investment-oriented owners continuing to have a strong presence, as investing continues to

be strong motivation for owning, particularly as land values rise).

As is evident in Table 6.28, the three orientations overlap considerably. Fifteen
percent (n=72) of owners fall into all three orientations, having strong and active interests in
agricultural income, enjoyment of amenities and recreation on their property, and in potential
capital gains. More commonly, owners fall into two categories. As for single-orientation

owners, there were 39 owners in the survey who fell only into the agriculture-orientation, 106
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who fell only into the enjoyment orientation, and 27 who fell only into the investment-

orientation. Statistical analyses of these single-orientation groups revealed more striking

differences than comparing non-mutually exclusive orientations, but the sample sizes were

too small for the investment and agriculture orientations for any to be statistically significant,

so they are not shown here; such owners might be provide an interesting case for future

research.

Table 6.28: Overlapping Orientations

Percent of Frequency Perc_ent Also Per_cent Also | Percent Also
All Unweighte d Agrlf:ulture- Enjgyment- Inve_stment-
Landowners Oriented Oriented Oriented
Agriculture-Oriented 40% 196 NA 65% (125) 52% (102)
Enjoyment-Oriented 11% 370 36% (125) NA 57% (209)
Investment-Oriented 52% 266 40% (102) 79% (209) NA

In general, owners who share two orientations are likely to exhibit predictable
qualities of both. For example, owners who are both agriculture- and enjoyment-oriented are
more likely than other agriculture-oriented owners to possess land in high-amenity Hays
County, are younger, are more likely to farm or ranch only part-time while engaged in
another profession, and are more likely to appreciate natural resources, equity, and
development potential. Compared to other enjoyment-oriented owners, however, those who
also have an agriculture-orientation are more likely to own in Caldwell County, to be older,
wealthier, less likely to be resident, to own more land that they acquired earlier, to sell land
more frequently and own other land in the metro area, and to rank amenities as less important

and rural income and legacy as more important.

Those with the “triple orientation,” the 72 survey respondents who ranked highly on

the agriculture-, enjoyment-, and investment-orientation, have larger parcels, with more land
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in agriculture, and are more likely to be full-time farmers and ranchers who earn income on
their land and value rural income highly. These owners are more likely to have inherited their
land (at p=.1) and in greater percentages value legacy and have children to whom they wish
to pass their land. In general, these owners are not likely to disappear from the fringe; most
anticipate holding their land in the near future and in fact wish to acquire more land in the
metro area now, and buy more in general. Interestingly, “triple orientation” owners did not

arrive any earlier or later than other owners.

Only 45 respondents had rno orientation; that is, their interests were not strong enough
on any of the key dimensions to allow their categorization as agriculture-, enjoyment-, or
investment-oriented. These “low-interest” owners are older and more likely to be retired (at
p=.1), less likely to own in Hays County and more likely in Bastrop (at p=.1), less likely to
reside on their property (at p=.1), and were less likely to have acquired their land in the mid-
1990s, but they indicate no differences in their plans for their land or past buying or selling

behaviors.

III. Conclusion

This chapter examined landowners’ demographic characteristics, which help us
describe the people who own Austin’s fringe land and also understand some of the factors
(such as the presence of children or the owners’ age) that likely shape their interests and,
ultimately, their land decisions. It explored owners’ behaviors regarding their property,
which are the primary object of research into landowners on the fringe, helping us understand
what owners do and are likely to do with their land. The chapter also covered owners’
interests, which are the particular contribution of this study, and which offer explanatory

power to who owners are, what they do, and why and how they decide to do what they do.

223



The Interests of Landowners on the Metropolitan Fringe

As the data presented in this chapter demonstrate, the owners of the Austin fringe
exhibit combinations of the use and exchange interests set out in Chapter 5, particularly
liquidity, equity, amenity, recreation, resource protection, and legacy. The research provided
evidence of the more psychological values derived from interests, such as pride of
ownership, although these were more difficult to assess directly. Although each individual
owner has his or her own unique set of interests reflecting the benefits they personally derive
from ownership, interests did tend to group together predictably into three categories that I
call orientations: agricultural-oriented owners, with strong interests in agricultural income,
intergenerational land transfers, and protecting natural resources on their land; enjoyment-
oriented owners, with strong interests in recreation and amenities; and investment-oriented
owners, with strong interests in equity (and for a subset, the development potential of their
land). That many of the same owners could be described by two or even three orientations
underscores how owners hold multiple interests, and we might imagine that these at times
might conflict or are differently served by development pressures and area growth, as I

discuss in greater depth in the next chapter.

In Chapter 7, I first turn to an exploration of the factors that influence the sets of
interests each landowner holds in his or her land. With the exception of data on why owners
bought or sold land in the past, the data captured in the survey reflect an owners’ interests at
a particular point of time, yet interests are not static, and so I also present a hypothesis in
Chapter 7 about how interests might change over time in response to internal personal and

family dynamics and external events such as development pressures.
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Landowners’ Interests Over Time

As noted in Chapter 5, a host of issues internal to the landowner and his or her

family, and external issues relating to development pressures, public policy, economic trends,
and social forces, all shape an owners interests at any given point. Over time, changes to
these same internal and external factors may cause owners’ interests to evolve: owners may
reprioritize or drop existing interests, adopt new interests, or see the realization of their
existing interests frustrated by events beyond their control. This chapter presents a hypothesis
about how these internal and external factors affect interests over time. I then turn to the
Austin-area landowner research once again to discuss some of the possible outcomes of
changes to interests: owners’ decisions about how to use their land, and whether to sell or

hold their property.

L Interests Over Time: A Hypothesis

I suggest that changes to external factors (such as social, economic, and political
events and policies) will affect objective interests: the set of possible benefits of
landownership associated with a particular parcel of land. Whether or not these changes to
objective interests matter to a landowner and ultimately influence that owner’s subjective

interests will depend on the individual owner. Subjective interests will also be influenced by
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changes internal to the landowner and his or her family, such as major life events like
marriage or retirement, changes to wealth, etc. I discuss both changes to objective and

subjective interests in turn below.

A. Changes to Objective Interests

In general, changes to the factors external to a landowner and his or her family, such
as public policies (e.g. a new subdivision regulation), development pressures and growth in
the area that increase land values and new construction, or social and economic trends (e.g.
an increased interest in exurban lifestyles, a rise in interest rates, or change in the market
price for a certain agricultural product important to local farmers), influence an owner’s
objective interests — the set of possible benefits of ownership — in one of two ways. They may
1) prohibit, constrain or support owners’ chances of realizing an existing objective interest;
or 2) make possible new objective interests. In the first case, external factors affect the extent
to which an existing objective interest can be realized, or whether an interest can be realized
at all. For example, new residential development may bring with it increased traffic and new
neighbors sensitive to the noises and odors of ranching, so that even if earning agricultural
income on a particular parcel of land is objectively possible, it may become more difficult as
a result of surrounding growth. In another instance, the construction of a new subdivision
might obscure the view from a particular property, making enjoyment of natural scenery
virtually impossible. In the second case, external factors may make a new interest possible,
as in the case of a newly constructed highway that accesses properties previously untouched
by growth pressures, making them desirable sites for new development, and for potential
financial gain from land’s development and sale. Some of these external factors will have a
relatively abrupt effect on owners’ interests (e.g. the new highway or subdivision), while the
influence of others will be much more gradual, as with social trends that may take years to

become apparent and to affect owners.
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The effect of changes to objective interests — the benefits that ownership might
possibly fulfill — on owners’ subjective interests will depend on the individual landowner, as

I discuss next.

B. Influences on Subjective Interests

Whether or not, and how, these changes to objective interests matter to a landowner
depends upon the individual’s subjective interests (which, as described in Chapter 5, are a
function of their personal circumstances, resources, skills, attitudes, preferences, and
aspirations). For example, depending on an owner’s existing subjective interest in amenities
on land — and his interest in specific amenities, such as the privacy afforded by the parcel’s
topography and size — a new residential subdivision abutting the land may be perceived in a
number of different ways. An owner might view the new construction as a disruption to his
view and solitude, frustrating his interest in enjoying amenities on his land (and creating an
interest “mismatch,” whereby a subjective interest can no longer be realized by ownership of
a particular parcel of land). The owner might view it as a positive event, perhaps because it
results in an influx of new neighbors serves a latent interest in companionship with neighbors
who share a similar interest in an exurban lifestyle. Finally, the owner might see the
development as neutral, because it neither constrains nor supports any of his current interests
in owning property, or because the development’s negative and positive impacts balance
each other in the eyes of the owner. Another example, drawn from the Austin-area landowner
survey data, is that of the influence of growth pressures on owners’ interests. Those owners
who have seen signs of growth in their areas, such as increasing land values, higher value
agriculture, new infrastructure to support development, and new development itself, and who
ranked equity as a very important subjective interest in their land, believed that if
development were to continue at its current pace it would likely positively influence quality

of life (perhaps a proxy for landowners’ well-being). Since many of these same owners
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perceived that growth would have negative effects on environmental quality, scenery and
open space, and property taxes, it is likely that the enhanced quality of life results directly the
expected increase in land values. In contrast, those who ranked equity as a less important

subjective interest tended to have more negative views of growth on overall quality of life.

Events completely internal to an owner and his or her family, such as marriage,
divorce, illness, children leaving home, large changes in income or wealth, retirement, or a
new desire to try farming, might also lead an owners’ set of subjective interests to evolve or
to become mismatched. The owner’s subjective interest may change if internal events and
circumstances result in the land 1) no longer serving an interest or interests held by the owner
at all (e.g. an owner no longer has an interest in recreating on the land because her children
are grown); or 2) fulfilling a new or latent interest resulting from a family or personal event
(e.g. that same owner suddenly needs income and decides to lease the land for farming, so
that the owner has a new interest in rural income from the property). In either case, it is
possible for some existing subjective interests to continue to be served by ownership (e.g. an
owner retired from farming no longer actively uses land for agriculture but still derives a
sense of identity or connection to family through ownership of property passed down through
generations). Note that internal events affect only owners’ subjective interests: objective
interests have not changed as a result of events in an owner’s life, just the owner’s desire to

realize their existing interests.

Changes to internal family or personal situations may also have another effect on
owners’ subjective interests: they may cause them to be mismatched when the owner still has
the desire to realize certain benefits of ownership, but no longer has the capacity to realize
them. An illness, for example, may prevent an owner from recreating on land as he once did,
although the wish to use land in this way remains. In this case, the owner’s capacity to realize

his or her interests has been frustrated by internal family or personal events.
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In summary, external changes may or may not influence an owner’s existing set of
subjective interests; it is possible that the owner will find some interests reprioritized or, in
cases where interests are still important to the owner but now cannot be realized on a
particular parcel of land, mismatched. Changes to internal family and personal factors may
also lead to a new set or prioritization of interests or interests mismatch, when the owner’s
circumstances prevent him or her from realizing benefits of ownership still held dear. Note
that these effects on interests may or may not be consciously considered by the landowner: a
major life event may compel an landowner to think about whether or not ownership of a
particular parcel of land is still a worthy, fulfilling endeavor, whereas a more subtle change
(perhaps a growing interest in resource protection over the years) may more subtly enter into

how an owner sees his or her land and the reasons for continuing to own it.

II. Changing Interests and Landowner Behavior: Examples from
Research

Exploring how and why interests change over time provides insights into owners’
behavior, particular when and why landowners will change the use of their land, sell their
land, or hold it out of development. These topics, particularly land sales, have been a major
focus of previous landowner research, as previous authors have considered variation in
owners’ individual decisions about their properties to result in the patchy nature of fringe
development, as discussed in Chapter 2. If a framework of interests in land, as I’ve presented
in this paper, is to be helpful to our understanding of land conversion, it must address why an
owner might decide to change the use of land, sell land and, conversely and just as
importantly, why they might decide to hold land out of the market, particularly when they
have opportunities to sell at a profit. Below I use the Austin-area landowner research to

explore these questions.
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A. Changes in Interests and Owners’ Decisions about Land

It follows from the hypothesis set out in Section 7.1 above that an owner may, at some
point decide that interests are best served by disposing of land, either through a land sale or
gift (perhaps to a conservation organization or to family members). A landowner might reach
a decision if his or her subjective interests have become severely constrained or mismatched
and no new interests in land have arisen to motivate an owner to continue to hold land; or if
interests, such as those in realizing equity, legacy, or protection of natural resources, can best
be fulfilled by selling or giving away property. In reality, an owner will likely weigh the
benefits of holding versus disposing of land, a process that will consider the effect of these
options on the owner’s multiple interests, and will make a decision that best serves his or her
overall well-being. As is clear from research in the Austin fringe, many owners in recent
years have made the decision to sell or give away land: 19% of properties sampled changed
hands between 1999 and 2002, representing 14% of all acreage captured in the survey.
Because former owners were not captured in the survey, we have no data to explore why they
decided to sell or give away their properties; we can only surmise that, on balance, these

previous landowners’ subjective interests were best served by land sales or gifts. *°

We do, however, have data on the many longtime owners of land in the Austin fringe
who have elected rot to sell or give away their land, and it is instructive to consider why they
have not sold, despite years of external changes to their areas and land values, and internal
changes in their own lives that have likely influenced their interests in their land. Twenty-
eight percent of survey respondents acquired their land before 1982, holding their property
for an average of 30 years (and a range of 20 to 69 years). Nearly 70% of these owners state

they will likely hold for at least another five years. I posit that these longtime owners, if they

% Some other properties have likely changed hands upon the death of an owner rather than through
a sale or gift while an owner is alive.
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are acting in their best interests (including their emotional and financial interests), must
continue to derive benefits from their ownership, whether these interests have been held
steadily through the years, or whether new interests have been adopted that have given

owners new motivation for owning.

The landowner survey indicated that the majority of Austin fringe owners are using
their land as they report they intended when they acquired it, suggesting that at least some of
their interests — those we can see reflected in land uses, such as recreation, residential use, or
agriculture — have indeed held steady through years of ownership. However, follow-up
interviews with survey respondents reveal that the specific ways that these interests are
fulfilled have often changed in response to factors external to the landowner, or internal to
the owner’s personal situation and family. For example, several owners indicated that
although they are using their land for recreation as originally intended when they acquired
their land, the form of recreation has changed in response to their family’s evolving
circumstances and needs. One enjoyment-oriented owner noted that her land has always been
primarily a place to recreate, but the nature of that recreation has varied considerably. The
owner acquired her property with her husband as a location for a hobby ranch, but turned it
into a weekend retreat for the owner and her children after her husband’s death. More
recently, the owner enrolled the property in a wildlife management program and
enthusiastically makes regular visits in order to perform certain maintenance responsibilities
of the program, such as building shelters for small animals — physical labor that the owner
considers a very fulfilling form of recreation. This owner’s interest in recreation has existed
all along, and it appears to always have been a high priority, although the form it has taken
(and not incidentally, its effect on the landscape of her particular parcel) has evolved through
the years. It is also possible that over time, the same interests may also deepen or become

stronger: for some owners, the more years of work put into maintain and improve property,
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the more satisfaction that work brings; as one agriculture-oriented owner noted, all the effort

put into his land over the years by his family has made the property “a part of all of us.”

Interviews also revealed that, while some interests that may have motivated a land
purchase years ago have faded entirely, others have remained strong priorities over the years.
One owner, an agriculture- and investment-oriented owner, reported that, although her family
regularly camped and rode horses on her land when her children were young, they no longer
use their property actively for recreation and, indeed, have not even visited it for two years.
However, even though recreation may no longer be an active interest, her land still fulfills
several other interests: it is leased for ranching and generates income for the family; it is a
possible legacy for her children, should they want it when they are older; and ownership
itself provides the family with a sense of fulfillment and satisfaction. In this case, the owner
and her family have multiple interests in their land and find several reasons to hold onto it,
even though family needs have changed and one of their original motivations for acquiring it,

recreation, is no longer a strong interest.

Finally, interviews revealed that new interests have motivated longtime owners to
continue to hold their land — whether or not other interests have remained strong or have
faded. For example, one agriculture-oriented owner has raised cattle on his land for over
thirty years, but has always lived elsewhere; however, upon retirement, he moved with his
wife to the property. His interest in the use of his land for daily shelter is new, or at least, was
a latent interest that he realized upon retirement. Another owner who acquired land for cattle
farming responded to rising demand and growth pressures in his area by building several
residences on his property that he rents to Austin commuters; today he maintains his
agricultural use but now also earns rental income on the property. His interests now include
that rental income, as well as the agricultural income he initially intended when acquiring the

land. This owner, clearly interested in the income-producing potential of his property, has
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received offers on his property (including offers from developers), but has chosen to hold his
land as is, noting that he does not believe anyone could offer him more for his land than it

produces for him now.

Among longtime owners interviewed, 23 (17% of this group); in addition to 24 more
recent owners, have sold or given away portions of their property — in some cases, very small
segments; in other cases, sizeable tracts; according to the survey, the majority of these
owners have sold or given away land to transfer it to their children or for financial reasons.
Follow-up interviews revealed that at least some of these owners may have sold because they
had no need for their entire land holding; their interests could be served on smaller parcels,
and at the same time they could earn a profit from selling some of their land. For example,
owners reported selling small strips with road frontages to commercial buyers, while
maintaining the bulk of their properties behind, or selling half of their acreage because they
could earn a profit while better managing, and still enjoying, the remaining half of their
property. One owner sold the bulk of his land to a developer, placed another large piece in a
conservation program, and maintained a residence on a small remaining parcel. These owners
appear to have found ways to satisfy an interest in the profit potential of their land and
continue to use the remainder of their land to satisfy other interests, in these cases in

conservation, recreation, amenity, and residence.

Not coincidentally, the longtime owners interviewed did not report experiencing any
catastrophic internal family events or circumstances, such as a financial crisis or serious
illness, that would have created a need for owners to sell their entire properties in order to

realize its equity value or because the owner no longer had the capacity to manage the land.”®

% Pyle referred to owners forced to sell for financial reasons as “crisis-managers;” she also noted
that “farmers” and “individualists” often sold because of personal reasons such as iliness, divorce, or
retirement (Pyle, 1985).
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One owner noted that his neighbors had sold “out of necessity,” but that his family “had
never had the misfortune™ to have to do the same. Whether the longtime owners captured in
the Austin survey have avoided the crisis situations as a result of luck, sound planning,
and/or the owners’ prioritization of their landownership over other financial assets and
endeavors is unknown, but it is clear these owners have had both the fortune not to be forced
to sell their land, and have found that some or all of their interests have continued to be

served by ownership.

B. Growth Pressures, Interests, and Land Decisions

The question of why landowners hold their properties is particularly interesting when
one considers the intense development pressure on much of the land in the Austin fringe. As
with other external factors, the Austin research findings indicate that development pressures
may have a mixed effect on owners’ interests, constraining some, supporting others, and
making possible new or latent interests. As described in Chapter 6, increasing development
pressures, and actual residential and commercial development, have been accompanied by a
host of side-effects identified by owners in the landowner survey, most of which were
perceived by owners to be negative and detracted from the owners’ use and enjoyment of
their property, such as increased traffic, pollution, and visual intrusions on an open
landscape. However, most owners also believe that growth has had, and will continue to

have, positive effects on their land values.

It might be assumed that, because of the generally negative perceptions of growth
pressures on owners’ amenities and the environment, and, particularly, the positive effects on
land values, that some owners in developing areas will “sell out” to the highest bidder in
order to profit from their land. Indeed, the belief that owners are purely profit-motivated is

echoed in some of the previous landowner literature (e.g. Arnott and Lewis, 1979; Leung,
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1987; Rodriquez-Bachiller, 1986), as well as in more practice-oriented literature suggesting
that landowners will fight any attempt to manage growth because it will impede their abilities
to earn top dollar on their land (e.g. Daniels, 1999; Diamond and Noonan, 1996; Kaiser et al.,
1995). These concerns imply that profit motivation is the paramount interest of nearly all
landowners, but fail to explain why so many landowners on the Austin fringe have held their
land despite escalating land values and lucrative offers (often from developers), and why
these owners overwhelmingly state that they intend to hold their land for at least another next
five years. I suggest that many of these landowners continue to own, despite the fact that
growth pressures or actual development may have increased land’s sales potential or impeded
their ability to realize existing interests, because, as noted in the previous section, land
continues to serve at least some important interests, including recreation, satisfaction of
owning and working land, attachment to a particular parcel that has been in the family for
generations and the desire for children to have the land one day, and contentment that their
ownership is a means to protect natural resources and, for at least one owner interviewed,
represents the preservation of a pocket of “wild” land in an urbanizing area; and because
owners do not all share the same level of subjective interest in realizing a profit on their
property. In these cases, the owners likely find that on balance their interests are better served
by not selling at the current time to realize a profit, though of course, they may choose to do
so in the future. In some cases, owners see few negative impacts at all and find that growth
has in fact enhanced their existing interests and awakened others. The farmer described
above, who took advantage of increased demand for homes in the area by building and
leasing houses to Austin commuters, also noted that road improvements accompanying
recent development have had a positive effect on his agricultural interests by making his farm
more accessible — an unusual sentiment among Austin owners with an interest in agriculture,
who generally noted that new development had made the conduct of farming or ranching

more difficult.
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Another way of understanding why owners hold is that their reservation prices have
not been met — but these reservation prices encompass the range of interests owners’ hold in
land. Healey and Short (1981) used this language, noting that each owner has a “reservation
demand” to hold land for the resources or benefits it provides (p. 85); the cost of moving (and
finding a replacement parcel of land) and attachment to land figure into the reservation price.
I suggest that owners’ set of interests, including enjoyment, investment potential, rural

income, etc. figure into each owner’s unique reservation price.

Other owners reported seeing signs of growth and experienced some negative effects,
but have not found that these were significant enough to affect their existing interests. Some,
for example, noted that they have seen subdivisions, that they now know fewer people in
their areas personally, and that they generally do not like the direction of change in their
locale, but they still find enjoyment from living on their land and fulfillment from ranching
or farming, even if it is slightly more difficult to conduct agriculture. In these cases, growth
either has neutral effects on owners’ interests, or is just slightly negative but not bad enough
to seriously impair owners’ chances of realizing their interests (and, as a result, driving the
owner to consider changing land uses or selling property).*” This point is taken up in the final
chapter, because for some of these owners, the public policies meant to address growth may
have more severe impacts than the actual development these owners experience in their

arcas.

For all of these owners who have chosen to hold their land, it is worth asking whether
land values may someday rise high enough to satisfy owners’ interests in equity, prompting

them to sell. In other words, does every landowner have a price at which they will eventually

% Some owners in the “deeper” fringe included in the study area — generally farther away from
development pressures — have not yet experienced significant changes to their daily lives from the
growth around them, even though that growth may be having substantial impacts on the region.
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sell, despite having other interests that continue to be satisfied? Previous research suggests
that owners’ characteristics become less important the more urbanization occurs (Kaiser et
al. 1968), suggesting that the pressure to sell may overwhelm individuals’ varied and
personal reasons for holding. Several longtime owners with no imminent plans to sell
indicated that they might indeed pursue this course eventually, but that the price they would
accept is high, and has not yet been met. According to one landowner, whose land lies in the
most desirable area of the Austin study area, and who frequently gets offers from developers
for his land: “They say everything has a price, but right now it would have to be a hell of a
price.” Another owner shared her ambivalence about selling, noting that although she doesn’t
want to sell her land, it would be hard not to sell at a certain price: at that point, she
indicated, “I couldn’t afford nof to sell it.” This same owner also indicated regret that she had
sold a large tract to her neighbor a decade ago, because the land’s value has risen so much in
recent years. But this owner also indicated a certain reluctance to ever receiving an offer so
high that she would seriously considering selling her property, noting that she was relieved
when her neighbor tried and ultimately failed to negotiate the sale of his land, because she
preferred her land to have lower value than to feel pressured to sell it for a high profit. This
owner intends her children to have the land, and like many of the owners interviewed, notes
that its ultimate ownership and fate will be in their hands: they may elect to sell it, at which

point it would likely be developed, or to hold it out of development.

Indeed, children seem a major factor in owners’ decisions to sell, even in the most
intensely developing areas of the fringe where the profit motive is high. Three owners
interviewed wanted to give their children the option to take over ownership in the future, but
were not sure what use they would make of it, or whether they might eventually sell it for
profit; the implication in all three cases was that the children’s interest in the land would

depend on their interest in a rural lifestyle, agriculture, or recreation, and two owners noted
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that their children had more urban-oriented professions. Two other owners interviewed noted

the complex dynamics of dividing land among children, or of siblings co-managing land

III. Conclusion

The landowner research in the Austin fringe allowed me to generate several
hypotheses about how interests change over time. I then considered why, despite changes to
their subjective interests, owners might hold onto their land, particularly in environments
conducive to land sales. Clearly, a major factor in both are owners’ individual preferences,
aspirations, circumstances, resources, and skills, elements that began to be emerge from
follow-up interviews, but that are deserving of much more attention in future research. I
propose that the discussion of interests presented in the previous chapters and continued
above provides a useful skeleton on which to build a more detailed theory of owners’
decision-making to aid in predicting how urbanization will occur in specific areas. For now,
the framework that I’ve presented allows us deeper insight into why owners own their land
and why they do what they do (including why they do not take certain actions, like selling

their land), insights useful to policymakers, as I discuss in the following chapter.
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Discussion and Implications of the Research

As reviewed in Chapter 2, numerous authors have noted that the patchy, uneven,

sprawling pattern of development characterizing the fringe results, at least in part, from the
actions of individual landowners, actions that are dependent on a host of characteristics and
circumstances unique to the individual. As Baerwald expressed it, “[e]ach individual [owner]
has a unique set of interests, expectations, abilities, and resources” that influence land
decisions (Baerwald 1981, p.344). These factors are not easily modeled or predicted.
However, I have argued that a more rigorous understanding of landowners’ interests, defined
as the benefits received from ownership or the stake that owners have in owning land, is, at
least, both a feasible and fertile area for research, augmenting our knowledge of why, when,
and how land conversion occurs, and contributing to the development of workable policies to
manage new growth in the fringe. To that end, in Chapter 5, I proposed a set of possible
interests that owners might hold in fringe land, discussed the dimensions that help us define
them more specifically, and explained how they might be shaped by both external and
personal events and circumstances; these elements together comprise what I call a
“framework of interests.” In Chapter 6, I used this framework to gain insights into the
identities, behaviors, and plans of owners of fringe land in Austin, Texas, and I extended the
framework in Chapter 7 to offer hypotheses about how interests change over time and

influence owners’ decisions.
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In developing this framework, I integrated the emotional, functional, and financial
benefits associated with landownership that are discussed in previous research on fringe land
conversion, including research that has noted the importance of emotional ties to land, but
not explored these attachments in depth; models of fringe owners’ financial motivations for
selling and developing land; literature focused on the institutional context in which owners
act; and Marxist scholarship on the “exchange” and “use” values of urban land. The
framework also developed iteratively from the results of the empirical research conducted in
the Austin fringe, involving interviews with 60 Austin-area experts on growth and
development, over 500 telephone surveys with fringe landowners, 11in-depth interviews with
owners, and a field visit. As discussed in Chapter 6, the data collected from this study
revealed that Austin owners hold a range of subjective interests in their property, including
those related to the financial benefits of ownership (such as interests in building equity or

income from land), the use of land for residence or business, and satisfaction or fulfillment
| from the enjoyment of resources, amenities, or activities conducted on the property. While
each individual has his or her own unique profile of interests, many of these interests group
predictably into three general “orientations” toward agriculture, enjoyment of land, and
investment. These orientations, along with other key variables including residency, size of
land parcel, tenure, and location on the fringe, are useful in describing and differentiating
fringe landowners and their past and potential behaviors regarding their land. For example, as
discussed at the conclusion of Chapter 6, some behaviors regarding the use, acquisition, and
transaction of properties in land markets vary by orientation. Those with an agriculture-
orientation are more interested in passing land to children rather than selling it, and are active
acquirers of other parcels of land, both properties adjacent to their parcels as well as other
tracts in the metro area. Residents (more of whom are enjoyment-oriented) are more likely to
state their plans to hold land as is. Investment-oriented owners, particularly development-
minded owners, are most interested in selling land now, and development-minded owners are

more interested in selling in the near future than others. All three orientations, agriculture,
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enjoyment, and investment, report that they buy land more frequently than those without
strong interests, suggesting that there is value in looking not just among owners with various
interests, but in comparing owners who have strong interests in land with those who do not
(at least on the dimensions inquired about in the survey; as noted earlier, some emotional
attachments were more clearly seen in interviews than in results of the telephone survey, and

are a promising arena for future research).

In Chapter 7, I extended the framework of interests from a model that documents and
differentiates static interests in land to one that attempts to explain how and why interests
change over time. I posited that interests shift over time in response to external events (such
as increasing development pressures) and internal family events and circumstances, and the
same event or circumstance that serves one interest may be deleterious to another,
complicating owners’ decision-making. Furthermore, some interests are not likely to be
stable over time. Models of landowner behavior that look only at landowners’ financial
interests or at the owner at only one point of time might miss this richness, and its potential
to explain certain actions: for example, the fact that owners with a new opportunity to profit
from the sale of their land may not sell, choosing instead to hold their land, because

ownership still serves some strong interests and their overall, subjective well-being.

In this concluding chapter, I discuss implications of the Austin-area landowner
research and the interest framework for theories of land conversion and for policymaking
around growth and development. Since the interest framework is also intended to be a tool

that might be applied in future research, I also describe its potential applications.
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L. Implications for Theories of Land Conversion

The research presented in this dissertation offers a new perspective on the study of
landowners, while also providing an updated empirical look at the fringe landowners in a
rapidly growing region of the United States. Both have implications for theories of land
conversion, particularly our understanding of landowners’ specific roles in the conversion

process, as I discuss below.

A. Multiple Interests, Multiple Roles in Land Conversion

The Austin-area landowner study has shown that fringe landowners are, as predicted
by previous research, a varied group, including longtime owners and newcomers; residents
and nonresidents; farmers, ranchers, and others conducting agriculture on their land; retirees;
those in land-intensive occupations and those whose jobs are unrelated to the land,;
recreators; and those seeking to develop their land. According to previous research, the
diversity of owners results from the nature of the fringe as an area in transition from rural to
urban (Pryor 1968, Pond and Yeates 1993) and from the outward migration of individuals
and families from urban settings who desire the rural amenities and proximity to the city

offered by exurban or fringe living (Nelson 1992).

However, the Austin case departs in some ways from previous literature regarding the
land-owning population of the fringe. Whereas previous literature has tended to organize
owners into mutually exclusive categories, the approach taken in this dissertation reveals that
all individual and family owners in Austin hold multiple interests in their land, and, as a
result, might accurately be described by several labels. For example, an owner might ranch
her land for profit, recreate on the property, and be deeply interested in the potential for

appreciating land values, so that she might be called a “rancher,” a “recreator,” (both might
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be called a “rural user” in previous research) and an “investor.” It follows that this same
owner may, at different times, play different roles in land markets and in the land conversion
process itself: she might buy land for the purposes of agriculture, recreation, or investment;
sell land to those wishing to develop it; subdivide in order to make gifts of land to her
children; or hold land out of development even as surrounding parcels are converted to urban
uses. The decision the owner makes at any given point, and the role the owner then plays in
land conversion in that instance (as a buyer, seller, investor, developer, or holder of land),
depends upon the owner’s subjective interests, the strength and prioritization of those
interests at the time, the specific opportunities that arise that prompt a land decision (such as
an offer from a potential buyer of the land, or chance to buy adjacent property), and the

potential effects these opportunities might have on interests in the owner’s portfolio.®

The orientations I introduced in Chapter 6 toward agriculture, enjoyment, and
investment are intended to simplify the wide array of multiple-interest landowners into types
more easily recognized on the fringe. Indeed, the orientations were only possible because
some interests group together predictably: for example, for agriculture-oriented owners,
interests are particularly strong in land’s legacy value and in the potential for earning income
from the land, while for enjoyment oriented owners, interests are strong in recreation and
amenities. The orientations also reveal general differences in owners’ behaviors and plans.

Yet those owners described by only a single orientation still vary in the nature and intensity

% We might think of multiple interest owners as having multiple “identities;” however, | prefer to think
of an owner as having a single unique identity, formed by his or her demographic characteristics,
personal circumstances, past behaviors, and portfolio of subjective interests, and as having many
possible roles in land conversion, as buyer, seller, holder, giver, or conserver of land. In making land
decisions, owners do not likely differentiate distinct identities as owners (e.g. a “farmer-owner” or
“parent-owner” who will make different decisions depending on which of the hats the owner is
wearing); rather, | have proposed that owners assess potential decisions against their entire sets of
interests and choose the course of action that serves their overall well-being.
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of their interests in agriculture, recreation, or investment; the array and strength of their other
interests (e.g. in using land for a primary residence); their location, tenure, and parcel size;
and their personal characteristics and circumstances. Even these single-orientation owners
captured in the Austin-area survey have multiple interests in their land, and certainly all have
unique personal and family circumstances, which together create the potential for multiple
roles in the land conversion process. For example, a farmer holding both legacy and rural
income interests might reasonably make decisions to buy land for farming, give land to
children, or, if forced by personal circumstances such as illness, to sell land to support
himself in a financial crisis.” Those described by multiple orientations — owners who are
both investment- and enjoyment-oriented, for example — also have the potential to play
multiple roles in the development process at different times, and perhaps have even more

complicated land decisions because they hold more interests of higher priority.

That owners play multiple roles in land conversion, as a direct result of their multiple
interests in land, helps explain why the fringe develops patchily. As noted earlier, previous
literature predicts that pre-development landowners have different points at which they will
sell their property, because they seek to optimize profits (Amott and Lewis, 1979; Batabyal,
2000; Brown et al., 1981; Kaiser and Weiss 1970; Lee, 1979; Leung, 1987; Pyle, 1985;
Rodriguez-Bachiller, 1986; Sargent 1972) or as a result of variation among personal
circumstances (Brown and Roberts, 1978; Brown et al., 1981; Goodchild and Munton, 1985;
Kaiser and Weiss, 1970; Pyle, 1985), resulting in the patchy and leapfrogging nature of
fringe growth. However, as I suggested in Chapter 7, because of their multiple interests, and

because of the mixed effect growth pressures have on those interests, these owners may also

% Baerwald 1981 noted that an owner might reasonably play different roles in the development
process depending on their stage of life (a farmer nearing retirement, in Baerwald’s example, might
become more interested in the investment value of land); in contrast, | suggest that an owners’
multiple interests might allow an owner to play one of several roles at any given point in time.
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buy land; give it to their children (deferring a decision on whether or not to sell in many
cases until the next generation has the opportunity to own the property); or hold land out of
development, despite opportunities to sell, as it continues to fulfill some of their interests.
The resulting fragmented pattern of land conversion results not just from owners’ differences

in times of land sale, but from the entire array of their actions.

Another key finding of the empirical research in Austin is that the progression of
ownership we would expect in a developing area, from rural-oriented owners to urban-
oriented owners, is not necessarily smooth, and this may also contribute to the patchy nature
of fringe development. Rather, the data show that while there appears to be a general trend
toward viewing land more for its enjoyment than its agricultural value (and a constant
interest in its investment value), those expected by previous literature to be the earliest
acquirers of fringe land, farmers and ranchers, do not have significantly longer tenures than
enjoyment-oriented or investment-oriented owners,*® and owners’ intentions to use land for
agriculture have gone up and down through the years rather than steadily declined. Similarly,
the strength of owners’ interests in building equity in land, earning rural income from their
properties, liquidity, or protecting resources on land, do not vary significantly by the time
period in which an owner acquired his or her land. These findings suggest that, while an
individual owner’s interests in fringe land will likely change over time, many of the interests
that owners in general hold in fringe land take a longer time to evolve: the transition from an
agriculture-orientation to enjoyment-orientation is not accomplished quickly, even in rapidly

growing regions.

“ This is true for both full-time farmers and ranchers, who acquired an average of one year before
other owners, and part-time farmers and ranchers, who acquired an average of one year /ater than
other owners.
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It is clear, however, that this transition is occurring, as noted by other research noting
that Texas land values are being driven by demand for residential and recreational land
(Gilliland et al., 2004). In the Austin study, this transition is evident in the various portions of
the study corridors. Interests in amenities and recreation are significantly stronger among
newcomers. Legacy is significantly stronger among the earliest acquirers, and newcomers
plan to hold their land for shorter periods, are more likely to want to develop it in the near
future and have intended to do so since acquisition, and are also more likely to plan to
conserve their property through a formal program in the near future, suggesting that decades-
long family attachments to land, and perhaps the quality and quantity of emotional
attachments to land, are decreasing. Land is also increasingly fragmented: land uses do not
vary much among owners by the year they acquired their land, but newer owners hold

smaller parcels on average.

As noted in Chapter 6, in just the five years preceding the landowner survey, the
Austin fringe changed a great deal. Roughly one-quarter of land changed hands, and owners
reported seeing numerous signs of growth and development in their immediate areas. If
landowners’ plans hold, a good many more parcels are set to be sold, conserved, developed,
or passed to children in the near future. Despite the sense that the fringe is on the verge of
even greater change, however, there is a large set of owners, indeed, the majority, whose
plans are to hold land as is for the near future. Pyle noted in 1986, “Both the research and the
planning communities have overlooked these persistent landowners and their strong non-
economic motives for holding rural land that may seem ‘ripe’ for development” (Pyle 1986,
p. 347). These owners’ decisions not to sell, develop, or give land away shapes the fringe as

much as those who subdivide, develop, or sell their property.
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B. Speculation in Land

Another finding emerging from the data regards speculation in land. As noted in
Chapter 1, the survey identified few owners whose primary motive for owning land appears
to be speculation: merely seven owners appeared in the survey whose only strong interests in
their property were in equity, liquidity (selling land quickly for cash), or development,
despite previous studies that identified small but important groups of owners who actively
speculated in land, buying it from rural users like farmers and holding it until selling to
developers (Baerwald, 1981; Brown et al., 1981; Clawson, 1971; Coughlin, 1985; Pond and
Yeates, 1994a; Sargent, 1976). There are several possible reasons for the apparent lack of
speculators in the Austin fringe. First, it is possible that, in Austin in 2002, there are simply
fewer owners whose sole purpose in owning is speculation; pre-development owners today,
such as farmers or ranchers, might hold land longer and sell directly to developers, rather
than selling to the “middle-man” speculator. According to one Austin-area expert, the 1960s
through the 80s saw successful doctors, layers, and oilmen assembling large properties in the
Austin fringe for investment; now, however, experts in the Austin land market note that this
generation is splitting land into smaller parcels, and baby boomers seem to have less affinity
for land investment, perhaps because other assets provide greater returns and/or less risk.
Today, some of the newer owners of large tracts of land are cash-rich high-tech entrepreneurs
and financial executives, according to the area expert, but these owners seek recreation and

.41 .
aesthetics,”' and have more environmental concerns than past owners.** These owners today

“ These assertions are born out by the survey: amenities, including aesthetics, are of higher interest
to all newer owners, and recreation is of higher interest to newer owners of larger parcels.

2 Note that the survey did not show that newer owners of larger parcels were more interested in
environmental protection; resource protection was a concern of high interest to the majority of owners
regardless of the date they acquired their land, but it is highly possible that the extent of concern or
form (e.g. advocacy for environmental protection policies) does vary between newer, wealthier
owners of larger parcels and others; this was not captured by the survey; also, newer owners were
more likely to state their likelihood of utilizing a formal conservation program in the near future.
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may also be more savvy about the investment potential of their land, perhaps as a result of
rising awareness of metropolitan growth and the potential for rising land values (due to
recent public discussions about sprawl and policies intended to manage it); as a result, many
individual and family owners might act as speculators to some degree, holding land out of
development until a certain profit can be made from its sale (in some cases, the owner might
deliberately wait for the right price; in other cases, as discussed in Chapter 7, owners may not

be waiting for an offer, but might feel they “cannot afford to refuse” a high offer if it comes).

A second possible explanation for the dearth of speculators is that the previous
empirical research differed from the Austin landowner survey in the questions used to
identify owners as speculators. Previous research may have overlooked the secondary
interests of speculators, such as agriculture or recreation in favor of more neatly categorizing
owners by their primary interest in speculation. In contrast, the Austin-area survey inquired
about the range of owners’ interests, so that the primary interest may not have emerged as
clearly. Nonetheless, it is true that owners were asked to compare the potential for increasing
land values with other possible reasons for owning, and very few owners, as noted above,
reported that their interest in land values was greater than other non-financial interests. It is
difficult, however, to predict the role that equity and other interests will play in actual future
land decisions — whether these financial interests ultimately take precedence over other
interests — or whether some owners prioritize non-financial interests, such as amenities, for
the economic value they add to land, rather than for the enjoyment that is gained from them.
More research would certainly be needed to assess the state of Austin-area speculation in

land, and whether fewer speculators are found in other metro regions, and why.
If the Austin-area findings hold in other regions and there are indeed fewer

professional land speculators participating in land markets today, land conversion theories

should be updated to account for changes in the nature of land investment. As noted,
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investment may be a less deliberate activity for multiple-interest owners, but those holding
land out of development with the knowledge they may one day sell it, or pass it to children
who may sell it, are as important to theories of land conversion as professional speculators
were in previous decades. Indeed, because these owners are less deliberate speculators and
have a range of strong interests in their land, their actions may be more difficult to predict

and plan around than in the past.

Pond and Yeates (1994b) (and others, such as Bryant et al. 1982) have argued that
landownership changes are good indicators of impending /and use changes because the
“original land user, usually the farmer, rarely acts as a land speculator, developer, builder, or
final urban land consumer...Thus it is reasonable to expect a number of landownership
changes to occur before actual changes in land use are visible on the landscape” (p. 208). If
the “original” owner is today filling the role of speculator — even as he or she uses, earns
income from, and enjoys his or her land — the use of landownership change as an indicator of
impending land conversion may not be as reliable, as there may be fewer ownership transfers

before land development.

II. Implications for Policy

As Brown et al. (1981) noted, if policymakers seek to intervene in land markets, they
must know more about those markets, including the landowners who participate in them and
their interests and motives. The Austin-area landowner survey revealed a fringe dominated
by individual and family owners with multiple interests. These are not the foreign and
corporate owners to whom many authors in the 1970s and 80s called policymakers’ attention
(e.g. Popper, 1976, 1978, 1981), though absentee owners, another group specifically
mentioned by previous literature as warranting attention (e.g. Bunce, 1985; Jacobs and

Moyer, 1986; Popper, 1978, 1981), comprise about half of the Austin-area owners sampled.
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Nonetheless, there are good reasons for policymakers to improve their understanding of
individual and family owners, whether resident or not. If Austin is not an anomaly,
individuals and families have a great deal of influence over the development of the
metropolitan fringe through their land decisions. This group holds the majority of fringe land,
and through their individual decisions, determines when it is available for future
development. They are also often the targets of and constituencies for policies designed to
curb sprawl and protect the environment. In both roles, individual and family owners are
central to efforts to manage fringe development and promote alternative patterns of growth.
The Austin landowner survey offered some relevant findings for planners and policymakers

involved in planning for fringe growth.

A. Leveraging Owners’ Interests

As noted earlier, Americans hold multiple views of fringe land, seeing it as both a
commodity, a private, tradeable good, and as a resource that serves the goals of a broader
public (Bryant et al., 1982). In the United States, land use policy attempts to balance these
private and public interests. Altshuler (1999) argues that at the heart of land use regulation
are two conflicting “ide-ologics” (a combination of ideology and institutional orientation),
one valuing private property, and the other valuing community. Americans hold individual
rights dear and believe strongly in the power of the free market, but also see the benefits of
government intervention to promote communal values. The conflicts inherent in these two
ideo-logics spark controversy over appropriate levels of government regulation, but,
Altshuler argues, because Americans support both private capitalism and public
communalism, there is little likelihood of a swing in the balance toward one or the other;
indeed, there is even an acceptance of the inconsistent ideologies because they allow people

to draw on one value or the other at any given time.
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Some of the individual landowners surveyed and interviewed in Austin reflected
these two values within their own private interests. For example, the equity interest and
resource protection interest were two of the most highly ranked reasons for owning land,
according to landowners surveyed. Equity, the potential for reaping financial gain through
appreciating land values, is an interest that will serve the owner and his or her family alone
(setting aside instances where the owner uses equity gained from land sale for some social
good). An interest in resource protection, on the other hand, is less clearly a private interest:
while some of those holding a strong interest in natural resources on their land may simply
feel the resources contribute to their personal enjoyment, others may consider that they are
providing a communal good by stewarding these resources; and in any case, if the result is
the protection of environmental features valued by the larger public, the owner’s private
interest overlaps with that of the public, regardless of the motivation behind the owner’s
interest. In some cases, owners might conceivably pursue two or more different interests
through multiple land decisions, some with private benefit, some reflecting communal
values. For example, one owner in the Austin fringe sold a large parcel of his family’s long-
held land for a major development, but, with the help of a land trust, protected the remainder
of his property through a dedicated easement that allows him to live on the parcel, but not

develop it.

Those advocating smarter growth in the fringe can build on shared interests, given an
awareness that owners hold a range of interests in their land, and that some of these overlap
with communal interests, or are at least consistent with some communal interests (e.g. an
owner’s appreciation for open space, scenery, other natural amenities, or keeping family
lands intact may be consistent with the public interest in protecting open space and
environmental resources). This is not a new strategy: staff of conservation organizations who
work directly with landowners know the value of appealing to private interests that overlap

with those of the public; and visioning sessions around planning for growth try to elicit and
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build on shared values, though owners’ specific interests may not be as well understood or
acknowledged in these group processes. The policymaking process around growth might
benefit from a more specific understanding of the range of owners’ interests and their
potential overlap with communal values; the interest framework presented in this dissertation
might help policymakers become more attuned to the diversity of interests that owners have

in their land.

However, the Austin-area research raises interesting questions about how one
identifies “communal” or public interests; indeed, this is one of the most difficult questions
in the field of planning and policy. When the interests of large groups of landowners (and
other non-owners in the fringe) conflict with those of planners and policymakers, who
represent the public’s interests? Many Austin-area landowners reported that the decisions of
their neighbors regarding their land are important factors in their own decisions; as some
owners explained, they do not wish to be the last agricultural operation in their areas,
surrounded by subdivisions built on the former pastures of their neighbors. When a neighbor
does decide to sell or develop, abutters might prefer low-density ranchettes over a higher-
density development, which they perceive as less threatening to their interests, though
perhaps from a planner’s perspective, a higher-density development would be more
appropriate. While there are no easy solutions to these land use conflicts, steps to minimize
the negative effects on area owners’ interests, or to find ways to positively affect their other
interests (e.g. in community amenities and services) are obviously helpful. It also follows that
when an owner’s property is directly involved, in general, policies that reward at least some
of the owner’s interests, such as transfer of development rights or agricultural use tax
exemptions, may be the best policies for gaining owner cooperation, because the financial
reward, even if less than the value that could be gained through development of the land, may

be sufficient to serve an owner’s financial interests while fulfilling also non-financial
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interests, such as a desire for a rural lifestyle, maintenance of family lands in the family, or

enjoyment of natural amenities.

B. Transparency and Inclusion

While previous authors have noted the need to put policies in place early to deal with
impending growth, before land has changed ownership into the hands of speculators or
developers intent on converting it from rural to urban uses (Brown et al., 1981; Coughlin,
1985); before an agricultural area is drawn into a larger urban field, and small towns and
exurbs are growing (Pond and Yeates, 1993); and before landowners’ expectations about
higher property values have taken hold (Coughlin, 1985; Heimlich and Anderson, 2001), the
Austin-area research suggested that, sometimes, owners (and others) may perceive policies to
be worse than the growth they seek to address. In one case, an owner who has seen
development in his area, but perceives its effects as minimal (e.g. traffic has not increased
substantially, scenic views have not changed that much), learned of a proposed policy that
would involve flooding his land in order to protect a certain water source from over-
development. Obviously, in this dramatic case, the policy was worse for the owner than the
problems he encountered on a day-to-day basis as a result of the problem, the area’s
development. Less dramatically, owners in areas that have yet to experience much
development may question proactive efforts by municipalities, counties, or regions to control
growth when they have not yet seen the effects of that growth. This is not to suggest that
such efforts should be delayed until development is already occurring, but it does highlight
the value of transparency and inclusion in the planning process. A landowner interviewed in
Austin noted that, even in areas where the effects of growth are evident and proposed
development or growth management policies are contentious, policymaking efforts often
involve the development community and the environmental communities on opposite sides,

with mediation from the planners and policymakers, but often without the direct involvement
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of landowners at the negotiating table; such exclusion can raise suspicion and increase
conflict. In short, policymakers and planners must be aware both of owners’ perceptions of
the problem and the proposed policy formulated to address it as they seek workable and
politically-acceptable land use and growth policies, and engage owners at the earliest stages,

which is likely to lead to more productive participation and negotiation.

C. Value Conflict in the Planning Process

Above, I discussed potential conflicts and areas of convergence between landowners
and those seeking alternative development patterns. I now turn to a related issue, conflicts in
the planning process among different types of landowners. Previous articles by Dubbink
(1984) and Spain (1993) have pointed out the value conflicts that can occur in developing
areas between different types of owners, notably, in Spain’s terms, the “been-heres”
(longtime owners) and “come-heres” (newcomers), in particular over willingness to accept
government intervention into managing growth. In general, Spain argues says that longtime
owners who believe that their rural communities have become more urban perceive policies
to protect the remaining rural aspects to be more restrictive than useful, while newcomers
seek to put policies in place to protect the quaint towns and rural landscape that they have
just come to know (Spain, 1993). Spain argued that the rhetoric used in planning processes is
important, because it can mask differences in underlying values between “been-heres” and

“come-heres.”

The lessons from Spain’s research are instructive. As I learned through the Austin
fringe research, the rhetoric owners use and the stories they tell about their land are critical
for understanding their values, perceptions, and positions. Such stories are a kind of
information that should be given as much weight as technical, formal information (Innes,

1998), and could be brought out more in the planning processes surrounding growth, rather
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than being seen as a distraction to the process. This is probably most practically
accomplished in lengthy sessions, like charrettes or visioning sessions, than in more time
sensitive venues like public hearings. The rhetoric planners use is also important (a regional
planner noted that terms like “smart growth” or “new urbanism” “might get you shot up in
rural areas” of the Austin fringe, but people respond positively to images of places planned

with these principals).

The Austin-area research also revealed that potential interest conflicts may arise
between groups other than newcomers and longtime owners. Though there are differences in
owners’ characteristics, behaviors, and plans by the date they acquired their land, differences
among Austin fringe owners are more clearly seen in the light of interests, or at least interest
orientations. For example, there may be more differences between a recent acquirer with an
agriculture orientation and a recent acquirer with an investment orientation, than there are
between two a longtime farmer and a new farmer. Future research might examine differences
in the perceptions of policies and the values expressed in the planning process among

different owner orientations.

Landowners aside for a moment, the research also suggests that regional discourse on
growth can also be improved with a deeper awareness of rhetoric and participants’
perceptions of growth and change. When asked in interviews to comment on the likely rate
and location of new development in the Austin fringe, area experts’ perceptions of the rate of
growth tended to differ depending on whether they took an urban, fringe, or rural
perspective, and on their temporal frame. For example, developers tended to begin their
assessment of development trends at the site of current development and to look outward
from already urbanized places to the next desirable and undeveloped area, and overall had
fairly modest expectations about the rate of new growth; indeed, this group of interviewees

focused most on the short term. In sharp contrast, conservation and farming advocates, who
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tended to look from rural areas inward, toward Austin, were much more likely to state that
growth was intense nearly everywhere in the fringe. Regional planners, and those who
worked for the counties included in the study, fell between developers and farmland and
environmental advocates in their assessments of how deep into the fringe development
currently extended and how rapidly growth was likely to occur in the Austin fringe in the
next decade. It is admittedly unusual for all of these actors to weigh in with their opinions on
the direction and pace of new growth in a metropolitan region, but as it is not unusual for
developers, environmental and farmland advocates, and local and regional planners to
participate in public discourse about growth and appropriate tools for its management, these
findings suggest it would be beneficial for participants to make clear their point of reference,
including what indicators of growth they find pertinent and what time horizons they consider

important.

D. Practical Smart Growth

As the research described in this dissertation revealed, most of the fringe land in
Austin is in the hands of private individual and family landowners (it is likely that other
regions will have similarly high rates of private ownership, though unclear whether
individual and family ownership is as dominant in all locations). Advocates of “smart
growth” policies must acknowledge that any workable alternative to low-density, auto-
dependent sprawl must take into account the interests of private landowners. As I have
shown, however, more efficient, equitable, and environmentally-sensitive forms of
development are not necessarily incompatible with landowner’s interests; the hope, however,
is that planners and others do a better job of understanding these interests. This involves
some of the suggestions above: inclusion and transparency in the planning process, and an
emphasis on learning about the range of owners’ interests through stories told one-on-one to

planners, policymakers, or others (such as conservation officials), or in the policy process
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itself; if given proper attention, owners’ emotional interests in land may in particular emerge

in a clearer light.

III. Future Research

I have argued in this dissertation that land conversion scholarship and policymakers
would do well to adopt the lens of interests to understand landowners’ complex motivations
and behavior regarding their land, and their roles in land conversion. The framework of
interests proposed here could be applied to owners of fringe land in any American metro
region, as it specifically allows for the unique relationships between owners and their
locations; indeed, a key part of the framework is the need to understand owners in their
contexts. However, more than one case is clearly needed to test the framework’s usefulness
and its hypotheses about the range and interest of interests owners might hold in fringe land,
the factors shaping them, and the reasons for and implications of changes to those interests
over time. In particular, more research is needed into the nature of specific interests: for
example, though many Austin-area owners indicated strong interests in equity or natural
resources, these benefits of ownership may hold different meanings to different owners, and
the subtleties within the interest should be investigated in greater detail. Qualitative research
will also be particularly useful in providing insight into the important emotional attachments

that owners have to their properties.

In addition, qualitative research will also help draw more clearly the link between
interests and owners’ decisions, particularly the circumstances under which owners’
prioritization of interests change, and how those interests play into decisions. For example,
landowners may value recreation and equity equally, but decide to sell upon receiving an
offer the owner “can’t refuse.” Future research can explore the mechanism at work here that,

at a certain point, makes the equity interest the higher priority.
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Practically, additional cases are also needed to assess the type and mix of owners who
possess land on the fringes of American metropolitan areas, as owner profiles may differ by
region, size and character of fringe, and level of development pressures. For example, all
fringe areas may not be so dominated by individual and family owners as Austin; while the
validity of the findings for individuals and families still holds, they may be of less concern or
value in other regions where corporate ownership dominates. In addition, different regions
have stronger planning and land use controls than Austin, which may influence how owners

think of their property and, certainly, the decisions they are able to make.*

Another area of research might be owners’ interests and decision-making when the
same parcel is owned by multiple parties, such as large families or partnerships. In such
cases, land decisions are likely to be particularly complex as participants negotiate with each
other from their unique portfolios of interests. Indeed, interviews with Austin-area owners
pointed to the difficulties of making land decisions with multiple parties: one described large
family meetings over the fate of particular parcels of land, another spoke of how it might be
easier for two brothers to sell land than fight over what was to become of it as their children
neared adulthood. Since multiple-party ownership is not unusual, future research might
explore the particular dynamics of interests and decisions in these cases, and their effect on

the use and development of large land parcels on the fringe.

Finally, there are three possible avenues for policy-oriented research. First, research
could examine the rhetoric and values of different types of owners expressed in local and
regional policymaking processes, with the goal of increasing understanding among
participants and making public discourse more productive. Second, future studies can

examine the incentive structures in policies and programs targeted at landowners, such as

3 The Lincoln Institute of Land Policy has data from four regions with varying levels of public land use
intervention and is poised to address this question.
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agricultural tax exemptions, the Endangered Species Act, and others, through the lens of
owners’ interests, which might help policymakers devise more effective incentives. Third,
research might examine the link between owners’ private subjective interests and collective
special interest politics, where owners band together to press a particular political agenda.
There is an obvious link here to the private property movement, the organization of some
landowners to resist government regulation of private property, and research could explore
whether private interests, as defined in this dissertation, are the building blocks to political
action in organized groups, either in opposition to government regulation, or for other
political purposes (perhaps to push for a certain type of regulation or development plan for an
area or region). An interesting comparison could certainly be explored between fringe
owners’ efforts to organize around their interests, and the collective responses of urban
property owners and urban neighborhoods to change, particularly gentrification. Spain (1993)
compares the responses of urban and fringe actors to development and change, but future
research could explore explicit efforts to organize around interests (including owners’
potential to organize around emotional, rather than financial, interests), and the nature of

interests themselves in urban and fringe settings.

Whether we own land in the fringe or not, we all have an interest in the resources of
the metropolitan fringe: in its arable land, water resources, open space, scenery, wildlife and
wild places; in the land that can support future development; and in the rural communities
that exist now. Indeed, it is not surprising, given the variety of features and the diversity of
people interested in these resources, that conflicts over land uses and land conversion are
characteristic of fringe areas (Bryant et al. 1982). As increasing numbers of Americans make
their homes in the fringe, it is imperative that we understand better the processes of fringe
development and all of the interests at stake, including the interests of the owners of fringe

land (and the differences among these owners); of other residents and users of fringe land;
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and of the public. This dissertation has offered a deeper examination of the interests of
landowners, those who are currently in control of future sites of development, but clearly,

there are plentiful avenues for future research.
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City of Bastrop, including its comprehensive plan: http://www.cityofbastrop.org/
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Hays County: http://www.co.hays.tx.us/
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Hill Country Roundtable: http://www.texascenter.org/

Lane Kendig, Inc.: http://www.lanekendig.com/bastrop/
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Real Estate Center of Texas A&M University: http://www.recenter.tamu.edu/
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State Highway 130 information: http://www.sh130.com/project/

US Census Bureau: http://www.census.gov/

US Department of Agriculture National Agricultural Statistics Service 2002 Agricultural Census:

http://www.nass.usda.gov/census/census02/
US Fish and Wildlife Service: http://www.fws.gov/
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Appendix

Lincoln Institute of Land Policy
Austin Fringe Landowner Survey

Questionnaire
2002

[If contacted for the pilot study (PILOT=1):

Hello, my name is $1 and I'm calling from the University of Connecticut on behalf of
the Lincoln Institute of Land Policy and the Joint Center for Housing Studies of
Harvard University. We are conducting a survey regarding land use and landownership
in the Austin region. May I please speak with <owner>? (REPEAT INTRO IF NEW
PERSON GETS ON PHONE.)

IIf not contacted for the pilot study (PILOT=0):

Hello, my name is $I and I'm calling from the University of Connecticut on behalf of
the Lincoln Institute of Land Policy and the Joint Center for Housing Studies of
Harvard University. May I please speak with <owner>? You may have been contacted
last year to participate in a similar survey about land use and landownership in the
Austin region but we'd like to ask you some new questions on this topic at this time.

CONTINUE.. ...ttt ssssssrssssssaasis 01

We are calling about the <acres > acre parcel of land, (specifically, the property at
<address> in <city >) in <county> county. You should have received a letter prior to
this phone call, explaining this study. (IF NO ADDRESS AND CITY, SAY THE
NUMBER ACRE PARCEL IN THE COUNTY LISTED.)
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SCQI. First, let me verify that you are (or "your organization is") in fact an owner of
the property at <address > in <city> in <county> county. (IF NECESSARY ASK: “Are

you or is your organization considered the legal owners of this property?”)

Y S eeuiitieceereeesereresr i s es e et s testesaasae e et e st e s s e R e e s R R e R e Re R s AR e e e R e Rt e e eeae st sasneenns 01 =>Ql

1 am related to or authorized to speak for the OWRET ..........cveeeeeerminecrercrercrcncnencns 02 =>Ql

Not owner-but able to provide referral (SET UP CALL BACK INFO)................ 03 =>NAME

Not owner-can not identify appropriate respondent ............ceveveecnrcrvsesisnsesevranens 04

DION't KNOW .....eeeetrerrertressaessstsssstsassonssssnsssssssssssestsasssesssesesssassssssssssssssssasssases 98

REfUSEA.....oovieeeeertiseeentnnieensssstst s essnssasts s sssesesesssssssnsnsssssasasassonsassnasas 99

Thank you very much. That is all the questions we have for you.

Terminate Interview (INOt OWNET) ......ccocceurrirnrnessisisniiiieenesiesesnssssestsssesnesesessens TI =>END
|All others continuing:

Q1. Please tell me which of the following forms of ownership applies to this property?

(READ CHOICES 1-4)

Individual or family ..........ccccveeeeriinnininirinicnrcnieres s eeseenes 01 =>Q3

Partnership.......cccocevieinirinn ettt ettt ettt st s bbb s 02 =Q3

Family-held COTPOration .......cececeistiererccncecrnnenssiisisceteeeen e eeseessssssnsasasssssssssases 03 =>Q3

Other COTPOTALION.......coerrererieenrsesissssssssisssseaestssssssssesesssasnssensassassessassessassstsasssssss 04

Other (Do not read precoded List:) ......ccceeureeerirernicnscsininisininissinsescscsssssssnns 05 =>Q3

Other-Cooperative (volunteered)...........c.corererensiesiiccecnenenmrmrenssesssssenesesesisisesnsnene 06 =Q3

Other-Estate (volunteered)............covrervrnereersnnsssiniiininnnensssssssssessssssessesesseseens 07 =>Q3

Other-Trust (volunteered)..........cccveeerriereernninnsncrninnesninrstsesssseessesssessens 08 =Q3

Other-Institution (VOINLEETE) ......ccocrrerererererenerereneserrsesesasseesensnseseseesssssessssseenens 09 =Q3

Other (Specify) (VOIUDLEETEd)........oueviremrecerrensnrcnresissrnnrennisisnsnessesssnsssasssssssesass 80 = Q3

DON't KDOW.....coiiieieieereeceriiiieicrsessesernssesstssssesnesessssssesesasssessessessasssssassnssassssssesasans 98 =>Q3

RETUSEA.......coeeeeereecieeeeeere st rrreseeseestsesneseseeseesseesssesssassnassssssessssssnessssnnessassnasas 99 =>Q3

Q2. Is the corporation for-profit or not-for-profit?

FOT-PIOfit c.cveecvereerreccrrrenansee st cstssseeassescsnsnanesesesessssssssssasasssaenesennas 01
JA[375 107 o o) () i | A OO 02
DON't KIOW .ecviereririeecieeecerereesseisesstesniesseessssssesssesssssssnsssessessssssnssssssesssesnssensssnsans 98
RETUSEA......onccveeerecinerntereneeeessssetsessssssesessesnsssssssenssenessesessssssenessssssassssensssssssanes 99
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Q3. Approximately how many acres is the property at <address> in <city> in <county>
county. INTERVIEWER NOTE: ENTER 6 DIGITS, ROUND UP IF 1/2 ACRE OR
MORE).

DONEKIIOW .....eceverenrrerrennnrssssesessssnitsisssnesssesssssssassssesssassessesssssssssssssassesssass 999998
ReEfUSEd......ccoeeieirtrerrreccnt sttt sb b s a s 999999

IQ4. Unless otherwise noted, the questions in this survey are about this <q3 > acre
property.

COMLIINUE ........oeevreeeereeeesreeeseeessseessssessessssessasssssesssesasssssssasssssssssesssssssssessssesssssessssssnane 01

Please tell me what percent of the property is currently involved in each of the
following uses. I'll read all the uses first, and then repeat them for your responses one
by one. Those uses are: 1) uses related to farming, ranching or forestry including
dwellings, 2) open idle or other undeveloped land, 3) rural commercial or industrial
uses, 4) urban or suburban commercial or industrial uses, 5) residential uses, but not
associated with a farm or ranch, or 6) other uses.

CONINUE ...oeeeeiierreeririrseesseressseesssessssesssnsessessssessanesssasssseasssesssasasssesstesssnsssssseransssnsn 01

(If at the end of this series, Q4A-Q4J total greater than 100, say "Your answers to the
last set of questions total more than 100%. Please revise some or all of your answers to
these questions.")

IQ4A. Please tell me what percentage of the property is currently involved in each of
the following uses. Please keep in mind that all uses, combined together, should equal
100% of the property usage. First...

CONTINUE........cocueeeecsrecsistststststsssssss s ssassssssesesessssssssssssstssssssssssssssasssnsnsssasases 01

Q4A. Uses related to farming, ranching, or forestry, including dwellings (ENTER
NUMBER 0-100).

Q4C. Rural commercial or industrial uses (INTERVIEWER NOTE: for example, a
quarrying operation or farm supply business) (ENTER NUMBER 0-100).
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Q4D. Urban or suburban commercial or industrial uses (ENTER NUMBER 0-100).

Q4F. Residential use, but not associated with a farm or ranch (ENTER NUMBER 0-
100).

DON'EKNOW .ottt ceeteeceester e s esretsessse s sasnaeessnbesesaaaesasanaeesnsasasns 998
RETUSEA .ottt e et et e st e esttssetsssebaesbeeesaasssessaessssessssenssesassassnn 999

QA4G. Other use such as utility. For example, power lines or sub station.

DON'EKNOW ettt ettt st et s et et e st e sae e bsebeerbeerseennessasssesnnessasssesneens 998
RETUSEA ..ottt teeeeeeesteessssessee st e esnsesasseeessasasssesasasessseeseeasteessasssaanassansss 999

DON'E KIDIOW ettt sttt s st e e st e sessseestsesassesstsseseeessessnseessbessarensans 998
RETUSEA .ottt st e e st e et e cae e s b e e eneeeereessaesabeesabeesaenesnesanes 999

Q4i. Other use such as institutional uses. For example, educational, religious uses,
church, or university.

DON L KNOW .ttt teete et se e sresteebeeasseasassssseesssesssessenresatesnsesnsesssesrenn 998
RETUSEA ..ottt ettt st s sttt e sttt e s seneesssbsteessssessseabaeesbssasessesenannns 999

Q4J. What about some other use that we have not mentioned? (ENTER NUMBER 0-
100)

Q4JA. You mentioned that <q4j >% of the property is related to something we did not
list. What exactly is that other use?

TYPE VEIDALIM.....c.eeueimiieietitee ettt et b e sn s st e s enaas 01
DON L KDOW ...oriiciiiieeie ettt tteee s e s aee s s resessssssessseeessssneaessnsansssssaess 98
RETUSEA ...ttt s te e e e e rvee s e ras e s s bas s e s s b e s e s s me e e snnnanssassanesanne 99
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If ALL land is in developed use (commercial, residential, utility, transportation) uses,
terminate interview. (Not included in final sample for analysis).

Thank you very much for your time. Those are all the questions that I have.

Terminate Interview (100% 1and USE) ..........cccevererrrererrrsrsrernerssnsansesssssesessesenenenes LU =>END

Q5. Is the property used for recreation? (INTERVIEWER NOTE: COULD BE
PUBLIC, PRIVATE, OR PERSONAL RECREATION.)

YOSttt et s s en s s s e sa e nese s e s e saena s 01
INO ittt st e st s s s s e e s s e e e aeen e s e e ae e e ans 02
DON't KNOW ..covenereerereiernrcceeecsnsrnsesensestsesesesssssssnssssessssssassasssasssssssssssssssas 98
REFUSE......occceeiiiiirtrr et csescsesnst st sesasssaesesasesssenasesasassnnne 99
|For those with land in agricultural use: Q4A>0; otherwise skip to Q12 I

Q9. What percent of the land in agricultural use do you lease to others to farm or
ranch?

DON'E KIOW ...ooovveeeeeiriiiiiiresseesseessesssesseessessessssessessssssecssssssessssssessessssssssnsensessns 998
REFUSE.....eeceeeeeeeiiiiiisicctiereeesesesesseesteseessesssessesssessessssessassssessessesssessnessesssessnes 999

Q12. How did you acquire the property? Did you: (Read choices, accept up to 4
responses)

BUY Tt .cueueeertiereiereeseiseseresaecseececsesastsssssasassssssssssssessassssesestsestssessarssssssasssasarasasass 01
INBETIE It .ot cssasssssess s ssasts st sass st st 02
Receive it a5 @ ifl .....ooccvnieeiiiiiiiccnrcsciisscsnressestess s se st ensesesenanns 03
Receive it as payment for a debt........cccvrrerecnrerireresrse et 04
DON't KDOW ....oveeeeeenninincceneccrcnceennsnsnsaesesenssssssssssssssasssesssensssssssssssssasasassesessses 98
REFUSEA.......ceeeitteeir ettt csasesesosase e snsasss e e snssssnssasetes 99

AL AL ONICE ..uvereeencncnrnencrerernsneceseessssssssssasasasssassssasessssssesesssassesssssssssesssesssasassssssns 01

MOTE than ONE.......coceeerereerrerirrerersesesseesnssssssssmssssasessssssserssessssssssssesssssossssssssssenans 02

DON't KNOW ...ucveniicrieinirnrinciseeseseseressssstesesserssessssssessssessssssssessassssssasstssssesssssnennns 98 => Q57
REFUSEA......coueeereeieciiiritnnnesesesestestesesctessesssssessssaessessessssnssssessessessesessnesssssessassnennne 99 => Q57
| If Q12==01 AND Q13==01, skip to Q14 (Bought property all at once.) |

If ((Q12=01 AND Q12=02,03,04) AND Q13==02), skip to Q56 (4cquired property by
purchasing some and received other parts via inheritance, gift, or debt payment in
multiple transactions.)
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| If Q12==01 AND Q13==02, skip to Q24 (Bought property in multiple transactions.)

or debt payment in one transaction.)

If (Q12>01 AND Q12<98) AND Q13==01, skip to Q35 (4dcquired via inheritance, gift,

and/or debt payment in multiple transactions.)

If (Q12>01 AND Q12<98) AND Q13==02, skip to Q45 (4dcquired via inheritance, gift,

| For those who bought property in one transaction:

Q14. In what year did you buy the property? (ENTER 4-DIGIT YEAR.)

DON'E KINIOW ....c.ovveverererninreririiesstesssssasssesresessesssessesssssessesseessessessesesssesssssessssssns 9998
RETUSE.....ueeeneeeiiiireccteeeeecteertee st s seesee st s sbesssesssssssssasessssssnessassssssssssssssssssssnn 9999

Q15. How did you first identify the property? (READ LIST.)

Family member, friend, or NEIGhDOT.......c.ccceeveirnrerereenneesrssessssssssesesesssssssesesnns 01
Sign posted on property or advertisSement ...........ccecvereeerrrereeeseressseerseseesessssnessenns 02
Broker/Teal €State aeNnt ...........cccrvririnrrrereseesesessesserrasensssessesessssssssessssensassassassesesens 03
Self-initiated contact With OWIDET.......ccccceurmrireeceeeeccrrentreneececnesrernnsesessseseesssaes 04
Other (SPECILY)...cciurururrrecrrererreie et ss s e s st et es 05
DON'E KNOW ..eniniiiitcecneeeetttsesessesseetst st sesasas s ssssssnssesssssessssssssssssasnesensanes 98
RETUSEA....coviriieririreececeeeeesssstsiecsesesesese e setsrrs s s anana st st essssassassssssesasssssasanes 99

IQ16. At the time you first acquired the property, did you intend to use it for:

CONTINUE.......ciicntiriniiitenrisesssessssssene e sesesesesesststsssasasasasseasnsntasasassasssasnens 01

|Rotation => Questions Q16a through Q16f asked in random order.

Q16a. Uses related to farming, ranching, or forestry, including dwellings

Y B8 ueeieeeeeeenrriceressrretssaresesreessasaestesersaesan et b et bt e b et b EeaR bt s enaasabs s st e s nesenetenabesasees 01
0 J R 02
DON'EKIOW ....ooeeeeeeeeiieceteeeeeeieeeeeseeesessssssessssessseestessesesssssssssesssssstesssesssssssessesssese 98
REMUSEA ....c.neeeerieieeeeciiiiiiiectienieeresssesasesssesssesssesssesssesasesaresanssesestasstessemensesnsesnessnssn 99
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Q16b. Open, idle, or other undeveloped land

Y 8. cueeeiiirtiinereeereesresareeesssesstssse s aresesasessesstasasessaeraaata st bR e s e e enabesae ettt aaseaneres 01
O et ittiiteeeeeeseessressreessaessseessanessssessesssstsssessssessasessssssssssssseesssasssnessnseessssssnanssneaase 02
DON'EKNOW ...oovveriieiiiiiiisicssesseesssesseesesssessessssessssssssssssssessessassssssssessesssessasasssnssaness 98
RETUSEA.......ceeeirreeeieieresteeeseenseseseeerseesssnessessessessessessessesssssssssessessesassasssenassassssene 99

Q16c. Rural commercial or industrial uses

Y . uuiitieiieeiseeetesseissssssesssesssesssessesssesssessesstessesseesseestesstessessesssenssessenssessassnsssaasss 01
INO cteecireireerireeeereesstressessaressstessaesasssessaaessasessassasessssansnsessstsosenessssessesessssssassosassaans 02
DON'E KNOW ...eceveeeeiereeneicniireesseeeerssessseessessessassssesssssssssesesssssasssssssssasassssssosasssassassss 98
RETUSEA.....c.eeeeeeeeereeeeeetrereresssstssseesersenessessesesssrsssssessasssssessessssssessessassensentessessasnases 99

Y S utireiteeseeseeesresaeesresseessassessssessesssesstesasessessaesssersassensneesstssbessseasensesires b s e st arassn 01
N O etttetiecteesteeeeesstesesssissssesnsesssssessssssessnsssstesastesssseserasasaseaneseraeeasesesnasssssssnnasants 02
DONEKNOW .....veevererieerirreinisessesssesssnessessessssesssssssssssessessssssssssnssassssnsessssssnsassssssss 98
RETUSEM ..o eeeviiireerisisseseseesesresessesesssssssesessessessssesssssssssasessesessensasessessesssnsnsananes 99

Y S uuririurierueeerseessseesseeseesseassssessnaesaesssasasttanesasaaaasa e sate e r e s n e s e aaansaesesnessssssrasssnes 01
NO ttrteeiiieeiiesseertreseisseesesssestessesssesssasassrasssessesssessanesnesbssssssstensanressstsssssssassasnsess 02
DON'EKNOW ...oovieeniiieirriiisseeesesssessesssessneesessssssssesssssessasessessessassrasessasaasssssss ssassanans 98
RETUSEU........eeeeeriircerereeresiesisesestessesessesessesssesessessessssessensssssssassssesssnssseanssesssssssssasans 99

Y S uiueitiieeeeeeeesest et eteesaressesasebesbenr e a st e st e e ra e A s et e eRE e nesaesaeaesatnsreaeeraaass 01
O cttettetietesiesseeaeessesseessesseersesssesssesssessressssstsssensesseeratessssssessensasenesssssssnasssssasssenss 02
DON'EKNOW ....oiveriereeeiessessnesseeseeeseessssssesseseseesssssssssassanssssessesssssnessnssssssssssssssssasssss 98
REFUSEH.......eoeeseeerietiereevcessetesesse e sanesesssnessssesasssssesaesessesessesassssasssesassnsassesassenass 99

IQ17. On a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is not at all important and 5 is very important,
please tell me how important each of the following were in influencing your decision
to purchase this particular property:

CONTINUE.......ooirnrineisiiriesisncniresistsnssssnsmnsisessssessssessssssssssssssssssssnsssassassesassass 01
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|Rotati0n => Questions Q17a through Q17h asked in random order.

Q17a. Proximity to municipal services, such as sewer or water (PROBE: ON A
SCALE OF 1 TO 5 WHERE 1 IS NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY
IMPORTANT. ENTER 1-5.)

DON'EKNOW .ttt ettt s st e e e sttt eesssssaesssstesesssatesesaessssneesessrsessennne 98
RETUSEA ..ttt ettt e st e s te e sane e sbeesasessaeeanans 99

Q17B. Length of commute time to your job (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5
WHERE 1 IS NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY IMPORTANT. ENTER
1-5)

DON'E KNOW..ouviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieccceeiete et eeerte e s sesat e s s s stee e s ettt s esataessnaesesssasesasnnns 98
RETUSEA.....eeeeietieeceeeeee ettt et s et s et s s eansesatesesnsesnnes 99

Q17c. Amenities and services in the area, such as scenery, open space, and schools
(PROBE: ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5 WHERE 1 IS NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT AND
51IS VERY IMPORTANT. ENTER 1-5.)

DON'EKIIOW ...ttt sttt v s svessvesaesseesntessaesassaessreassnssseanseans 98
RETUSEA ...ttt s b s b e s bt st e et e satesaseseseeeeeseesteean 99

Q17d. Land size and property suited for agriculture or ranching (PROBE: ON A
SCALE OF 1 TO 5 WHERE 1 IS NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY
IMPORTANT. ENTER 1-5.)

Q17e. Price or terms of sale (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5 WHERE 1 IS NOT
AT ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY IMPORTANT. ENTER 1-5.)

DOME KNOW vttt ettt s st s st e satesaees st aesmaeseeeseeete et eemeeaneeaseeneeane 98
RETUSEA ... ettt ettt e e e et e e et e e e eeeeee e e st eeeaeeeensaeassesanseesnnes 99

Q17f. Property taxes(PROBE: ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5 WHERE 1 IS NOT AT ALL
IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY IMPORTANT. ENTER 1-5.)

DON'E KIOW ..evviitiieeieenieiiectteee ettt e re et esaesete e bt sneetesanesaeeaneeeesseeseesneanas 98
RETUSEA ...ttt es et este st e e et e et e et e s e senesate st eeaeaeaeeeeenan 99

Q17g. Land and house suited for family (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5 WHERE
1 ISNOT AT ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY IMPORTANT. ENTER 1-5.)

DOt KNOW ..ot ceeete ettt e e st e e e e e st e s st e e e eenteeeeeneseteseeaneeeaneeaeeens 98
RETUSEA ...ttt et e et s e et e e e et e e eneeeeeeeeasaesaseesaresanens 99
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Q17h. Proximity to family or friends (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5 WHERE 1

IS NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY IMPORTANT. ENTER 1-5.)

DON'E KNOW ..eeerrenierriesisirsisseessessesseseseessesesesseessssssnssssssssssssssasssesssesssessesasssssessens 98
REFUSE...eeeeeietreriecreeinesssteesseseessesssessssesssesssssesssassssevesesssssesssnansesssasessssaessnassnns 99

Q18. When you bought the property, did you intend to subdivide it at some point in the

future?

Y 8 ueieienneeeeesensseseseessnssesesessessssstsessssesssnseesessssesssesssssannnsessastassssateesssataesasssanessanarsns 01
N et teieetetteceerssserteesstresssssesessseeessssesssssssesessneesssanerssssasnsssssnessssessasstssesssnsessssssassssns 02
DON'EKNOW <..oeeveeeeeeieiieeireceseseseesseessseseesseesssessrssesesssssessesssassensassssessssssssesnessserss 98
RETUSEA. ..ot eeeeeeeeseesseseesessessesaessssasesesseesssassssessenssnsessessensessassessnsnsssssnes 99

Y . neiiiiieiteietiteestesrereressresee st et e e s s e s b e e st e s e e ae s aesaa e e e e Re s re s Re e s eRessaasrnssrnsene 01
N O uueteieeereeersreeeesenseosssreesessneesssssasssssmsessrssessssssaesssstsssrsasessssssssessssssssansesssnsessasnssnansnns 02
DN KNOW w.eeererieirieriintessssseesessessesssesssssesesssassssesssssesessessssensnssasssesnsssasaesssssssss 98
RETUSEA.c.eeeereiereeeeertcecceessessessesaessessstesssssssassessesssesasssersensantesseseassasnersesasssesses 99

Q20. When you bought the property, did you think you would likely hold the land:

(Read choices 1-3)

FOr 10 YEars OF IOTE YEAIS ........oceruerireisessssessoressesessessssissessssmsssssssessonesesassnsresseseass 01
FOT 6 10 10 YEATS.....coeevrerrrernrncnciriresisininiiccciisisissssssssssssess s sesesssesesssssssssnsssnsnss 02
FOT 5 YEAIS OF 1E5S....ueuieerernreeccsnsriresisessnssissssssmstiosisessssnnssssessssssessesssssssssnssssssnass 03
DO KNOW ..vireiiciiniecnceseeseisessenstinnetssssesnsnsssssnsassssesssssssssesessssssssesessssssssssns 98
RETUSEA.....veeecrererereeessesesaessasassssessssssnsssssasssssssssssssasasssesesssssssssssssenssenessasnsannsens 99

Q21. When you first bought the property, how important was the possibility that you
could at some point acquire neighboring land to create a larger property? Was it very

important, somewhat important, not very important, or not at all important?

VEIY IMPOTLANL ....ccveveeeerrrereransnsssecnrsiseneseeesestetstststsssasssesssssssssssssessssssssssessssssassssas 01
Somewhat IMPOTLANL.......cccoereriercririnsinistiserisiin e sssssesesssssesssssesessssases 02
NOt VETY IMPOTLANL ....covrrererseeenssiisisssssssssssssssssssssssmsisssssssssasasasasasasasssssanses 03
Not at all IMPOTLANL........ccvvverrercrririirisisisinerreresssssssssisssssssssisesssesesssesessssssssessssasass 04
DO KDOW .....veeceneeenenreerseessssisssssistsisssnessaesestssssossssstsssssssssssenssesssssssassssssssannns 98
REFUSE......coreeececeereeeenenestsaseee e seseasaseesesssssasasesisssss s bsasenersssbsbebebensnanassessasans 99

=>Q23
=>Q23
=>Q23
=>Q23
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Q22. Why did you consider creating a larger parcel? (READ CHOICES 1-3; ACCEPT
UP TO 4 RESPONSES.)

Farming, ranching, Or fOTeStry ........ccvvirmninmnicniiuinssicnnnnisseeisscnsesenenens 01
INVESIMENL ....oconnirirrieiiieiiniesininir ettt stssestsrssessnesesssasssasmanssnsssssessassssensns 02
DEVEIOPIMENL........coriiricreeeree ettt sttt sessassests s ssassssssssssesersansanesnss 03
Other 1eason (SPECILY) ..ccvvvrrrrerrieesiesisiiisisiiresesessesesesttonesesesesesessassssrssssssssssssrens 80
DON'T KDOW .....coeeereriireenrenenrtecseresestssissestsneesessesesssssesesassnssessssssssssessesesssnsessssssns 98
REMUSEA ...ttt teststssessen st saeat st sas bt sasebes s asbestonsabe st aais 99

Q23. At the time of purchase, did you intend to lease any of the land to others to farm
or ranch?

Y S iiecteecreeitee e re e ste e stae st ee et e e se e be e s et e s b e st e s ae e s R e e Rt e R e e esaesanesea b eeresssanentaenensntss 01 =>1Q70

NO ot s e s 02 =>1Q70

DON'E KNOW ....ooiriieeriiieeieiereeeessesestesseresessseesssesssesssesssesssessessssasssssesssesssessasarssassns 98 =>1Q70

REFUSEA..ccveereeeeeeeriiceeeeeereereeeeessessssensesssessessesssesnessassssessssssessssassesssssterannenrens 99 =>1Q70
|@r those who bought property in multiple transactions: |

Q24. How many transactions did you take to acquire the entire property? (ENTER 2
DIGITS.)

Q25. In what year did you buy the first parcel of the property? (ENTER 4-DIGIT
YEAR.)

Q26. How did you find the first parcel? (READ CHOICE 1-4.)

Family member, friend, or neighbor.........cccoveeercicininmeecsiisccitnisiisscsssscnns 01
Sign posted on property or adVertiSEMENnt ........c.eererceercreesrssessnscssssiseseosssssseassinens 02
Broker/real €State QZENt ............cccecrverereerererennnenieresesssssssssnssssesnssesesisossesnsnsrasesaensacs 03
Self-initiated contact With OWDET.......cccovereoircereeeeeeceeceeerererscseeeeeereesreesnneneeas 04
Other (SPECIEY) e uerricreeiereresierreeececertreesses st see e sae e ne e ssnsssssbesassssssssssoseassanesn 80
DON'E KNOW ....ciicicreiiiiirrreceees s ssenc e sesssses e sssesssessesssessssssansssnssneasnsas 98
RETUSEA ..ottt eereest st saeete s e te e e e nese e sesae st san e sesa s e ae st naneneses 99
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1Q27. At the time you bought the first parcel of the property, did you intend to use it
for:

CONTINUE......coertieeenietsie ettt b aeaeeeas et 01

|Rotation => Questions Q27a through Q27f asked in random order.
Q27a. Uses related to farming, ranching, or forestry, including dwellings

B = TSRO RO USRIt 01
N0 ittt e e et esae e aeebeerbesabesba et be e b e bs e see b e ba e beeabesat e besaesanenbrantsenteenranns 02
DON'EKIOW ..ttt ettt et st esse e s s s e teesanss e seenseessanssersenssenses 98
RETUSE™.....oeiiiiriiiieitictecterteetee e eetecctestte e et e st eaeebesbaeabesssesbeesbssaneesnesseenseessesnsanns 99

Y St ettt eet et e e ete et e e te e eae e s e e e be e e b e e e et e e e e raea st e e b aeeaae e raeeaeesateeeraeesateeennaeates 01
N O it iteiieetert et e et eresteerbesreere e te st e ssesbaessessaesseesaeateensesasesaseneessersaersnenbesrseesararaense 02
DONT KIIOW .ttt cette ettt cte s s esas e beeesbsesbescvseetesebaesstsenssssssaeenses 98
RETUSEU....eeeeeeeereereeee ettt re st e ta e e b e et e e stesbe e sesasesssaseasssassansenssesnnaens 99

Y Sttt ittt ettt et e r e e st e e te e e s s s a e st e s e e e e e e b e e e s b e st e e e b e e nte e rae s atesebaeesanas 01
N O ettt e eetre e e s et e e bt e seebaaa e et b e e e et b b e e enaab e e e b e e enbaae e besaeassaeeenraseenrnnens 02
DONTKIIOW .ottt esvt st cesse e sestesebbsebessavbeenbeeesssssnseessssesssensees 98
RETUSEA.....vvieiieiieietieereeceeccte et te et eets e teesate e te e s bseesbe s sasesasessessssasassensssassees 99

Y S uteietteiteeetteeeteeette e teeiar e s be e et e e st e e b e e st et aeeasa e ba e e R e e st e e neesateastaeraaensenansaeaneen 01
N O ettt ettt ettt ee et eeetr e e e s e st ee st e e be e ae e st e s b e e e bt e et e e e e e e baeeteeesareanteeentrestees 02
DON'EKIOW ..ottt et e e s see e abeente s sbsesssestaeensaentessassasnsens 98
REFUSEA.......oooniiiiiiiieietieeieceeeerecste et e et e e bee s sasesssseesaebeeesseesssasnsasassesnsessrsesnsen 99

Y i iireeieirteeeecrrreerrreeeinree e e e e e baeaeabaae e n s taa s b e e e e ate e e ntaaaasnreeesaeseessaeaannraeesanrans 01
N O ettt ettt eettte e e s tbeeee e e e s etaraeeeaba e e e tas e e e ab e e e e bat e s b e s e e tntesaraseeeeeaaraeenraeerans 02
DON'TKIIOW ..ottt ettt te et ee e e steeesbeeesee e s besse e saaesssasssasssnesessrnsenatens 98
RETUSEA......occeeeeceeeete ettt ettt ettt e e es e b e e rae s baeeaa e saeeessaesnsenssaensnns 99
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Q27f. Recreation (INTERVIEWER: public, private or personal recreation.)

Y B8 i icteeiiiteiinensesssaessasessssasssassssnasaarasssnsesssasesssesestas s n s s e e s e s e s e s e s R s e e s RSO R RS S AR 01
N O eeieeeeeeveseresssseesssesstsssesssssssseessesssesssesstesssesssesssssssessaesssensesseserasessasssassessesessnsssase 02
DON' KIIOW ..vveeeeveriireeeenesseeesiisresssesssesssesssessssssssessasssnsssessesssssssssssssssasassssessssssssse 98
RETUSEA c...ceeiieeeeeseeeceeeeeeeiseesssee st e ssseessaeassas s s snessnsasssssssssssesassssnsassssssaressnanssnns 99

IQ28. On a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is not at all important and 5 is very important,
please tell me how important each of the following were in influencing your decision
to purchase the first parcel of this particular property:

CONTINUE......ccocectiineisnneescsessinstsastsessstsssess et ssssss st b st ses e sasssnns 01

|Rotation => Questions Q28a through Q28h are asked in random order.

Q28a. Proximity to municipal services, such as sewer or water (PROBE: ON A
SCALE OF 1 TO 5 WHERE 1 IS NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY
IMPORTANT. ENTER 1-5.)

Q28b. Length of commute time to your job (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5
WHERE 1 IS NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY IMPORTANT. ENTER
1-5.)

Q28c. Amenities and services in the area, such as scenery, open space, and schools
(PROBE: ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5 WHERE 1 IS NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT AND
51IS VERY IMPORTANT. ENTER 1-5.)

Q28d. Land size and property suited for agriculture or ranching (PROBE: ON A
SCALE OF 1 TO 5 WHERE 1 IS NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY
IMPORTANT. ENTER 1-5.)

DION'E KIIOW ..ovoeeiiirriiiniieeireeresieessseeesseessnrsssssecsssessssassssasssssesnsssesssesasssssssssnsesssesssns 98
RETUSEA ...ttt aees st eestcessee s sassssaesssasssssenssssesatssesasessnessssessnasssasasnns 99
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Q28e. Price or terms of sale (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5 WHERE 1 IS NOT
AT ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY IMPORTANT. ENTER 1-5.)

Q28f. Property taxes (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5 WHERE 1 IS NOT AT ALL
IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY IMPORTANT. ENTER 1-5.)

Q28g. Land size and house suited for family (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5
WHERE 1 IS NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY IMPORTANT. ENTER
1-5.)

Q28h. Proximity to family or friends (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5 WHERE 1
IS NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY IMPORTANT. ENTER 1-5.)

Q29. When you bought the first parcel of the property, did you intend to subdivide it at
some point in the future?

Y S uiiiiiiiireeinreesreesanessanssnssssnessaseesasessasesarae st st e s aa s e aa s R s e sesasutseRaesasaasesnt s snnasannss 01
INOetttiereerieiesieersressessessesesessessesnassseserssssessasssssesnssssansasssssssnasessssessssssnssssesssssesssnts 02
DONTKNOW ..cueireeieiresieceeessensesssssesesssssessssesssessessessessessessssssssessasaessssassnssassnesass 98
RETUSE...ccveieeeereeerreieeeeeseeersesersrisssesssesssnenssesessessssessaesssasssssasssssssssssnssssnsssssaasnss 99

Y . eueieiiineeiresereessrreissenasesenees e neaasstaaassan e et s R SR as s s e asseeabese s bt st seabe e e s b bt nesabans 01
O ctttetreirerteeseessessisssissesseasssssesasesssasstessessssassesasssesssesnsessnesnserarassnesssasesssnesanssaanness 02
DONEKNOW ..oevieeieierreencsecesssssssesssssessessesssesnessessessassessessesssnsessassassessesassesnssasasesaes 98
RETUSE......ooueiererrienieeereeceresseeeeeeessesssesesnsssassssassaessessnsssnssssasssssssssnssssssssssssossssas 99
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Q31. When you bought the first parcel of the property, did you think you would likely
hold the land: (READ LIST.)

FOI 10 OF INOTE YEATS.....ceceruieirrieiirieeercrtiriresteeressesan st s b s sresteernesnensensansasans 01
FOI 610 10 YEATS ..c.vvrevenirieeeeiieeeiietesecee st ser st era s et e b e st e e e b sns 02
FOT 5 YEAIS O 1SS ..ucivevereuenirieerrieeireeeesiecinist ittt et aa s aenas 03
DON'E KNOW ..eetiieceiiceiertee e ecetsseessesssesae st essrea s e s b b s s bs s s srnesan s sanssasasnssrnenane e 98
RETUSEA ...eeeeieieeecierree ettt st s sa et st s st b e enn s 99

Q32. When you first bought the first parcel of the property, how important was the
possibility that you could at some point acquire neighboring land to create a larger
parcel? Was it very important, somewhat important, not very important, or not at all
important?

VEIY IMPOTTANL.c.covereeeceereeeeeneriiiiiitnie ettt sae s sssressssens s s sesesssebessnesssesnanas 01
SOMEWhAL IMPOTTANL. ...eveereiirierieeereerieeeeeeeeeeneesesisseseser e sessneresrsss s sberseassbons 02
NOt VETY IMPOTLANL......coceeeeirieiiiiertiniereiiiri et be s ere e saseae s nas 03 => Q34
Not at all IMPOTLANL......c.cocveveeerireieiriereni e e 04 => Q34
DON't KNOW oottt e e eaeesssnsesetssonanessnnossbssinesssresasanssnsessnns 98 =>Q34
RETUSEA ... coveieceti ettt e sttt e e e sesane e saeesas s esbesbenessesn 99 =>Q34

Q33. Why did you consider creating a larger parcel? (READ CHOICES 1-3; ACCEPT
UP TO 4 RESPONSES.)

Farming, ranching, or fOrestry.........cccceevrvmivnininmiiiiniiseeciee e 01
INVESIMENL .....eonteniirereeenincrieec ettt bbb s b aaneanas 02
DEVEIOPIMENL........cueveeeereeninteierinieriteiereneeeetsssit et ettt an s nis 03
Other reasons (SPECILY) ....ceververireririrerreiniiiici et 80
DON't KNOW .c.venritrrineererineesiese st et sae bbb s e nae e 98
RETUSEA ..ottt ettt et eeee s e s ese et benssa b aoas s st snsasaen 99

Q34. At the time you purchased the first parcel, did you intend to lease any of it to
others to farm or ranch?

Y €S ueiiitteeieerreeeitreestnr e e teeeerrrea b s e e rae e ba s e aa s e bt e s n e e eabae e be e s beesasae s st e e st e e eseesne e s raeennee 01 =>1Q70

IO ettt ettt st st see s e sb e saes et s s ae e s 02 =>1Q70

DON'EKNOW vvviiteeiieeeie ittt eetreereecaeessessssseereeseesbassseenteasesasasssassnesseesansssesasesasenne 98 =>1Q70

RETUSEA......ueiiietiieeeeeite ettt ettt e s e s e e s e e s nbn e s sbe s be s s st e s ere s s emnenann s 99 =>1Q70
|For those who acquired via inheritance, gift, or debt payment in one transaction. |

Q35. In what year did you acquire the property? (ENTER 4-DIGIT YEAR.)

DON'EKIIOW .ot e et s s e be e e e ar e e eesass s e eetssasaeaneseanasssesesnsasseansseran 9998
RETUSEA ..ottt ettt e e e s bab e e s e e e cessnbesaeasesesannssnaseesens 9999
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Q36. Did you receive the property from a family member?

Y 8.t eutiiteenierereeesstesersessessessassessasnissesasssessssssesesssesesaseseensasesanseetestrsreseesserasensensenes 01
IO ctteeteecttestereraresssaeasseasaressssessnesestaesasesssassssessatesssassssasesasssasesstenesessanesaesssnsasnnas 02
DONEKIOW o..ovevirieerieeerieeieissestessessessessessessessessessessessesssssesssessssssssssesssssssesssssasens 98
RETUSEA....oeeeeeereeeeereeirineiiesresereseesteeseeesesssessnssssessssssesnsesssestsssssssesssesasesssesssesneene 99

=>1Q38
=>1Q38
=>1Q38

Q37. At the point you acquired it, how many years had the property been in your

family? (ENTER THREE DIGITS.)

DON'E KDOW ...eeeeetereireeeeeeeeeereeessesesssesssesssessesssesssesssessasssessassassssssssessassssssossnsnsen 998
REFUSEA...ueeeeeeeeeietinereiesieessessneaessnessesssessessassssesssessssaressessensssesssesssesssesnessensnees 999

1Q38. At the time you first acquired the property, did you intend to use it for:

CONTINUE........cccoinirnininininiinsisinisisiisssseisssssssssssssssssssssssssessssassesasasses 01

|Rotation => Questions Q38a through Q38f asked in random order.

Q38a. Uses related to farming, ranching, or forestry, including dwellings

Y i eeeinrreerierecsseneeessstreessssesasssenesssseaesssessassasecesnsssessnnnesesatessarasssessssssssranasasnnasesssanes 01
N O eeeeeeeeteeereneeueestestasesstsasesssssssesssssesssesssstessessesssseossersessessensestantennersesnsssesanesssssenes 02
DION' KIOW e.veereeeterereesiisnisssessesssssseessesssessesssesneessssssssssessasssassesssssssesssssssessansessansse 98
RETUSE....cueeeeriieieerirereiiiesenerereeesateseessseessssssnssssnessnesssassssesssesssassasassssasssssesssanes 99

Y 8. uiiiiicnreisenreisssteeeeessesasssreeesstraaaareeasntaseseaasen et ae s st e eas st aasesn st tsessresessstatassanstesnns 01
O eteereiecteerteeteessessnetesstesseessersssreesssssnsesesssesasassrssssessensessesastsssssssssntesansnsrasssnesss 02
DON'E KTIOW «.eteneeiieniiereiencessesssessesssessaessessessssssssssssssssssssssessesssessssenssssassnsssesassses 98
REFUSEA....cooeeeeeeeeereeeeieeissessteesessesssssneesseesesssssssesssessesasersseessesssenstssnesssesnsesssessssnes 99

Y S uiieueieciieiersesseesseessaesasaesssseasbae sttt e s s b e b s e s e e e st e st e s st e s b et e ae et eesane s sesenaeeranen 01
N O ueirteertiiirtieseeresseesseessassesssnsssesssessesssessassseestessesssesnssnsessasssssssssssesssessasneassssssesss 02
DON'E KNOW ...uviriirieeerrerreressssereesssssesesssesemanssssssessssssssestesssssmenssssessossssssusassassssssans 98
RETUSEA....eeeeeeieeeteeecetscseeseeeseeseesstesssesassssesssessesssssasnsssssesasesasasnessassssessasnne 99

Y .t ieiuteierneeeiisteeeesssreeesssesserssasassresesssanessatasessstasassraarsssstaeaasttesssureseesanansesatasessans 01
N O eetiieieiteeecttteeeeeresssseesesssesessssaesbnessassssesesssesesssaessnsasesasnsersssratessaresasessassessranaansane 02
DION'E KIIOW cvverrnenreeeersressseeerecssssnnsrersisssssssssssssesssssssssesssssssssssssessssssnnsessssssananssssesass 98
RETUSEA......eeeeeeeeereeenreressseseonseresssstetsssemresssresssssssssssssasasssnsesesnssesssssssessasssessansnesns 99
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Q38e. Residential use, not associated with a farm or ranch

Y S e iiiettiiieeeer it ceesrrr e ettt e ee b raaeeaaeeaaaaa e e e e e e e seeeaaaneeeeasseseessnaranssssatesssataases 01
O ettt ettt et e ses e eeeesssstesess s e e eesssraeessbareaaassseaaaassaee e sbeeeaansteeensaraasastaeesarrneaenas 02
DONTKNOW ...oviiiirieeeieeeciireeieeseeessre e srae s sreessae e ssseessnseesanaesssnessnessensssneeesssesnseessnses 98
RETUSEA ...ttt e ste e s e s ae s se s ae e v e sssessaessa e sa s sasnsesasesseesanannn 99

Q38f. Recreation (Interviewer: either personal or public recreation)

S it iteeeitteestteee sttt e reeee b e e e ar e e st et e e s ae et a e e e te e s n e e e r et e s r e s an e s re s aran s e senaseesreseneas 01
N0 ettt ettt e e e e e et te e e e bteeeeetaaa e e et e e eabeeeeaeseeeeesrbeeenearaeassatesennseaaene 02
DON't KNOW ...evieieiieeeeeeeeeeetteettecere et et eesaseessesesasesbasessssessssasseasssesssasassneensene 98
RETUSEA ...ttt et ettt e rre e s b e e e saeeeebta e bbesssaa s sseessaesanassssassane 99

Q39. When you acquired the property, did you intend to subdivide it at some point in
the future?

Y S ittt et eete et ere et e e b e e e e e ae e s bae et e e et e e e aa e e teea bt e et e st aanteaaareerte s nrannraas 01
IO ittt et ettt ee et et ebeesase e e e st e s e e b e e b e et e e re st e ereeeas e s e e st e saesaeeasaneeeteenteeseaan 02
DON'TKIOW ...vvinriiciieeiieieeereeeeeste e e esteeeteesteesta e sassesssasesesssesssessessasssessesssassnnessanns 98
RETUSEA ...ttt ettt e e e et e e e s ebe e e ees s seaesesasseesssssesessssasansssannnns 99

D T PP PUPPTUPPPRPRRt 01
N O ettt ceeee et et e ee e e et e e e e s e e beeebee st e e e n e e e ba e e st s earreea b b e e bae e baaabne s baeesanenas 02
DON't KNOW ...ttt ettt treeete e e be e e eseetsesssesesseesreaessssessesnessasnsens 98
RETUSEA......ooveiciietectteee et ve e te st sree s e s e e senessnesenaseassaasnsesnasseseneennn 99

Q41. When you first acquired the property, did you think you would likely hold the
land: (READ CHOICES 1-3.)

FOr 10 OF IMOTE YEATIS.cueeriirirerieiiiiisreesreessecereseeeseeeseeeonsssaesreeeessnsesssnsesssassssness 01
FOT 610 10 YRAIS ...euiiiiieeieeeien ettt esae st sae e s s 02
FOT 5 YEAIS OF 1855 ...uicuiieiiiiiieeiieieie et ste et ee e st e st b e sae e seesbesaeenes 03
DON't KIOW ..ottt ettt sttt e be e sas e 98
RETUSEA ...ttt et s n e seenes 99
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Q42. When you first acquired the property, how important was the possibility that you
could at some point acquire neighboring land to create a larger parcel? Was it very
important, somewhat important, not very important, or not at all important?

VEry IMPOTLANL ...ttt ssssssssssssasessass 01
Somewhat IMPOTLANL..........ccosirerinsiecsrencriseniiiisiseeseesisessessasmassesssssssmssssesesess 02
NOt VETY IMPOILANL .....vveveueececsesiencnneneetstsesieseesssesesesessssssisasasssssssssssssssssssssssasasss 03 => Q44
Not at all IMPOTLANL.........cceveeceirrrrrererereneriitinsrceeseessssssesssesessssssssssssssssssssssssains 04 => Q44
DO KNOW ....eeiiririrneniinieseensenssnnsesesesssssssnesesassssessssssnssssesssnssssssssssssssssssesassasons 98 => Q44
REFUSEU.......oiieeeerrneeerisersseseeenesesaesrsassesassasssenesesnsnssssssnesssessssassssassssssssssssosnssanass 99 => Q44

Q43. Why did you consider creating a larger parcel? (READ CHOICES 1-3; ACCEPT
UP TO 4 CHOICES.)

Farming, ranching, or fOTESIIY ......cccconmniiernnnrirnrrnsissinisisnsssssssssssssesssssssnsnns 01
INVESIMENL ......coooeeeererereirtetesssceneereesnssesst st ses s seseesssssaesassseressssssssasssesasnessssasans 02
DEVEIOPINENL ...vovecurecerrrcnresrsetessisisiseisssisie s tssssisessessssssssassssss st bess s bass s ssnasaen 03
Other 1easons (SPECILY).....ccovrrrericmiisiinicsisiisisessssiesessesesisnsisnsiesssssssnsessanseses 80
DON'EKDOW ....oveeereerereneeeereeneestesesessstassnssssssssssesesssssssasstessssssssosssessssssensssssensssssane 98
REfUSEA.....covcueeeerrrerseernnenesinesietsssssisnsissessstsassssesssssassesassmsssssssssnsssessssesssesnssssssenes 99

Q44. At the time you acquired the property, did you intend to lease any of it to others
to farm or ranch?

Y €S uuueuerinirireresrnsessesesssessesesessssasassasasaseasssasssseserereserentetettsessestststststsasasasasasnses 01 =>1Q70
O cueereeeerererereetseeresreserereesaessssssssssssasesensnsstsssasesasessesssestssetstsasntsrarsse s b e Rt SR e e sbsnent 02 =>1Q70
DONEKIOW ...cvveererrereeeteerinieereiseseresessessesssesssssesesssssnsssssessesssssssesesssssessssssssesesassssssns 98 =>[Q70
RETUSEA.......eeeeeeereeeereeerretieseesssssesssssasasstsessnssssssssssssssssssssssssstsassesesssnsassnssesssssasse 99 =>1Q70
chquired via inheritance, gift, and/or debt payment in multiple transactions. |

Q45. How many transactions did you take to acquire the property? (ENTER TWO
DIGITS.)

Q46. In what year did you acquire the first parcel of the property? (ENTER 4- DIGIT
YEAR.)
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Q47. Did you receive the first parcel of property from a family member?

Y €5 uiiurirerireensesresteesnsassrsesnessesssasessssssassansnssnsasensne st st st st s s e st e e b s R e R e RS SR e R b ben 01

NO utintiitistereetesresiss st ereesessessssessestestsnsstasessesasssssesassnsstostsasnssesstentssintesssnsnssnssnsasssenes 02 =>1Q49
DON't KDNOW <.eeenrierriceiectininiescsessssssssesssessssssssssssassessessssstasssssssssstsssasaessnssussnssnsnasss 98 =>1Q49
REFUSE.....oereerrerieecreenarireiresseesesasesesnnesessssssssssessesssssesssessostessessesssssssssssssssssnssnsans 99 =>1Q49

Q48. At the point you acquired it, how many years had the property been in your
family? (ENTER 3 DIGITS. ROUND TO THE NEAREST YEAR: 1.5 YEARS =2.)

Inherited from someone other than family member...........ccoevvnenriiiierennnns 997
DON'L KNOW ...ceeneeniiircenrereneennninsessesisensssesessessisassisssssessssessassesssnsssssassesnosasssansses 998
REfUSEA......crveeeeicerrcrereseeensiesesssssnssess et ssessssssestsasacsessesesassessssssmssssssesssasasssesesanns 999

1Q49. At the time you acquired the first parcel of the property, did you intend to use it
for:

CONTINUE........ccomrerrrreeresseescssesesessesesstsssssssssssnestssssssssnsssssssssasesssesssessssssseseses 01
|Rotation => Questions Q49a through Q49f asked in random order. J

Q49a. Uses related to farming, ranching, or forestry , including dwellings

Y €8 .uiitieeertiere st aesae st ettt a bbb ae s s s s R s Re b R R e b e b s 01

INO ettt esresese sttt asss e e sasastsasese e sesese e sesEe e s s s RS S R s s R bR S e b e 02

DON'EKNOW .....eoeeeeenetictrseneecsessesesssensesseensstsst s st sssssssssesssssernsnsnessnsssasssessssenes 98

REMUSEA...ceeereeerereerieeerentetrresseseeseesestasessseesseessesessestasssassennsssssssnssnsssssssssnssnssnsssons 99

Y S aiieeutiirieerersrreessreessssersanisseesasseesssesasansaataasass e sans e ne e aa e e at et R e e s R b e s e aa Rt s s nnnnne 01
IO et iteteseetissse et aaesesse s ae s e s e s e e e st e s s e s aa e e R e s e ara e e e ae s RES S e b e R R e s st s asaanaene 02
DON'E KNOW ..coeeereierieeneeeneresnieseseseessesssesssessssssasesssessesssnssasessessssssassesensssnsssssssnassnane 98
RETUSEA.....oiiereneiirrerreeieneereisreinrenresnesssresteesesssesesssssessssnesnasssssssssssassassnssssssasssssane 99

Y S euuiieeresrneiseeeesesserernsessaessessae et e et e e s s e se st e e seerasenne s ne s aesae st AR S eSS R s sa s st e R R RE e s 01
O tiiirctereretesereesssseressretessressssssssnessssaesantesesnssssteserssesssasanssesentessssssssasasanssessnsssnanes 02
DON'E KNOW ....cceeiiiiiiintiieeinieisinressessrnresssssssnsesesssssssssssassessssessnsssssassasessssessassessasssas 98
RETUSEA......oicteeriiiieceeeteetiesetsseseresseeessesstessresssesasssnsersresassnsesssssasssassrassstssnesansons 99
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Q49d. Urban or suburban commercial or industrial uses

Y ittt ettt citr e e trre s e ee s e e ne s ettt e s s st s se s snnr e e aee s s b ra s n e e e s s et e ea e s b e s e bR neesannaeenanes 01
N O ittt ecrteteccterresree e s eeseessnesesssessssnneseseseresssanasssssenesessaaessssasessssanesersreassansas 02
DOM't KNOW ....cveveeriieeeerereenreeenrereseiseessssessnessessessessessessessesssssssssssssasasssssesesssseeneses 98
REFUSEA.....oeeeeeeetieeeeetectiescreeresessssssssssessssessessessessesesssessessonesaseseenesssessesssnsesses 99

Y €S .eeuerereeereererenseestesesesseasesssanstsastassnssesnsessesstessessassssesseessrensesasesaeesaeessessasesessesasaas 01
N O ettt rnreessesesestessssssesssrnarsesaness s s asesesssasesssseesrarasseraaassssaaesssarasennras 02
DN’ KNOW ....ceerererereeeriiiiisseeseeessessesssesssssassssessasssesssessesssssssessassasssssssssssasssssssssesnns 98
RETUSE.....ooeeeeeeeeteeicceerece e e etesnseseessesssesssesesnesssesssssssessenssesnsesanessensesnssanesnns 99

Y @S .eeurierirererereursseeseeetessaeseee st e st e beesarsseaste s st e s aesta st e RasRresrae s e et e stessaessessasasrntane 01
IN O cteeittrecetrrrereerteesee st e e saeessesssnesatessaessaneseasaasasessaresaressntessneessesasstesnae s anrsssaneranen 02
DOIEKNOW ....ooeeeeeenierciiiiiiereereresssessessestssasssesssssessesessessessessesessessessseserssssssssosess 98
RETUSEA.....cceeeeeeeeeieeecrec et eessressesseesseesessesssesssesssessassesssaesssessssssesnssssssses 99

Q50. When you acquired the first parcel of the property, did you intend to subdivide it
at some point in the future?

Y St iteiteitretrentrieerrnesseseeesesese s ee st e ne s anesa e e e R e s e s e e s s e ee s e e Rt e Rt e R ReeReenaeaesresrannsanne 01
N O etiectttecrtettereree st ee e et s s s ee s saeesesaeesesesesesssntesasssassssaneseseseaesssstasesasasessssseassnsrns 02
DON'EKNOW ...eeeiereeeireeeerecnrererereissessseessessesssesssesssessesssssssssssasssssesssesssesssessessssssesns 98
REFUSEA......oceeereeeeeeteceecreninrereereesineesestesesensssesnesssssesssssessassessessessesssesserssssesnessesses 99

Y e icteieecteteerrttr et e e e e e e e e s e s raeae e e e s se s et e e s et e e s e e e e s sanesesaneae e anasasasaaanasaressennnns 01
IO ettt eeere e e ssseseestessesssesanssasesaessnessae st assaesse s nesatearee e s e e e e s an e sesaeesnaens 02
DON't KINOW ....eeeiiiiiieceecterieceeseessessssssessnesssessesssesesssssnsessaessssssassssssesssssessnsesses 98
RETUSEA......ccoreereteeeectesteceertsenesesstnteetestesseseessessessesassserasesassnesennsessessessessessersesas 99

Q52. When you acquired the first parcel of the property, did you think you would
likely hold the land: (READ CHOICE 1-3.)

FOr 10 OF MOTE YEATS....ccc0ererrririeerersieneereneseneeeceetasesnessnssreacsssessssssassansnsesesssesessesnns 01
FOT 6 10 10 YRATS c...civieritntictiniiinsnscencsitsctssnsssi s ssstesssssasssssasasssssasaes 02
FOI 5 YEATS OF 1€8S......ceiieeieercnceennerersseseeesstssessssssessssesseessssasesssnsssssessesnassesses 03
DON't KDOW ...oereeerereeeernnnsnnsersstrsosssentsasasssssssssssssssssssssssensssssssesesesassnsssresssasessassasane 98
REfUSE......covrereerreeneceerrniectninsecresesesnessessssnssasesssesesesssssnsssssssasesssssssssassssssssesssnass 99

Q53. When you first acquired the first parcel of the property, how important was the
possibility that you could at some point acquire neighboring land to create a larger
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parcel? Was it very important, somewhat important, not very important, or not at all
important?

VEIY IMPOTLANL........ccceriiicierinreniseiiistnisissit et se s seasssesssssessnsaseserssssssans 01

Somewhat Important...........cceeeerereeiriscneneniisernsrasesaeans reeereneeennensanaes 02

NOt VEIy IMPOTLANL.......ccccvrrrerrreesissisririssisritrississesritissistssesssssssesassnsasssssnssessosennes 03 => Q55
Not at all IMPOTTANL........cccererereeiceririssssstiestescsesiiisisst s e assesssssassssesssns 04 =>Q55
DON'E KNOW ...everereeeeieereriieescnresseessesessssssssssssesssessasssssesassssasssssssssssssrsstsssssssssssssnsnens 98 => Q55
RETUSEA ..overieiriireiereseirterresessesseesessnesesssesssssessassessssssenasasesasesssssssssssssssasssasasssssanes 99 => Q55
Q54. Why did you consider creating a larger parcel? (READ CHOICES 1-3, ACCEPT

UP TO 4 RESPONSES.)

Farming, ranching, or fOTeStIY .........ccoeeinrininineninicrncnsnesesssnsseessesessesseeeses 01

INVESINEMIL ........covverrriecereeteieieeeenetsseeseseetssessessassesesssssasesnssessossosssssnsnnessasssnessones 02
DEVEIOPIMENL....covrreerrictiririsnisennisetssesnsisiistsietsnssnsssssss s ssasesenssesssnsesessesssessasanass 03

Other reasons (SPECILY)..cceerrrererrersrisnreriinininrisssisinsissesensessesssssessssessesesnssnssssesss 80

DONEKIOW ..cveeeieeiieerectnerennnsessestssssssesasose e sssstsstsasssssessssssstosnasessssssssnsnsassses 98

RETUSEA .o eereriirereeee it nresaessse e e e seesesan e sste st s sss s s as st sessbsabesassbssanesesanens 99

Q55. At the time you acquired the first parcel of the property, did you intend to lease

any of the land to others to farm or ranch?

Y €5 ueieetireeneneeieste e se et et ra s st e st s sb s e sasasn st SR e e s e e bR SRR EsR SRS bt se s R 01 =>1Q70
IO eiurereerereessressesesessessssesesessesssstssestessasstssestatesssesssssssenensasesessssesssrsnsseserssassssnssesess 02 =>1Q70
DON'E KNOW ..cevvrrrireceererereeninsnsssssssesssscsesestessassenescsctssssssssasessasssessssssasosssansssassons 98 =>1Q70
RETUSEA ..ottt nessese ettt esee e saesassnesessenssssssssbesnssssasstssessasssssans 99 =>1Q70

Acquired property by purchasing some and received other parts via inheritance, gift,
or debt payment in multiple transactions.

Q56. How many transactions did you take to acquire the property? (ENTER 2
DIGITS.)
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Q58. How did you acquire the first parcel of land?

BOUGNE i ...cveeiiiiieiriieincteittecet et eee e seses e se e sense e b e b e e ee 01

INHEIILEA It ....eeevieeieeeieiete ettt ee e re et e st e e s et e besresae s e sseesne s asseaessansans 02 =>Q59A
Received it s @ Zift ...oouieieeeeiececcir ettt et ne 03 =>Q59A
Received it as payment for @ debt.........ccocviireeeinenieieerieeren e 04 =>1Q63
DON't KIOW ..ottt ettt et ettt s n 98 =>1Q63
RETUSEA ...ttt et e ettt a e b e be e s e b s e e sennan 99 =>1Q63
Q59. How did you find this first parcel? (READ LIST.)

Family member, friend, or neighbor...........c.coevecieeivcinnicincineceeneeeee. 01

Sign posted on property or advertiSEment ...........cceveerererrereerreneeeeneseerenneesenne 02

Broker/real estate a@ent ........coeeueeeeeeeieiiniiniee et 03

Self-initiated contact With OWNET............cccveririeirecieirereree et eeeet e 04

Other (specify) 80

DOt KNOW ...ttt ettt sttt s s e e s e s et saeanen 98

RETUSE.....ovviiieiieteetet ettt ettt se e e sa s e e s emesnan b esasesee e sesenan 99

Q59a. Thinking about the piece of the property that you inherited or received as a gift:

did you receive this part of the property from a family member?

Y 8. teiteerecteeteeite et e et e s et e st et e s at e s e e e e e e e b e e b e s e e a e R e e R e et sae e be et e eree st e aeenreesrasraas 01 => Q59B
O oerteterere ettt ste ettt be et st s bt see st e st s et et R e R s st re b bt b e b e et R Rt b e b e b e e ene 02 =>DUMII
DON'T KINOW ..ttt enessene s b e st e s sas b i s 98 =>DUMI11
RETUSEU......cveiicercieeeree ettt ettt s et ere s e ene s s sneanes 99 =>DUM11

Don't Know

RETUSEA......eveeeieeeeeeeee ettt cesr e ssbeeeeaes

| Skip to 1063 if first parcel was inherited/received as gift (058==02 OR 058==03). |

1Q60. Now I would like to ask you about the portion of the parcel you purchased. On a
scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is not at all important and 5 is very important, please tell me
how important each of the following were in influencing your decision to purchase this

first parcel:

CONTINUE........cocoiiimiiiiitin s
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|Rotation => Questions Q60a through Q60h asked in random order. _J
Q60a. Proximity to municipal services, such as sewer or water (PROBE: ON A
SCALE OF 1 TO 5 WHERE 1 IS NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY
IMPORTANT. ENTER 1-5.)

Q60b. Length of commute time to your job (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5
WHERE 1 IS NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY IMPORTANT. ENTER
1-5.)

Q60c. Amenities and services in the area, such as scenery, open space, and schools.
(PROBE: ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5 WHERE 1 IS NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT AND
51IS VERY IMPORTANT. ENTER 1-5.)

Q60d. Land size and property suited for agriculture or ranching (PROBE: ON A
SCALE OF 1 TO 5 WHERE 1 IS NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY
IMPORTANT. ENTER 1-5.)

Q60e. Price or terms of sale (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5 WHERE 1 IS NOT
AT ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY IMPORTANT. ENTER 1-5.)

QG60F. Property taxes (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5 WHERE 1 IS NOT AT
ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY IMPORTANT. ENTER 1-5.)
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Q60G. Land size and house suited for family (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5
WHERE 1 IS NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY IMPORTANT. ENTER
1-5.)

Q60h. Proximity to family or friends (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5 WHERE 1
IS NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY IMPORTANT. ENTER 1-5.)

IQ63. At the time you first acquired the first part of the property, did you intend to use
it for:

CONTINUE.......ooiiecininmiesiintesnnesssersiesssasss it sassssssssestssssssssssssessssssnssesasaass 01

@aﬁon => Questions Q63a through Q63f asked in random order.
Q63a. Uses related to farming, ranching, or forestry, including dwellings

Y S iueiiteeeeeeesressseesressesanessses e et e s s s s et et e s et s e et e e e e R e e e ae s R e s R e e aeeRre et tebaTenateraaanasats 01
N O e ieieeceeeeseeesteessssessssssseesssssssassssessssessssssssssstasssasessasssssenssessstessstessaansnneesnnessassenanes 02
DON'E KIOW ...ocovverereneeriirerssesssesssessesesssnessesrserssassssessessesssssassssssssssnssssssssossesassssasses 98
RETUSE.....oeeeeeeeteeecetieeesteessessesssessessasssasssessasssssssassesnsesstesstesaeessasssesasesasssenasansass 99

Y S i uiiriiirtisseitesseessessasesesssesasasse s ae s s e as bt e b e s b e s b e e R e e R e R AR e SRR s a s e e s berse s ressraesnasase 01
IN O e tteceeeereeesestssteserasessestsssssessessesnersvssrsnertsssesssssessessesstasssnsssesassseensasssssensessesasssasses 02
DONEKNOW ....eeeeereeeriereesiesessresesssssresessessessessasseesssssonsessssssssassnseessasssssssssssasssssesans 98
RETUSEA..c..ooeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeecsesssssseessssessassasesssessessessessesssasersessesasssessanasesessnssessassessnes 99

Y S ueieeueieuieessesiseessnresseressnessstessasesstasssessasase st sasaaasnsesataesenest et aeeaaeee et e s atsenranernese 01
NO autitiieeeiereeseesesstesesstesessesesssessessessessosssstsntastastessessessessessesessnssnessaosssssenssscsasssasass 02
DON'E KNOW ...ceeeinieiniiisenierseereserrsesseenessssssssssssassssasssssasssssssssssisssnssssssssssssssssssesses 98
RETUSEA.......c.ooeieeierierieereieeeesecaeeserrassnesessnesssseensessssessnsssesas s snssecesasssssssssssasensansessases 99

Y S ceeiieeieesesreecssseesesreressssresassnsessssaneesssaasssstesansnaersssaessessnns 01
N O e titeeirerireeieteiisssreeesessessssensresesssssssasesessssssssssasssssnssenssessssssesesssessssssstessssssessssnnsnnasss 02
DION'E KIIOW ..c.eeeeeeeeieeesseiecsessessssssesssenssssesssssssassssssnesessssessssassssssnsesssnnosssssssssssnnsessssas 98
REFUSEA...... o coeeeeeeeeeeeeeieceeessseessesssseessesssseesaseasssessasessssesstsssssanasasesssssssassssssessansnnes 99
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Q63e. Residential uses, not associated with a farm or ranch.

Y S i itie e eeeeeeeeeee et e ee b b e e ra e e b e e et e ae e s b e e et e s re e e s ne e e b e s e r e s Rt s s bt s R e b e e st snres 01
N O ettt eetee st e ee et ee ettt esrte e s et e e st e et st easaaeeabeeab e e st e e e et e et e eetbasasaeserresesaesaraserasrnt 02
DON'TKNOW oiniviiiiiiienieeecieceieesctresreesratessreesssassesnesesesssssesenenssssssosssasssessssessanarsns 98
RETUSEA .ottt cre et e e ae s be e s saa e s s st e s s e e s sanesneessaaesenteensasssneesnaesnnes 99

Y S ittt tte et et et e e e e s e e b b e et e e e a e e s ae e s e e R et e a e e e e e e b e e e at e s s e s e stesereeestesanessrnt 01
N O ittt ettt et e e et e eea e e e re et e e s be e et e e e te e e e b e e e aa e s b e s e n e s aRr e s R e e s ene e s R Rt s ara e s raesaraesares 02
DON't KNOW ..vveiieiiieere et ceteeeeteeeitreseeseestaessbeesssseessenasssasssaassneessesssnseseneesssessses 98
RETUSEA ..ottt ee v eest e este e e et e e saeessee s beesess e s sseeentessseaesssessseesnnaessnes 99

Q64. When you acquired the first parcel of the property, did you intend to subdivide it
at some point in the future?

Y € auiiiiieiiieeeiereeesrreerber e st e een s e e bae e a s e e e e e r b e e taee e bt e e et e e etaanasta s beee st estesenteensesene 01
N O ettt e e e e etr e cesbee e e e et e e e e b b e e aearae e e bt e e e sttt e senneeea e nree e et e s nnnseess 02
DON't KNOW eiveiieiieierieceteeeieeeeereeetteeste s sebeeebaesssaeseseesssseesssesssssesssossnassnnessnnasnne 98
RETUSEA ...ttt e st eeras e e teeeae e sare e s baa s raasnsaenssasssbaeesasesssanesaassses 99

Y B ttti ettt e et e e e et e e e e st e e e e ttbaaaaartaaeaatbneeeesbtataaanbteeesenree s e rne e s e reeesnn 01
O ettt ce et eesrte e s beee e e s b e e s r e e e e e e e e et e s s e e s be s e et e e ate s st esanesaasbnt 02
DONEKNOW .o cteeete et eee et s testeesteeseeessaessassssesseensnassasssaansesneesstensesaneeneensnnan 98
RETUSEA ..ot eereetee ettt eare e e eteebeereeseess e sessasssassesenseasasssesessseraensassasstns 99

Q66. When you acquired the first parcel of the property, did you think you would
likely hold the land: (READ CHOICES 1-3.)

FOT 10 OF INOTE YEATS....ceiciririirinieeiincentctinie sttt be e eas s 01
FOT 6 10 10 YEAIS ...cuveveeeeeieiiecieesiiint ettt 02
FOT 5 years O 188S....c.ceiruirieiniiieiriitctiiciieici e 03
DON't KNOW .ottt st st st 98
RETUSEA ... evereiiriririeerreeeieenteeeeeeee et e s s eas s bbb a bR sr bbb b sn b s 99
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Q67. When you acquired the first parcel of the property, how important was the
possibility that you could at some point acquire neighboring land to create a larger
parcel? Was it very important, somewhat important, not very important, or not at all
important?

VEIY IMPOTLANL ......cocrnrerererersncaseerecsensasasssssssesssessrssssssesssssssassssesssesessssessssssssssssesens 01
SOmMEWhat IMPOTLANL...........ccceeerreerererersrnrrierirneresenseesesssssssssssssssesaseressseseasssssses 02
NOt VETY IMPOILANL .......ccovrecirircriececrisrsrsrsrssssssssessssssessssssssssasassssssessseseseseseses 03 => Q69
Not at all IMPOITANL.........cccereeerrrrrrererererasernrrsssesesrssssesssssssssssssssssessssessssensasasseses 04 => Q69
DON't KDOW ....eeririnciisecieieteessesestnseessssessssasssensssesesessssesssssassssesssasessassssesssssensaes 98 => Q69
REFUSEA......oviiniiiiiiniiitinee ittt ss e ssasasesssesesasassssssssssasssssnssnsaens 99 => Q69

Q68. Why did you consider creating a larger parcel? (READ CHOICES 1-3, ACCEPT
UP TO 4 RESPONSES.)

Farming, ranching OF fOTESIIY ........coererererererererereesessssesssssssssssesesesssssesssssassesessssens 01
INVESIMENL ...ttt sessesssesessssssssnsesss s sssssnsssssssssssssssssnssennane 02
DEVEIOPIMENL ........cucerereereanrrernceereresessesessssssensresesaessesesenerssssssssssassnsesesernssesessons 03
Other reasons (SPECILY).......ceueeercererrcrceecrireresesssssessssssesessssssssssssssssrssssssssssassnens 80
DOD't KDOW ....evurrerennriririrensnasssesesesasasssesenssesesesessssssssssssssssssesssssnssssesesessasasensessses 98
REFUSEA....cnere e et sesesass s asasassssssssesssssssssnsnsssssas 99

Q69. At the time you acquired the first parcel of the property, did you intend to lease
any of the land to others to farm or ranch?

Y 8 et bbb b s 01
NO .ot s s e et 02
DON'EKNOW .ottt sssssasasenene 98
REfUSEA....ooeeeerirircttrtre et 99
|AII respondents: |

1Q70. Now we have some questions on land sales.

CONTINUE. ...ttt ssssessssssssssessssstsns st ssesessessassssssssneserssnes 01

Y 5ttt ee st et esae e e e ae st et e e a e e e e e b et e n e e seane 01

INO ceeereeeretrerreeststesatstssesase st esesnssesssstesessastesessesasee s sasasssasasesasnesenasataseanansesasssane 02 = Q75
DON'E KNOW ...ereeeeeeeinretiiesreetsessesessestesesseses e seesesssssssassssnssessessssasssnsnsesessenne 98 => Q75
REfUSEA......cooeiireeetectereeniecncseeesessnt e ssnssseesesasssssasssasnssansnsasesssessessassentansessesens 99 => Q75
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Q71. How many times have you sold or given away land adjacent to the property?

(ENTER 2 DIGITS.)
DOt KT OW e eeeieeieeeeee et eeeseeebesteeeeeeesessssssrtaseseressssssassassssassssneereeseeannnnenrssssoss 98
RETUSEA ..o eeeeeeeeeeeereeeeseireeeeesrteteeaeeeeessseeesessssesssssasesesasasessssaesssssssesensnnessnnssessns 99

[For those who have sold/given away 1 time (Q71=1):

Q72. Why did you sell or give away a portion of the property? (DO NOT READ LIST
and ACCEPT MULTIPLE.)

To transfer land to children or other family members ......c.cccecceveeervivivenrccnennnns 01
Other non-financial family or lifecycle issues (e.g. retirement, divorce, new job, wanted change of pace, etc) 02
To assist a neighbor Or friend ........cccociiiiiereinnic e 03
Received 00d Offer.....c.cvveereriereeineneeierieisietie ettt 04
NeEeded MONEY ......cocierrreeieieeereieteteee et sess et seeae s seesa s s e b s sabasses 05

To protect land from development............oevieiiivniiiniiiinieiice et 06

TaxX adVANLAZES ....overveeeeieeeitrtcee ettt et n 07
Better investment €ISEWHETe ..........covveiiinieceiniiiniiiniee e 08
Area ripe for development/development Pressures.........coeeeevvcriennieneeresssneens 09
Some other 18aS0N (SPECITY) .oveuveiririiiecrieiccetee e 80
DON't KNOW .overeeririecrieiesiercesteisteet st esesassesssassssassseess s sb e st e s e anenans 98
RETUSEA ..ottt eae et 99
[For those who have sold/given away more than 1 time (Q71>1 and <98): 4‘

Q72B. Thinking about the largest parcel, why did you sell or give this portion of the
property? (DO NOT READ LIST and ACCEPT MULTIPLE.)

To transfer land to children or other family members ..........c.cccoeeiiininiiiiiiiiinnnns 01
Other non-financial family or lifecycle issues (e.g. retirement, divorce, new job, wanted change of pace, etc) 02
To assist a neighbor or friend ..........cccoviceevnninniiienes 03
Received g00d Offer.......c.ceveeeiiiiiiniiiiiiiici s 04
NEEAEA MONEY ......eveveereirreererieesiesreeeeereeserest i ren s bbb st e e sbe e e s saennene s 05
To protect land from development........c.ceeurenmniiiiiniiniiinicee e 06
TaX AAVANTAZES .....eeveereerereerierieieeeeeee et retet sttt e ae s 07
Better investment eISEWhETE ..........coeeeeereriririerr s 08
Area ripe for development/development PreSSUTEs..........ovvveriieicinieninreninieiennnns 09
Some other 1eason (SPECITY) ..vveevererererirrerreeiireiireeere e 80
DON'E KNOW ..eeeeieiiiesceeeieeee ettt sseceesteeee st et esn s e e s b e s sbessusestsebs s bsesassssnennens 98
REfUSEA ..ttt ettt st ettt s s 99
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Q73. In what year did you sell or give away the parcel? (ENTER 4 DIGIT YEAR) (IF
NECESSARY, SAY "Thinking about the largest parcels".)

Y S eieeeeeeeeraeenessessnesaessaessesseesasssaassaesaaesaa e e ae s b e s b e s s e s R s R e e R SRS S S R b S s s RN T e RO R 01

NO . etiietireiertsiesssiesessesiseostsssssssesssssnsessosessssessssentssssssssassstsssnessasessssssssssenssssassssnsses 02 =>1Q78
DON'E KIOW ...ouvveevieerreeeeeneerasessesssesesssssessessessessessessssnsssnensensasesassssssassasssassasssssssnes 98 =>[Q78
REFUSEA.......oouirereercieieerieieierteiereesesesnessessessessnencsnsesessesanssssssasssnsssessnssssnsaresassns 99 =>1Q78

IQ76. On a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is not at all important and 5 is very important, how
important are each of the following in your current consideration to sell or give away
some or all of the property?

For those currently contemplating sale/gift of land (Q75=1).
Rotation => Questions Q76a through Q76i asked in random order.

Q76a. Received a good offer (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5 WHERE 1 IS NOT
AT ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY IMPORTANT. ENTER 1-5.)

DOMEKIIOW ...cooeeeeeviieereresesesesssesssessssessssesssssossassssassssesssssssssssssesssssssssessssssssessssans 98
RETUSEA......eeeeeeneeeiiecreeecereercereecnneeseannsssssesssssessensmrrsssssreressssasssssssssssssasssensasssnsssass 99

Q76b. A need for money (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5§ WHERE 1 IS NOT AT
ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY IMPORTANT. ENTER 1-5.)

Q76¢. Transferring land to children or other family members (PROBE: ON A SCALE
OF 1 TO 5 WHERE 1 IS NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY
IMPORTANT. ENTER 1-5.)
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Q76d. Non-financial family or lifecycle issues (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5
WHERE 1 IS NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY IMPORTANT. ENTER
1-5.)

DON't KINOW......ouiiiiiiereiriiiiiiecieeiessessssseessseesssnesssseessssssssassssasesssessssessssesssssssasssssssses 98
REMUSEA.....oeeerernricenerinieiriieresseeseeessessensseceseesssesssesssssstisssssssssssessasssesssssssessesssssssesss 99

Q76e. Assisting a neighbor or friend (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5 WHERE 1
ISNOT AT ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY IMPORTANT. ENTER 1-5.)

Q76f. Protecting land from development (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5 WHERE
1IS NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY IMPORTANT. ENTER 1-5.)

Q76g. Tax advantages (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5§ WHERE 1 IS NOT AT
ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY IMPORTANT. ENTER 1-5.)

Q76h. Better investment elsewhere (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5 WHERE 1 IS
NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY IMPORTANT. ENTER 1-5.)

Q76i. Pace at which development is occurring in the area (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF
1 TO 5 WHERE 1 IS NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY IMPORTANT.
ENTER 1-5.)

| For those who are not currently contemplating sale of land (Q75>1):

1Q78. On a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is not at all important and 5 is very important, how
important would each of the following be in deciding to sell or give away all or a part
of your land?

CONTINUE......coueuvnrriisinieiissssesssessssesesesisesstsssssncnsasssassssstssesssssssssssssmssassssssssas 01
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[Rotation => Questions Q78a through Q78i asked in random order: |

Q78a. Receiving a good offer (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5 WHERE 1 IS NOT
AT ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY IMPORTANT. ENTER 1-5.)

Q78b. A need for money (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5 WHERE 1 IS NOT AT
ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY IMPORTANT. ENTER 1-5.)

Q78c. Transferring land to children or other family members (PROBE: ON A SCALE
OF 1 TO 5 WHERE 1 IS NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY
IMPORTANT. ENTER 1-5.)

Q78d. Non-financial family or lifecycle issues (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5
WHERE 1 IS NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY IMPORTANT. ENTER
1-5.)

Q78e. Assisting a neighbor or friend (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5 WHERE 1
IS NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY IMPORTANT. ENTER 1-5.)

DON'EKIIOW ....eeieeveeececeeeereertseestee e essssseessssnessssesesssssssasssesssnssnsesassssesnsssssesnes 98
REFUSEA......ooveeeeeereectereriesiessessessesssssesesesssessessessessssesssessssssssasesssenesssssessessssssses 99

Q78f. Protecting land from development (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5§ WHERE
1ISNOT AT ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY IMPORTANT. ENTER 1-5.)

Q78g. Tax advantages (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5 WHERE 1 IS NOT AT
ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY IMPORTANT. ENTER 1-5.)
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Q78h. Better investment elsewhere (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5 WHERE 1 IS
NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY IMPORTANT. ENTER 1-5.)

Q78i. Pace at which development is occurring in the area (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF
1 TO 5§ WHERE 1 IS NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY IMPORTANT.
ENTER 1-5.)

Q79. Are there other factors important to why you would sell or give away the property
that we did not mention?

Y S enrvuereeeneesentenrenester et e st asn e ne e e b et s ae sa e e st st s e s e r e e s as RS s RS R s e b s b e b 01

N O uirtiereeerrierreeretr e erese s e sts et s e sae s s sasasnssanessasasasssnesnsnsansesasassbesssests e se st s s st st e s 02 => Q81
ON'E KDOW <.ttt sesnsss e sn s st s saa s s s 98 => Q81

REfUSEA.....coceioirireciecncneiitistenresse e stest et sasse st st s s sanebesat st rsane b sais 99 => Q81

Q80. What are those factors?

RECORD VERBATIM .....ooooceerietieiesstieseesseessesssessssesesssessssessesssssssesssessssssssssasss 01
DON't KDOW ...ccviverreiencieressressseesssssisssassssssssssesssssossssssssssssasesessassssessassssasssssssensssss 98
RETUSEA ....cveveeereieieicerreeieeercsseeesaeessseessstecssssessssesssnessssesessaassssessssessasasssassssassnasanne 99

Q81. In deciding upon a specific offer, do you think you would consider the land uses
intended by the person or people bidding on the property?

Y S iiritireneeriirrerestres st s ssressssesersesasnsae et et saae s at et aaesreas s ae e ataa st e e e aeeesaanesaesaransnne 01
INO ceeeeittteetetetietiseiesesssssssseeesssesesssssssessassssesssssssssressessesssssssnsesssenssssssssaanensasssansrasases 02
DION'EKNOW ..ceeeeieieiiiiireiiireeesissenserentesssssseesesssssessssssesesssasasesssssssssassesssasssesnssassnns 98
RETUSEA ittt tertteee e eesseresssssssseessessesssssssassassssssessssssesssessssssssessasesssssnnss 99

Q82. Have any potential buyers approached you with an offer to purchase some or all
of the property in the past year?

Y S auueurenteieeereieeiereeesesesssssreresseeseesssssrsssssstaseissesssssssesssesesssssnssrsaeastessssssnssssesasssnrarares 01
N O aaeiiieeretiiiiteeeseeesiiiseressesseestiesssssssresasesesessssssssnsasesessssrnsssasasesessssssnnnansresssssannsarsses 02
DION'E KDOW .....oeviiceeereeeeiriieeeccsrerresssnrerrecrteeesssasessssssssessssssesererssssssssssssssanssssnasanss 98
RETUSEA.c...eeeieeeeeiccierecreeiteeeieeesrsessstecsssesasseesssessstasssnsesssessssesnssessssesssessnssenssnsanes 99
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Q83. To your knowledge, have you ever received offers from people wishing to
develop the land? (Interviewer note: develop means to convert land from a rural to a
suburban use.)

Y 8. ceeeueeeeesenersssressessnesessssassrraesessssesessssassssssassnnssesssssesessssteessssasesssnsesessananassasesassnts 01

N O uteeeeeteeteeteesesseessssenssssssesssssessessosssssossssestssossensessssesssstessensosserssesessaentessassessanse 02 =>Q85
DIOD't KNOW ...vvieeeecneeneeseeenessesessenseressssesssssssessesssesssesseressassesassestasesssssassssssesnsnssnes 98 => Q85
REMUSE....c.ecrieeeeeeeeeeereesesetssessessesessesesesssnesevssssssesssssasessansnssssesssessassnes 99 => Q85
Q84. What is the earliest year that you recall receiving an offer from someone you

knew to be interested in developing the property? Your best guess is fine. (RECORD 4

DIGIT YEAR.)

DONEKNOW ..oeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeesssecsseesssessssmassnesssssssassssssssssessssssssassssessssssssessansessaaens 9998
RETUSE™.....oceeeeeeeeeeeieceeeeeseereseesessresesssessssesssastssssssssesessesssessessernsssessessassansansassns 9999

Q85. Do you earn income from your property at <address> <city> in <county> county?

(IF NO ADDRESS AND CITY, SAY THE COUNTY LISTED.)

Y S uueiiiiieisiissreeeesessrerseeseessnstteresssersasresassssansstnsarassrannneeresssrraestsssessessnssaseresssrnans 01

N e iieeeeiieriteeesereesssterissesessssssesesssssassssassssasesssssesssssnsresnssessssnanassssssssssssssssssasssssnsss 02 => Q88
DON'E KNOW ....c.evveerereceeiereressneeseseeeesessessssssasssstesessssesssssssssassssesssesessssseresssssensssssss 98 => Q88
RETUSEM......coreeeierererrerreereenesstessnnsnsesne e stsssssssssssssssssssssssssssssesssnsanssssnasnensnsnes 99 =>(Q88

Q87. What percent of the income earned from your property at <address> <city> in
<county> county is from RURAL LAND USES, including agriculture, forestry,
recreation, hunting, mineral, timber, or rents earned from leasing for these uses?
(ENTER 3 DIGITS. IF NO ADDRESS AND CITY, SAY THE COUNTY LISTED.)

Y S erueieeerieriesisseesessteseeseesesstessesesseasesateasesa s aeae s e R e e R e Rt sR e e e et e st et St e ea st s s s Rt e pan s 01
O ereiirrieinreeseesssesesseesatesssessstassatassasesssessasessesssssssssssssnerassessanssssessssssessassnnsssssassnns 02
DON'E KDOW ...cerineicnrieererereeiieessrrnressnssnesssesssssssssasssasssessessnsasnsasssssnesasssssesasssassnsonss 98
REMUSEA......ccreiieiicietiieecreesnestesestesestvaresesasssressessssssss s sasessssssssssbasssssssoasssnssssssanass 99

Q89. The federal government, many state and local governments, and non- governmental organizations offer
optional programs to help owners keep land in agricultural uses, preserve land from development, or protect the
environment. These may include agricultural and conservation restrictions or easements, sometimes known as
purchase or transfer of development rights; current use tax abatements, remainder interests; conservation-related
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estate planning; and others. We are not talking about land use regulations like zoning here, but optional,
voluntary programs in which you may choose to participate. Do any of these, or other conservation programs,
operate in your area?

Y S ttietteeeteeete e e et e e s s e e s e s e e e s et e et sae e sht e satenat e et e e s s s e s b e n s b e s b s 01

N O ettt ettt et e e e et e bttt st a b et et et et et e b e be et et et et s s e seeeseeneenent 02 =>1Q96
DON't KIIOW ..ottt sttt st ss b s 98 =>1Q96
RETUSEA ...ttt 99 =>1Q96

Q90. Is any of your property at <address> <city> in <county> county currently
participating in any of these programs? (IF NO ADDRESS AND CITY, SAY THE
COUNTY LISTED.)

Y S ettt e et e s st e e e e s s nt e s s e s esnessnesennssera e s aeseneeennt 01

N O ittt et ee ettt e s e te s aa e e st e b et e ete st e s e teeRe Rt et et et e se e ba e st et et et s e sbeebenanrs 02 =>Q9%4
DON'E KNOW ...oeeiiiiirerreiiiiirirneeeenee st ent et e ee s e e e esresssessseseesseesssssssssssssssensesneens 98 => Q94
RETUSEA ...uveecreiireeee et ccttee e ere et e stes et sete s es e e e s e saassaessaassaasstesseenseenseearasseans 99 => Q94

Q91. What is the name of the organization or department of government that sponsors
the program? (PROBE FOR SPECIFICS AND CLARIFY IF NECESSARY.)

Record VErDatim .....ccccovuiriiiiree et 01 =>(Q92
DON't KNOW ..ttt ettt ettt e sa bbb ssebesnis 98
RETUSEA...ciiticieieeii ettt ettt et et ssee e s e e s eue e seosesane 99 =>Q92

Q91a. Do you think it is a program that is sponsored by the federal government, the
state or local government or a non-governmental organization?

Federal GOVEIMMENL .........ccoeeeriiieinienienircrerceetsr ettt et sesne e s 01
State or local GOVEINMENL ........cccviviiciiinenerneriii ettt snens 02
Non-governmental OTZaniZation ..........c.ceecerrercrercrerereneeestnresesessesssesreseesesseseees 03
Don't KNOW...c.uviiiiieiiiiectectein ettt 98
RETUSEA ...ttt s e n e ae s sae s 99
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Q92. Why did you decide to become involved with the program? (DO NOT READ
LIST; ACCEPT UP TO 6 RESPONSES.)

Protect open space or scenery from development ............ccoccvmirennnnnnsesnseciccreninenns 01
Protect agricultural use or other current use from development..............ccovcevinee 02
Protect wildlife or the environment from development..........ccccccevirericrireernscrerennes 03
Tax or monetary advantages...........ccoceersierreeeeesssessssernsssnens 04
Keep land in family OWNerShip.......c.cocovuvuriiniiiiicnincnsisnnesnsnsssssssssssssssesnnes 05
OLBET (SPECILY)....rverererrerrerererssnssensssssseossessassasssencasssesesssessssssseserssssasssssesssssesssnsssns 80
DON'E KDOW ....enierirenccrrenssessstsessesinssesessssssesssssesasmssssisesmessisssssssssssssssssssssssssssssans 98
REUSEA.....crereerirrrirerererenntnenessrnsseseecasesssssee e sasasesssesssbesesssensasserensaestssesses 99

Q93. Are you considering placing any more of the property in a land conservation
program like those I described?

Y 5. uuirrteeietete et sttt steae s sase e e e et sasae s e Rsas e e s e e e eSS SR SRS R s b e e SR e E b 01 => Q96
NOetteeeetrrerestereresinesssssssassessssasesesesssessensssassssssssarsresssssassenssesasssesssestsssssssessassastossssans 02 => Q95

DOM'E KTIOW ......eoeveererireenrereaeseseresesnsesnesessessesessssessesessssnsressentsssssssssssssssssessessssssses 98 =>1Q96
REfUSE........ooeeeeecretricteetesece st sssesesnsnessanrsssssensaesasnsnss .99 =>1Q96

Q94. Are you considering placing any of the property in a land conservation program
like those I described?

Y S rueuerereesemeeeseseesesesssssasesesstsassstasensaesassasesassseasesnesesnat st san st she R e b et see b s hn R 01 =>1Q96
N utrrrererrrereiitstesseesesesessseese et s e ss st asasssssaberase e sesranEeseas aobsas Rt Es R e et sas Rt sa s eRe Rt sORt 02

DON'EKNOW ......eceverrrerrrernressenseseseeessisesnsnssessesessassessssasesssssssssssnssssssssssssssssassssses 98 =>1Q96
REFUSEA...... .. verererreririetesesesessesesesessstsessssssssssssessssssssasssssasnesessssssssntsasesenssesensasssnens 99 =>1Q96

Q95. Why not? (DO NOT READ LIST; ACCEPT UP TO 8 RESPONSES.)

Don't have enough information about programs ............... .. 01
Do not want t0 SPend tiMe..........coevmveeisiisiinisesniseisiesiesesessesnsnssssssesessessesessssensss 02
Program would COSt ME MONEY ...c.ccviririiininiiniisisisiensissrssssssssssssssssesesssssssssssasnss 03
Land does not qualify fOr programs ...........cc.ccmmmncnsisinnsnsesssnsssreresnsissssssnnen 04
All land currently in @ PrOBIam .........cocvuruereisussecsininicisneisessssessesesessssessansnsseseans 05
Programs t00 IESIHCLIVE. ........ccoemmeririiniiiisisscissssssessssststst s s ssssens 06
Programs incompatible with CUITENL USE .........cervevinieririncrenesenmsneneesnrensennssssesnns 07
OLher (SPECILY) cueverrrerererenererereeesisisnsesisisisssesssisssssssssssssssssssssssssssesessassnsssaess 80
DOoD't KNOW ...ttt ettt sesssssss s s s s s snssessassnssssssaseas 98
REMUSEA......ceeeeeeenitirirreeserstsssstsisssrs st ass s esessessesaesassassasansesansesansassessanes 99
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IQ96. People own land for many reasons. On a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is not at all
important and 5 is very important, how important are each of the following to you?

CONTINUE ...ttt 01

|Rotation => Questions 096a through Q96h asked in random order.

Q96a. Amenities and services in the area, such as scenery, open space, schools, and
other factors contribution to quality of life (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5
WHERE 1 IS NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY IMPORTANT. ENTER
1-5.)

DON'E KIIOW ...ttt et et e et e e e ee e e e e eeaaessaeesssnaeseasessaeneesaneeeansesane 98
RETUSEA ...ttt e e e e e et e e e e e e ae e e eeeasaeesasesanenanees 99

Q96b. Building equity as a result of increasing land values (PROBE: ON A SCALE
OF 1 TO 5 WHERE 1 IS NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY
IMPORTANT. ENTER 1-5.)

DNt KNOW ..ottt ettt sss et s s esae e st e tesstosstosssssaesssesanenn 98
RETUSEA ..ottt sttt st se s st e et e e st ee et eeseeseeeseaessteseeseeeaseneneaanan 99

Q96c¢. Generating income through rural land uses like agriculture, forestry, recreation,
mineral, timber, or rents eamned from leasing for these rural uses (PROBE: ON A
SCALE OF 1 TO 5§ WHERE 1 IS NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY
IMPORTANT. ENTER 1-5.)

Q96d. Generating income by developing and selling the land and structures (PROBE:
ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5§ WHERE 1 IS NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS
VERY IMPORTANT. ENTER 1-5.)

DONT KNOW .ottt sttt et e e e e e aeeeree e st e e e eneeseeseeeesseessaasane 98
RETUSEA ...ttt e e e e e e e e aeeeaeressseeeaseessseesasseasseanne 99

Q96e. Possibility of selling land quickly for cash (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5
WHERE 1 IS NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY IMPORTANT. ENTER
1-5.)
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Q96f. Wish to give land to heirs (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5 WHERE 1 IS
NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY IMPORTANT. ENTER 1-5.)

Q96g. Protecting land and resources on land (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5
WHERE 1 IS NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY IMPORTANT. ENTER
1-5.)

DION'E KNOW ....eeeiirenereirieeseesieeesstestesissessstessensssnesssessssnsssssessssmsssesssssssnsesssssosasassses 98
RETUSEA.....eoeeeeeereeiieiiiieeeicceecneeteesrsanrsssessesseessessssssesssesssesssessessssssesssesssessnesssenas 99

Q96h. Recreation (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5 WHERE 1 IS NOT AT ALL
IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY IMPORTANT. ENTER 1-5.)

DON'E KNOW ...ccevieenereererneineeirnessenessseesssessssesssesessesssssssssessstsssssessassssssssssessassssasess 98
REFUSEA......cireeeieeeeneeeecneericrrinessressssasessssssesssesesssesssesssessressesssesssessaessasssassnsssesane 99

IQ97. Now, concerning your future plans...On a scale of one to five, where one is "not
at all likely" and five is " extremely likely", please tell me how likely you are to do the
following with the property within the next five years:

CONTINUE.......cooioiermneenisisssssssssissssssesnsesensasasasssmsmsmsissssssssssssssesssssssssssssnsssssass 01

|Rotation => Questions Q97a through Q97h asked in random order.

Q97a. Hold the property in its current usage (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF ONE TO
FIVE, WHERE ONE IS "NOT AT ALL LIKELY" AND FIVE IS "EXTREMELY
LIKELY." ENTER NUMBER 1-5.)

Q97b. Make use of an optional conservation program (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF
ONE TO FIVE, WHERE ONE IS "NOT AT ALL LIKELY" AND FIVE IS
"EXTREMELY LIKELY." ENTER NUMBER 1-5.)

DON'EKIIOW ...ccoiniiiiiiiciieeccrercsiensstssssnesssessssessssasssseesssesssesssssesssssssssssssassssesssnessanes 98
RETUSEA....oceeeeererierereenererestessesssssessesessessessesnessassessesssssassssssessessessessessesasensossesese 99

Q97c. Purchase surrounding land (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF ONE TO FIVE,
WHERE ONE IS "NOT AT ALL LIKELY" AND FIVE IS "EXTREMELY LIKELY."
ENTER NUMBER 1-5.)
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Q97d. Sell some or all of the property (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF ONE TO FIVE,
WHERE ONE IS "NOT AT ALL LIKELY" AND FIVE IS "EXTREMELY LIKELY."
ENTER NUMBER 1-5.)

Q97f. Give some or all of the property to a family member (PROBE: ON A SCALE
OF ONE TO FIVE, WHERE ONE IS "NOT AT ALL LIKELY" AND FIVE IS
"EXTREMELY LIKELY." ENTER NUMBER 1-5.)

DON'E KNOW ....coeeeeeeesceeeeeenireteseeieestestesseessesssesesessssssssssesssesssesssessssessesssssssnas 98
RETUSEA....eveverieierereeeieeeetceteteesesestssse st sesses s e e st sssasesessessessssesssesansssasansensenseneeans 99

Q97g. Develop the land yourself and sell land and structures (PROBE: ON A SCALE
OF ONE TO FIVE, WHERE ONE IS "NOT AT ALL LIKELY" AND FIVE IS
"EXTREMELY LIKELY." ENTER NUMBER 1-5.)

Q97h. Subdivide the property (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF ONE TO FIVE, WHERE
ONE IS "NOT AT ALL LIKELY" AND FIVE IS "EXTREMELY LIKELY." ENTER
NUMBER 1-5.)

| Skip to Q99 if no strong intention to subdivide (Q97h<4 or Q97h>=98).

Q98. What is the primary reason you are considering subdividing the property? (READ
CHOICES 14.)

Estate PlANDING .........cccccecemererereeessrreseresaresssasistssssessssasssassesssssssesssenssssssssssssseseseses 01
To develop land within the NEXE 5 YEATS ....cevvrrrrerereererrrserereeersseneresssssseseseseresenes 02
To reserve the opportunity to develop land in the future..........cocovevererrierererennen. 03
To sell parcels off for personal financial or non-financial reasons...............euee... 04
OLheT (SPECILY) ..ccvrrireriirtenirereieeeerertetrerieteseeteseese e e ssesesse et ses e sssesesessssessansssssnssases 80
DON'T KNOW ..ovviiiiiicnccrereecececsnneeeee et ssssssssesesesssssnssessassesessesssssssssssssssesessssses 98
REfUSEA....oeeeiticiiiiccertcseeuerne e eseseesetsas e ts et sae s ese e ssssasnssesssesessnsenesenssseneas 99
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Q99. Are there other plans you have for your property in the next five years that we did
not mention?

Y Sttt et et e s ettt s e s et e e e s asnaeer s e saerseesreereenseenreesrens 01

N ettt ettt ettt sttt b e ettt e st be st s te et erereeneaentntebeteseerenees 02 =>1Q101
DOI't KIOW c..eorvitiviiiieetserre st eas e sese s s se s sse s bensebsebensebennensenenns 98 =>1Q101
RETUSE ...ttt sttt et b ettt sa e et e s e be e v bens 99 =>1Q101
Q100. What are they?

RECORD VERBATIM......ooootiiiererecieeeeeereeereereereeeesesesessessssaesreensssessseneoneen 01

DON'EKNOW ...ttt ettt st s et e s s b e s s seerensennenen 98
RETUSEA.....coeoeereiieicietcttee ettt st ettt ettt b e st e en s ne s enenen 99

IQ101. On a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is not at all important and 5 is very important,
how important are the following to your decisions about the property at <address > in
<city> in <county> county?

COMNLITIUC ..veivviiieiiiniiiciecstteesaeecrescsseeate s raeesseeestesssssssstesassessseesasssssesesseesneeessnensnens 01

|Rotation => Questions q101a through q101i asked in random order:

Q101a. Your neighbors' land decisions (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5, WHERE
1 IS NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY IMPORTANT. ENTER
NUMBER 1-5.)

DION'EKIIOW ..ottt ee et saat e ee s st e sesteesetasastaesatannsesesesssnsen 98
REFUSEA.....oiiciiiieiieice ettt be s s b e sabessatessbsessatesarbsssnnan 99

Q101b. Development pressures in the area (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5,
WHERE 1 IS NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY IMPORTANT. ENTER
NUMBER 1-5.)

DONTKIIOW .ttt ettt et e e ee st e s et ee s e eeeseesesaeessaesennessnaeanesesnsesanens 98
RETUSEA. ...ttt e et esae e aeesee st ae st aemeaeseeeseeasaeasaeatesnennee 99

Q101c. Expected return on agriculture or forestry (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5,
WHERE 1 IS NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY IMPORTANT. ENTER
NUMBER 1-5.)
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Q101d. Zoning and subdivision regulations (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5,
WHERE 1 IS NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY IMPORTANT. ENTER
NUMBER 1-5.)

Q101le. Environmental regulations (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5, WHERE 1 IS
NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY IMPORTANT. ENTER NUMBER 1-
5)

QI101f. Taxes (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5, WHERE 1 IS NOT AT ALL
IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY IMPORTANT. ENTER NUMBER 1-5.)

DONTKIOW ...uoeeeiiiieriieniieesitesereesseesseesssssseesssssssssssssssestmesssssssssssssassnssasesssessessesns 98
RETUSEA...cuveeuiirierieiriieteetreseeses st stestestssmeesesssesaessanessnessessesssenseseessessessensssnsenenns 99

Q101g. Transportation access to your area (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5,
WHERE 1 IS NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY IMPORTANT. ENTER
NUMBER 1-5.)

DON'E KDOW ...c.oeeeveeeerieiienreeirarsssessessessessressessessssssessesssesesssssessssssssessssssssssssensens 98
REFUSEA...ccveeeeeiereeeeceeteite sttt s tesesssss e st s ssesesssestessaneaesessaesssssessssesssssesasssasns 99

Q101h. Sewer and water access in your area (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5,
WHERE 1 IS NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY IMPORTANT. ENTER
NUMBER 1-5.)

Q101i. Availability of optional conservation programs (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF 1
TO 5, WHERE 1 IS NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY IMPORTANT.
ENTER NUMBER 1-5.)
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Skip to Q103 if taxes relatively unimportant to owners’ decisions (if Q101f<4 or
Q101f>5.

1Q102. On the same scale of 1 to 5, please tell me how important the following taxes
are to your decisions about the property:

CONTINUE. ..ottt e bbbt s be e s sansnans 01

|R0tation => Questions Q102a through Q102d asked in random order. J

Q102a. Income tax (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5, WHERE 1 IS NOT AT ALL
IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY IMPORTANT. ENTER NUMBER 1-5.)

DONTKDIOW ettt eecttt s sesreesatesseseseessssasesseseaensesesnnsesssssnesnssrassesnnens 98
RETUSEA. ..ottt s st e e saeesassebseesbea s baaesssesssaessnssssasersaesassasnsseansseanasans 99

Q102b. Capital gains tax (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5, WHERE 1 IS NOT AT
ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY IMPORTANT. ENTER NUMBER 1-5.)

DOMEKIIOW cceeeieeeeceiiteeee ettt eeessisereresesssssseeeeeeesssssssesaeesssssnsssasssesasnsesesesssnssnnsene 98
RETUSEA .ottt eeeeeee et e ee et e s sstsessttesesnseseserseesesnrasesantaes s saeassnntneesnnnsnas 99

Q102c. Gift and estate taxes (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5, WHERE 1 IS NOT
AT ALL IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY IMPORTANT. ENTER NUMBER 1-5.)

DION'E KIMOW <ot eeeeteeeeeiietee s sessitreeesesesssssseesessssassesessesssnsasnsessansasnsasessansnssnses 98
RETUSEA. ettt ettt e st e e see s eesabe s e sabvsas s stneaensnnessanbaessssaneeassnnseasenanens 99

Q102d. Property tax (PROBE: ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5, WHERE 1 IS NOT AT ALL
IMPORTANT AND 5 IS VERY IMPORTANT. ENTER NUMBER 1-5.)

DION'E KIOW eeteeeeeecreieieeeeestveeeeereeesteeessssseasenseesasneeessssaaeassasesasesesssssaeasaseassssaras 98
REMUSEA..eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeet ettt es e ettt esaeesste st eeense e besessea s saeeseesabeessseesabeasneesaseeasnees 99

Q103. Other than the parcel we've been discussing, do you own other land in this metro
area?

Y Sttt ettt et et e et e e et e bt e e e e ete e s e e s r e e eate s b e e s b e e b e et et e Rt e et e e e bt e et s s r e e naesenn e e aaees 01

IO e aretrreereetee e tesesteebeeseeresseersesaeteaneesseseessebe e e eR g e s e aeas e sR e b e se b e et et et e b e b e ras b e e Rt ea 02 => Q106
DON'TKIIOW vttt cte s stseetaeesaeseseeesesesssaes st e sseeese e e s s esestssssnesmnesannrssnsnes 98 => Q106
RETUSEA...cveeieieeieeeeeetee sttt s e s e et s anesbesse e bt s aesassae st e enbe s 99 => Q106

Q104. About how many acres in total is this other land? (ENTER 6 DIGITS)

DION'E KIIOW ereeeeeeeeeeeeeeeteeeseeeeeseeaeresesaeeeensneeeessseseesseeeeesssaeasnsasesassaessasasanansns 999998
RETUSEA...eeeiiieeciiieeiieieiirreeeieeserrerereeeesesraseaeeeesssrasasesssassstesneseesasasssmnneasesasan 999999
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Q105. What is your primary motive for owning this land? (READ CHOICES 1-6;
ACCEPT UP TO 7 RESPONSES.)

Recreation Or TESIAENCE ...........ccocvvirinictnscsneinsninisces e ssssssssses 01
To conduct agriculture, forestry, or other rural land uses that will generate income, or to lease to others for these
USES 1vvrueereraererrerseresssssstrseasessesasstssssstsssassbisssstsasssnssessesessessosessessessssesnisessssnssssasasaneses 02
To develop 1and..........cceinerereeeninniciiiceniciesese st se b sesenaseses 03
For investment, with the goal of selling in less than 5 years ........ccocoevvverevenncnnes 04
For investment, with the goal of selling in 5 years or more..........cccocvuvurererururacnnace 05
To protect land or other natural TESOUICES ........covvrivvrrrrisisescisisismssnnsssisienenssesseenns 06
OLhET (SPECILY) ..uveveererireeierereenrsessensintsiestsassssasssesasacsssssassessanssssssassesessenssssssseressones 80
DON't KNOW .....eeieeerereetnecessssisssiisssacssssssiesssssnssssssnesessssssssnsssssbasssssasnsssesssnens 98
REFUSEA....c ittt bbb s 99

Y €S uireeteeieticrreessrerseessessseessresar e e e s ae e e e e saae s e s rese R e e s e b e s R e s ae s R e e nana Rt e e e aaesesraneranee 01
N O ettt cctet e rrteees e sas s ee e s e s s s e s sstaseesraessessentesesssssasesranesessetessssranaesantansssnn 02
DON'EKIIOW ...evierecrrieieetienieniaeeeresstesseesssssessasssessessessessessesssssesssssssesssasasseassessassenes 98
REFUSEA.....ooeeriieeeiriiereereriteecserrerstesssesstesneesessesstessaesnsesssssssesnaesesasesssasssasssasasane 99

Q107. Not including the property at <address> <city> in <county> county which of the
following best describes how frequently you buy land in this metro area, on average?
(IF NO ADDRESS AND CITY, SAY THE COUNTY LISTED.)

NEVET ...ttt s r st s sssssssss s sr st e bt sansaesssasenesesassbsssstasasseses 01
Less than ONCE EVETY 6 YEATS .....c.coceeererrerurnresiesisesissssissesesesisssesssnessssssensessseseass 02
ONCE EVETY 3 10 5 YEAIS ....c.crueneviesrisreissnseecssiisesssessessestsimsassnesssssssssessessssesseses 03
ONCE BVETY 2 YEATS ....ceeuieuireineenrirriiiineissessessesessssesansssssnsssesnesessssssssmsssesassssasssans 04
ONCE BVETY YEAT ......criemrereeninieisiessiiestestsacssnssnssssssssesssesesanssessesssssssssssssnssesaras 05
More than ONCE @ YEAT ........cceveiiiirierrreinsnrrassessitesecsssnssnssessssssssesassssssssssssrsseons 06
DON't KDOW ...ttt sttt st ae s b sesne e bes 98
RETUSEA ...ttt ettt st sas st sassas s sbesbsasbenesassae s 99

Q108. Besides the property at <address> <city> in <county> county, are you currently
looking to sell property in this metropolitan area? (IF NO ADDRESS AND CITY,
SAY THE COUNTY LISTED.)

Y S i iiietiieererrrteeerirentreesestrteeessar s eee s nte e s areeesana s e e e nreeee s raresa s araes et eaerrraeerantaaanann 01
N O ettt rreeere e rar e e s ssseaeessneeessssssse s s s s s e e e s s ae e e e s n s e e e s aaanessraeaesnraneeanraaeaan 02
DON'E KDOW ..ceveeeiieeeeeeeiieeeeercesreeeesssaresssssseesssssssssssansesssssssasasassssssssssssessnsssessssssans 98
RETUSEA...eeeieeireieiiieceeceetcccreseestesstsesssassessases s essssessssaesanessssassasesessassssesssenssssanes 99
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Q109. On average, which of the following best describes how frequently you sell land
in this metro area? (READ CHOICES 1-6.)

NEVET ...ttt et ettt sttt s bt et e st et e st et e meeneeaeeue e e e s assaesaeneensans 01
Less than ONCE EVETY 6 YEATS .......ueeevecireetereraeieeeeietrressesresesesessessesesssssssessessesessen 02
OnNCE EVETY 310 5 YEAIS ..cuevvruirrieenieerreerererseereesenststesseessessestesessenessensenessenseneesessen 03
ONCE BVETY 2 YEAIS ....oomeerereriirrireesieteeereererreteteseetsteseeeeseneentnsententesensensesenseneoseneen 04
ONCE BVETY YA ....ccucuerreurrrerienrrienetesesseeeteseesesestesessentssessesesasssessesssensesesessesensassn 05
MOTre than ONCE @ YEAT ....c.cccverieeeirerieirerereeteeeteieseseeaeseeseaeseseteseeteseseseseseseneaenerens 06
DOI'T KNOW ...ttt seesesese s et sassssesessosenessenenes 98
REFUSEA.....nreeeetere ettt ettt ettt e sasna s 99

Sttt ettt st e r e b e e b e e et e et e et e e st e es e e ee e saestaesaaaraannen 01

N0 ettt sttt et et es ettt e st e et e e e be st e ba b e se b et e se b et e beaba b etaebeteaneneatanens 02 =>Q112
DON'E KNOW ...ttt ettt ettt e e s s sn e e saants 98 =>Ql112
RETUSEA....eeeereirieiireeietsteesrst s e et te s e e ss et sae st e e s s sassebesassesenessesenes 99 =>QI112

Q111. On average, about how many hours per month do you spend on this task?
(ENTER 3 DIGITS. ROUND UP TO NEAREST HOURS .5 =1 HOUR.)

DON'E KIIOW ..ottt ettt esae et et e st et svesae e sbessassavesntsentsssesssesnnsnn 998
REIUSEA.....eeeeeeeeee ettt sttt e este e s st e s s sssaes s st e sesastassssassasssssessasane 999

Y ettt ettt sttt st st e s at e ee st a e st e e e e s e e s e s b e e b assrasresaneans 01
INO ittt eie sttt ettt st re st ettt et et e s e s et s e R e et et eRe e b e R st e R e s teae e etebeaesanin 02
DON't KDOW ..c.vviiiiiiniineicseeiestistesie st sttt csstasaae e st e e st s te st e sessessaesesaesaneaennnan 98
RETUSEA......eooveieiiictetre ettt sttt ettt e e s an e s e s e e ebeanan 99
| Skip to Q116 if ownership is non-family corporation or estate (Q1=4 or 7). |

Q113. Do you have children or other heirs to whom you wish to pass on the property?

Y . uttiteiti it e rteete e e te st e st e et e s et e e e e e e e s e et e e e e R e e teear e eaeeene e te et eeateeateraeerneennen 01

N0 ittt etet ettt e e e e st e vt et e e ese s eta s ebe st eae e te e e seeteseeRe st eseebe st ebebensesebentesesaeneesesanee 02 => Q115
DON'E KIIOW ..ottt ettt eeeeet e eneee s s s ene e b e seereenseseennesnesrennesneeneenees 98 =>QIl15
REfUSEA...c.ceiieieeeteeec ettt st s 99 =>QI115

Q114. Do you anticipate that they will use the property in the same way that you are
using it now?

D TN 01
N O ittt ettt s ettt e et e s et et s s sttt s e e at et essnaaesenntese s et esssaaeeesanessessaseassratssnans 02
DION' KIOW coeiiiiiiriiiieiiiiire et cectte e sesesecsbe s e csaresssnbasesssntessssssansesnbnsessssaseeenes 98
REFUSEA....cveieeeeeiecctiice et crrese et ssrresbesenr e b e e snesseeesbnsssnasensneenssasnssennes 99

311



The Interests of Landowners on the Metropolitan Fringe

Q115. Have you ever sought advice from an estate planner for your property?

Y S uuuiieeeereiiereeeese e eerereesnessae s s e e e e e e e ae e e e ae s n e s b e e b e e n e e e e nar s et o R n e e a e e e b e Rt SRt sraae 01
O e veettiirettesreescesees s e eecssaeesssasssastssassesasesessessnseasssessnsnerassesssatssseeesanarsrnesenssosasesnn 02
DON'E KNOW ..uuveereieerreererieeeeisseissesssesssesssessssesstsssessssesseessssssesssesssessassasensessessasssnsen 98
RETUSE.....eeeriieeeeeccrenvenrerrssesssessesesnesesssessessessssssessassansessesassssessessessanssssessesassssones 99

IQ116. Now we'd like to ask you for your thoughts on growth and development in the

area. By area, we mean land within five miles of your property.

CONTINUE.......ccctrirmiirirteriissiesssseesasseisnisessssssssessnsnsssssetasenssssssssesssssnssssensesasns 01

Q116. At the time you first acquired the property at <address> <city> in <county>
county, how would you describe the area around your property? (READ CHOICES 1-

3. IF NO ADDRESS AND CITY, SAY THE COUNTY LISTED.)

RUTAL..eieeerereceiinntscrn sttt sss s ses st sasstssessensensesessessessasssssannssssesss 01
Mostly rural, with scattered suburban development............ccoeururecciieierrerenennns 02
MOSLLY SUDUIDAN ....covreirinieeeeeminsircictite et as bbb 03
DON't KNOW ...uriieceecsnrneresnsnsesnssssestessiesnsmnsssssssstsssssssssessossassesasssssnssssssnsesssssssssssnss 98
REFUSEA...cueieeeerirtreeee sttt esesne s sseenesessesestssses e e e et se s e s b sssmsens sttt R b et st 99

RUTAL.ccveeeeeneenitreneerssisssceeseneeestsasssest st saissnsssssssesssassssossasssssssssestssssssrssssssrsssssneseses 01
Mostly rural, with scattered suburban development ............cousecriiinvnenneniainenes 02
MOSLLY SUDUIDAN .......ccirerereecctrintnesscccetss et ssasasssssonssssssesensasnes 03
DOD't KNOW ..ccnrirrieieiiniriesennsssassssssssnssnstsssesssassssssssssssssmssassssssssssmossassssssssnsas 98
REfUSEA....coviueeerirereertienenueenae st teteneeserss st st st s s asse et sassssbssssanssassssn b anene 99

Y S uieiciutieiiiireneureresateessaesssre st e s e ra e s s e e sasesa s e e e e e Rt e s A st e Rt et R e e e at e s s e e e aesseneeranean 01
O crieereerire e s esessestesreresaebesresasbe e b s s s Rt se s be st eaerbestessensrearesnartensereraensesantenansans 02
DON'E KNOW ...ouveieveereerteeriernieenessessessessnesssssessresssssessassessessnessensastessessansansessassessassssnes 98
RETUSEA...vceveeereieeecrerrietertiesressessestssrsaessesessrssestassasessssssastansasesessasassonsassasessesssenes 99

| Skip to Q121 if area is now mostly suburban (Q117=3 or Q117>=96).

1Q119. Have you seen any of the following occurring in your area in the past 5 years...

CONTINUE.......coovriritnisennsssiistiitinsissssssssssssssssestsssssasssssssssssssssssssessssssssnesssenes 01
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|Rotation => Questions Q119a through Q119d asked in random order. |
Q119a. Land values higher than you would typically see in farm-to-farm sales
YOSttt e st a s 01
N0 ettt st b bbb s saeenis 02
DON't KIOW ..ttt seet et eet st et ettt et et e s se s e s seense st seseasenessennen 98
RETUSEA......eiireriteciir ettt eseeee et st seseene e r e et s se s 99

Q119b. Higher value agriculture or hobby farms or ranches replacing existing farms or
ranches

B = T OO U UUPPUUIOUUPUUUPPROROt 01
N O ettt e et e e e et e s st e s et e b e e e eae e et e e e aa e et e s aae e et e e s aeeears 02
DON'EKIOW ..cvviiiiiiiieciicctecceeeectrieteeseeeseeeseesbsessseessssesssesessassssesssssssaesasesssessnses 98
RETUSEA.......ooeei ettt ettt ee bt et s cbeeeave e st e e sabeessbeessssessbeessseesabeensneesares 99

Q119c. Construction of new roads, sewers, or water connections to support suburban
style development

D TS U OO UPURUTOUOTRRURITPUTIRt 01
N O ittt ittt cete et et ee e et e et esbe s b e be et e e st e b e et e sat e st en s ehbeebe et e et e en b e Rt e sbeaeesaeeaeeanenans 02
DON't KNOW ..oovviriiieeeieceetecteeeeesreeereeseeeeeseeseesssessassseseessensasssassesssessessssssessennes 98
RETUSEA.....ocvicreetieieee ettt ettt e et e s e e s e e nesae e ere e be st e e st e snessaensnesreesaesraennes 99

Q119d. New suburban style development built on land that was once farmland or open
space

Y S ettt ittt et et e et e e e st e et e e e e e e e e e e e n e e R E e e e R e e b et e e bea e s bt e s aee s teenaaeenares 01
N O ittt ettt ettt e bt st e et e st et s eab et ea s et e s b e et s et e b b e b b e b e e s e e s b e raeebeesbeensaensesntanes 02
DON'EKIOW ...ttt eetr et eeae e seeetaeesseecbaeesbeesareeasneesaseessnenansasassanansas 98
RETUSEA.....ueiiiieeteeeeecreete e ceteeete e et s see e te e s sae st e essseessae s saassse s sneesntesennesnnes 99

Q120. Would you say that significant suburban development, either residential or
commercial, is occurring... (READ CHOICES 1-5.)

In the area TIGht NOW........coviirieieieirirtreeeere ettt et s e e e nenen 01 => Q122
Will occur in the area in the next 5 years .........cooevvvvecinniinninincnnin, 02 => Q122
Will occur in the area in 6 t0 10 YEars.......ccccecveevneninnerniencnernicene e 03 =>QI122
Is more than 10 years away from OCCUITING ......ccccverrerierriereerrrrrerieneeerieneesiesaenes 04 => Q122
Or is this kind of development not likely to ever occur here.........coocvivviiccnnnnee 05 =>QI122
DON't KNOW vttt ettt esr e s et s 98 =>Q122
RETUSEA.....ooeieieeeiceetectcceerese sttt ettt st sa e sre e s 99 => Q122
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|F or those whose areas are now mostly suburban (Q117=03 or Q117>=98):

Q121. Would you say that most of the suburban growth and development you've
seen... (READ CHOICES 1-3.)

Occurred within the past 5 YEars ........ccecevcrrcriniinininimnsiseensssssasseses 01
Occurred within the past 10 Years.........c.ccceviienniesiinnnesnsnsimnissnssessissasssnens 02
Occurred more than 10 YEars 880 ......ccceremevcvcrismrmsnstsininissnsiiessssssssstsssessssssessaes 03
DON'E KIOW ....vcirirescrennriinnnssssisessisss e sssssssssssssssss s sssssssssssssssssmsssnsnssessnes 98
REfUSEA......cerreeriirecercetccntr sttt sesssnesssessensasssssesesassesassesestsasasssssessasanseass 99

Skip to 1Q124 if respondent has seen no signs of growth in Q119 (Q1194=02 and
QI 19B=02 and QI 1 9C—02 and Q11 9D==02)

B SPEC | HER

Q122. Thmkmg about the development that has occurred in your area in the past 5
years, what do you think its most significant impacts have been? (ASK OPEN
ENDED. USE LIST BELOW TO CODE. INTERVIEWER NOTE: WE NEED TO
KNOW IF AN IMPACT IS "POSITIVE" OR "NEGATIVE" -- EG. IF
RESPONDENT SAYS "TRAFFIC," SAY, "MORE OR LESS TRAFFIC?")

Property/land values TOSE.........ccoirerteiienmrrnnsesssnassssssssesesassssssssesssssssssssesessssasasss 01
PrOPEILY tAXES TOSE....ccuerurerrerreeneserseraneassnsninesasssssessssnssssassnsssstsssssssesssssessassesssesasses 02
Increased opportunities to make money on property by selling or developing it .. 03
Greater economic opportunity in area (€.g. NEW JODS).....cccevrurrecrieriinncccrncninenes 04
Fewer economic opportunities in ared............ccveseeteseresnssessssesssensessssssosesassessssesase 05
More regulation of land and land uses (e.g. zoning, subdivision controls)............ 06
Harder to conduct agriculture or fOrestry ..........coornnmmninnncsnsenssmnnsnenesees 07
"Environmental quality has declined (air pollution, water pollution, habitat destruction)” 08
LLESS OPEI SPACE «...eereeenrreeriasnnsnssisesisensasssssnnaseassssssssssassenssssessessessssssssassrerssseses 09
Loss of scenery and physical Character..........cusnicnninnnnnsnsssssesessssnenssesssnsnsnsae 10
Increased traffic CONGESLION.....c..cvvvvievrrcrescnrreccineectnt et reccsesse et sassessssonsae 11
More crowded SChOOIS........occereiiitiininineeennssse sttt sssesesasanons 12
Newcomers not like current population (wealthier, don't participate in community)13
Loss of community Character..........covvvrereeeerrsesensescecenersaesesssannessesssserssennsassescesanns 14
OTHER-SPECIFY ......coevtvierrmreriincinsensssssssssitssssssssssssssesesssssssssssesasssasasssnens 80
DON't KNOW ..ouviniieriiiniiiirrencsscetnssiisssssnnns st sassssstsaseasssssssasnasasssssssussssasssenes 98
REfUSEA.....coverriiritcirntitrrrsscttccistssccssnnss ettt st st sans 99

IQ123. If development were to continue at its current pace, in your opinion, is it likely
to increase, decrease, or not affect the following in the next 5 years:
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Rotation => Questions Q123a through Q123i asked in random order.

Q123a. Your land values (PROBE: INCREASE, DECREASE, OR NOT AFFECT IN

THE NEXT 5 YEARS.)

JCTEASE ..ottt e e ee ettt e e e e e eeesabaae e e e e e e bata e e e e s e e e abataaeeeeeennnaaas 01
DIECTEASE ....eeevrieeeeeeeeee et ee e et e e e ee e e e see s e aes e e e abe e e e taa e e e sta e e s rbtasansaees 02
NOE ATTECL....ecivieiieeceieceeeee e et e st e aeeete e saeessee e te s ssbeesraeeennasensesensaesnsesnssennases 03
DON'TKIOW ...vviireeciecteeccieceir e esr et e ete s ee e cteestaaeebbeesaassreesseessataesrnneansesnseenssens 98
RETUSE.....oviiiiiiiiiiceeciieees et steeseressae s sesesbee s tesssseessaesessaesseasesnsssnsesessasnnees 99

Q123b. Your property taxes (PROBE: INCREASE, DECREASE, OR NOT AFFECT

IN THE NEXT 5 YEARS.)

TIICTEASE.....veeeeeeeeeeeectee e ettt e eettece b e e e e ebeteseareeesebasasesssse e ssaaesssssasasssstesnsssesenssnnenn 01
DIECTEASE ..ottt e e e e e e et e e ee e e s eesreseessabssensssaessssssesssaeennsanans 02
INOL AETECE .. eecvieeteeeeeeteccee e rte e et eee e ee e s re e e s e sve e e e e sraessse s seasssasessansnsaesssenssnes 03
DONT KIIOW ..ttt reeesteessae s ae s sae s e e s sns e sste e sbeesste e s basvasessenssnane 98
RETUSE.....vvieiieeiiieiiettett sttt e ste e et et e este s esse e s baesssaesssesesseesssearssaenssesssanannnes 99

Q123c. Options for what you can do with your land (PROBE: INCREASE,

DECREASE, OR NOT AFFECT IN THE NEXT 5 YEARS.)

JIICTEASE. .. et ctttecetee et eenresesre e e sere e e e s b r e e s se e e e ba e e s naase e sbaaeaansaaeeassranans 01
DIECTEASE ...vveeeereeereeeeeeriiertesiteeeteesseestaestesssaessasesabessseesatessrnesasassssnasssasssesasssessnees 02
INOE AETECE...eeeueeieiieeectteeteeriteeereecteee e erteeste e seeses e bae s saesssseensesesseasssasessasessansees 03
DONTKIIOW ...ovieireeiieitiieeeeeeeeeieeeteeseeeettesteesseesntesssaeeseessaesssaeessssssaseseensssernens 98
RETUSE......ceeeeeeetieeieeere ettt et stee e e saesae s e e sse s s e esseresseeseassaassassasseseesanesans 99

Q123d. Regulation on your land (PROBE: INCREASE, DECREASE, OR NOT

AFFECT IN THE NEXT 5 YEARS.)

INCTEASE. ..c.vveeeeiiieicctii ittt cerer s enee s e tesee sttt e eesseeesssseeesseesasnteesasbaneasnsbnaesnsasans 01
DIECTCASE .....eeetvveeiiecciiiieee e rrree e ecr s rrrre e e s eessabaee e s e s eesareaeeessssrstaaeesssssnnrnnnessesannnreen 02
INOE AEFECT....cveieeiiciee ittt ctrce e este e e rse et e e s aeessaeeessssbasssseessvasasnsssasasssnensssessnes 03
DON'EKIIOW «..ooeeineeieiicieieecteeteeeteetteeaeeereeeeebeeebeebeeraeese e seesseessesssessasnsessssnsesssesssenses 98
RETUSEA....vveevivereeeirictceecee et eeteeteete et st e teeteessesssessesesessseses st e saansassassassaesssesnns 99

Q123e. Ease with which agriculture or forestry can be conducted in the area (PROBE:

INCREASE, DECREASE, OR NOT AFFECT IN THE NEXT 5 YEARS.)

IDCTEASE. .. .veveeieeieeicnieiei ettt cerrte e e e s e eteeeeeee e arsssesessensasasassanasnnnnnaeenananansnnnns 01
DIECTEASE ....vveiecireeeeenreeiiieeeeeireeeeteeeestee e ettt eeentaeesrnreesateeesesateeseaeeaaseeesasseeesansens 02
NOL AFTECE .. ettt et s e e saeesse e ssseesssesssseassnesssnensnnns 03
DON'EKIIOW ...ttt cveeeteestteesabeestaeeraeecbeeeseessbasesasasssesnsssesssasssesassasasees 98
RETUSEA....eeviiiceii it cecttecsenee e srteesesreseesssssesesseeessssasesssanasasssaeassssmeeessnnes 99
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Q123f. Open space and scenery in the area (PROBE: INCREASE, DECREASE, OR
NOT AFFECT IN THE NEXT 5 YEARS.)

IIICTEASE....c.uveeeeeereeveeenrresesreeneatesseessnessessssesssenseessressessneasnessesssnsensranssesssssesnensssass 01
DIECTEASE ....eeuereenreereeecnnensereniesaeeseasssnestnssassssesssrensesssssssessnasesssssssnsnsosssssssssssonsasassss 02
NOL AFTECE ... eveeeerieeieeeeereteeisseeseessesresessresseeseesesssssserssessessesserssssessessassesnsssnssessasnnass 03
DON'E KIOW ...cocveeeerireeiicneeesrerieeesssesessnesssssesssssssnsesssessssmassnnesessassnsassassssssscsssssansssss 98
REfUSEA......iiiceceeeerticceeeceeesrr et es e s s sse e s sneessnesssonssssassssansssassscenasssessassssnnsnens 99

Q123g. Environmental quality in the area INTERVIEWER: INCLUDING QUALITY
OF WATER, AIR, AND ENDANGERED SPECIES HABITAT) (PROBE:
INCREASE, DECREASE, OR NOT AFFECT IN THE NEXT 5 YEARS.)

IDCTEASE.... . eiiecceereiteeeeirresrte e steee st e ssteessaasssenssssnesassesssnssasasesssesasassersnsersessssessssasanes 01
DIECTEASE .....eecveeeerieeicieeerieieesessseeesatessssesesnssassssesstsesanassssassssessnassssssssasesnsassansssnss 02
INOL AFTECL ..o ieeeeiiieeereeesieeeestesressseentesseesasesseesneessassssassessassssesssersassrasssesssesaaesnans 03
DON't KDOW ..eeevvereeiiniinceensieesiinessssesesseesssssessssessssesssssssssessasesessassssasoassssssssassesnasssss 98
RETUSE...uveenirverereeerierereserresseesssssssssssessessessesssesssstastassansesstsssessassessassssnsssesnsssssans 99

Q123h. The sense of community in the area (PROBE: INCREASE, DECREASE, OR
NOT AFFECT IN THE NEXT 5 YEARS))

IIICTEASE....cveeeevrerrecenreninrisreeesareeseeesssessssnsessasssssssasessansessnesesnsessneessseesssssssasssnassnss 01
DIECTEASE ...veeeeieeeeeeeeeieeirctcsreeeeerseesesesareaeseesreeenressnassnasunssnsssasssnsentsnessstsssanassns 02
INOL AFTECL.....cceeeeiieeeicrrerrierterrestesaeesaeesseesaessnseserssnessasssssestesanessesnesasesssesenassses 03
DON'E KNOW .....ovvieeneiriieieerininirreectsssseessssesesssssesarsessesssanssesssssstassnsssssssessessnsssssnsssses 98
RETUSEA ...eeeeeeeereeeeeeeeeteeeeireresesesassssessseesaeesaeesesestesssasssesssessaessssssesssesssesnesssasseans 99

Q123i. Your quality of life (PROBE: INCREASE, DECREASE, OR NOT AFFECT
IN THE NEXT 5 YEARS.,)

INICTEASE......eeeceeeenrrrereeeeranrrraresareesessneesaesssasssssssassesssesssassssnssessaressessaessatsssesanasnnastonns 01
DIECTEASE .....eeveecrerrerieeicereerseeeiissesisseaessaeessessssssaassnsesssssesaessssasasesssasessassssnsessanssaassnne 02
INOE BETECE ....eivieeneeeiiiiirereeeressessnerssesssesseesseessesssessesssesssnenseesssssnnsnsassssssssssassansssese 03
DON'E KNOW ...coieveeereiiiicnreerieeissnresnteseseesssnesessseserenssssesssrnessanssesassssssssasesasssssanasasssss 98
RETUSEA.....ueeiieiceeeeticctrcceeercerernt st eser e s sae e s sanr s e sssssesessaesssesssanssssassssssssnsssnasanas 99

For those who have seen no signs of growth in their areas (Q1194=02 and Q119B=02
and Q119C=02 and Q119D=02).

IQ124. If significant development were to occur in your area, in your opinion, is it
likely to increase, decrease, or not affect the following:

CONTINUE ......oovrimiririnnirisiransrsnientiiesnssssnsssssesssssenssssesssasssssssssssasssssssesssesasssass 01
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|Rotatl'on => Questions Q124a through Q124i asked in random order:

Q124a. Your land values (PROBE: INCREASE, DECREASE, OR NOT AFFECT IN

THE NEXT 5 YEARS.)

INCTEASE. ..ttt ettt e et e et r e s e e e st e s an e e re e baeebbesetee e stasesaaesatasasaeesnres 01
DECTEASE ....eeveeereecriieeite et rteeste e et e e asesteessbe e bteesaaesnte s saseesarersaenestasasneesnsesnssensnens 02
INOL ALTECL.....ueeeeeeeeeeeciectiecte ettt e et et ereeese e se e aeessesssessnesseenseersesrnesnsens 03
DON't KINIOW ...ooeeeeieereceiececctecceeeeeeeeetee e eeeeneerreete e b e s b e s s e s s e beesbeesnssssesssersensnessnenns 98
RETUSE.....ooeveeeeeeeee ettt sttt et er e s esreessessnessresssessesssesrsensaesssenns 99

Q124b. Your property taxes (PROBE: INCREASE, DECREASE, OR NOT AFFECT

IN THE NEXT 5 YEARS.)

INCTEASE. ....veereiereiciercerercee et e e st st seee st e e saaesnnessbneasssesnsesssssesssessssaesasnesnssassnes 01
DECTEASE ....ecveeiieecteecieceees e et e s ee e s s e e e s e s a e e baeesbassaae s bnessaaessessnnsasasns 02
INOL AFTECTE .. eiiiictieieicreer ettt e re e te s erbeeeant e s beeeseeesabeensesessaeesessssaensess 03
DON't KNOW ..coveivviieeieceeiecee ettt eteste et ete et e caeeaseeseesssesse s e sneesnenseensesssasnesene 98
RETUSEA. ...ttt e et e e e st e e e nste s eneessesenneeenreas 99

Q124c. Options for what you can do with your land (PROBE: INCREASE,

DECREASE, OR NOT AFFECT IN THE NEXT 5 YEARS.)

INCTEASE.....ecveeeeeecieeeteecteeetee et e e e eateeeteesate e beeebaeesbeenssaessesessseeesee e ssaensaeesssenssean 01
DECTEASE ...vevvieeereereerecteerree e e et et e e tee e teeeaeeteseseesseearasesseearaeessasssesensseesseeassenns 02
INOL AFTECE..uecuvieeirreeectectecte sttt e bbb ssr e s e eseebessbesseensesrbeentesssensesseens 03
DON'EKIOW ...ttt eetreere e et eeae e sbesebs s e be e e teeensssetssensesessessseesnsesan 98
RETUSE.....cceeeeeceieeeeee ettt et cete s eebe et e e b eeasessenssenteenneseenseenss 99

Q124d. Regulation on your land (PROBE: INCREASE, DECREASE, OR NOT

AFFECT IN THE NEXT 5 YEARS.)

TIICTEASE. ... eeevvicreecreeetieete et e eeverebesebeserbeeesas e bbeesseessseenseearesasnseserssesnsesarsenensennssns 01
DIECIEASE ... ettt eeete e certbaeescteeeeetbeeeesbssesessbsaessssasssnsesesssnsassansenerennsns 02
INOE AFTECE. ....ecevieeviceice ettt ettt e eas et st eeteebeeabeeasessseaseseeesesereenbesnseenses 03
DON't KNOW ...oveiiieierreerenreeseeseeeseeseesessseestesseesssessessrssssessesssessesssesssesssassessssssnssnes 98
REFUSEA.....oeiriiiiiecteeceete ettt e re e eseesesese e e beeesseesaraesassesnreesanessareannseas 99

Q124e. Ease with which agriculture or forestry can be conducted in the area (PROBE:

INCREASE, DECREASE, OR NOT AFFECT IN THE NEXT 5 YEARS.))

IDCTEASE.....vvveieireieetiireirittreccreeeerreeeerreesereeaesreeeessee e nbaeesenntaeasnsaseesstaeesansenessasanes 01
DECTEASE ....coveietieeteeeie ettt s s e s a e e s st e e s e e e s raaene e st s ne e e b e aaeeares 02
NOL AFTECE..uiiivieeeriiiiiecte ettt eer st eerte e e s e bsestssesaseeseseesaesesessrnseentessrneesnseesrseesnses 03
DON'E KDOW ottt ettt s et eseees e sas s ess e eeerteestenssenseensesnnesanesneenne 98
RETUSEA....uvveeeeeieeeetee ettt cre et e e e tte s eeeaseeeesssaaeesasssesenseeesnnnesassbenasenases 99
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Q124f. Open space and scenery in the area (PROBE: INCREASE, DECREASE, OR
NOT AFFECT IN THE NEXT 5 YEARS.)

I CTEASE ..o ereeiercerreeecareeesersieeeenessssressseessassasnesossnssssonsarssessss sosaresssssssssosatssssnessnes 01
DIECTEASE ...everuvererereereaseerssnesseissenssesssnsessesssasssssseseseessesssnsansesstssssssnsmssssasssersassssessssan 02
INOL AIFECL ...eevieeeeereveteeiiiererrestesvecseernesaeseessessesarssessasstsnssasaeresssosassassasessnssnnsnsensssnens 03
DON'E KNOW ...ceeeeeereriiiieeeiinereseiesstesesssesssesesssesessessssesssnnsssasssssssssnsessessssnssnnesssssssass 98
RETUSE™....veeeeriieeceeeeciieiieseeessnessesssesnsesanasesssssiseesssasssesnsnsssassssssessnasssessnasassssassssns 99

Q124¢g. Environmental quality in the area (INTERVIEWER: INCLUDING QUALITY
OF WATER, AIR, AND ENDANGERED SPECIES HABITAT) (PROBE:
INCREASE, DECREASE, OR NOT AFFECT IN THE NEXT 5 YEARS.)

IIICTOASC..c.uverreeereererreeeeeeseresseeueeseseasnsssseessansssesasasssssssesesssassssessasnessnsosanontssassssesss 01
DIECIEASE veeovveriereeieriveecrerressseissseossarsessesensnnessassasssassrsessssesestessssassasssnsasssasssssssnsssses 02
INOL AITECL ... eieereeeeeeretereereesreessereernreesseeessenesaesessassssnssssessssansssesssseasssnsssanasstssssnssss 03
DON'EKNOW .ooricietiiiiieeieeersssesssteesssseessasesssesssaessssssesnnessnssesssssnnessassssnssssssssassssns 98
REFUSEA....cooueirieereeeieisiesseviesnsiesassassnesasssssssessesssssessssassresssssnsssssnasssssnsnesns st sasssess 99

Q124h. The sense of community in the area (PROBE: INCREASE, DECREASE, OR
NOT AFFECT IN THE NEXT 5 YEARS.)

TIICTEASC..cccuuveiecnrrireierercrreeesiesesenesssesasssesssesessssessensesseesssnasnenesassessesessssasnassrssssansssass 01
DIECTEASE veeeeveereeeerrieierrereseinrerssssssasasnseasassssasnasssesessssstessssssasissssssssssssossannsssnsessssns 02
NOL AITECL ....ceiueeecrreeriereeererrrrerererreessesestessnesasessassssesasassanarassessssssnsasssssssasnssssssssasasss 03
DON'E KNOW ..cooeeeeeenmririeieeeieeereeeesssteisseeessseeessesessesssssessanessssassasssssssssesassassatsssnsssass 98
RETUSEA.....oeeneeirireeeetereereeeereeeesstessessessssesssesssesssesanssnresaassesernassassnesnesatssaansssess 99

Q124i. Your quality of life (PROBE: INCREASE, DECREASE, OR NOT AFFECT
IN THE NEXT 5 YEARS.)

IICTEASE...cuveiiiereecreerirereecseressnesesesesnneessteesssanasnsssssssssasasssssssasasssnesssessnsassnsessassssses 01
DIECTEASE ...vvueririeceieneeririetreesrerareresesnresisssssssesesssssesssonesrassssssssssssssssssssssassssssarenssans 02
NOL BIFECE..ccecuiiiceerrcirieiceecestreserresaeesseessaesesassssseessnsesesnsssnsesersassnnssesnassnnssesassssnss 03
DON't KNOW ...evveeeeerrenirercieeesseeresseecssresintessssnssssssssesessnsssssensssssssasasssesssasssessssssssass 98
REFUSEA......ocoveneeririenrieieinrctesesnesessessessesanesnestsstssssssrasesesasassssessssssesnessesssssassasaes 99

Q124. Can you think of any other SIGNIFICANT impacts or effects that this growth
would have?

Can't think of any Others........cccviceierrrcenenenenetisicneeresseiessisesienesesesssssssssessans 01
OthEr-SPECIFY .....oteoiiicriteireereressseesressessesserssssssssessessesssssssssessassesssassssessassassosaes 80
DON'E KIOW ...eveereririeeeeeereeertrssesesssesssssssesssseseessessstesssssassssessesssessnssssssanasseessessessasese 98
REUSEA..ceeeeriieiicrerecreriieresseeseessessrseesesssessrsssssssasssesasessensessesssssansessassesssesnessanes 99
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Q125. In general would you say that increased development in your area would
enhance or detract from the character of your community?

EIRANCE ....c.eviveeticei ettt reeeeee e ereeeneeteeete et e s sestessessaessanssesssensesnsesssesnsenns 01
DEITACE ...c.vveeeeeereicteeeteeete e iteeerte s eeeeseestessrse e sesersaa s beseennesnbeesabe e baanssaasatesnssaanaees 02
DON'EKIOW ...oviiniiieiiiireiieieieeesteeeereesaeeteeesaeeeteessaestessssaesasessnssessasssssasnsessrnessnnes 98
RETUSEA......ooeeeieeeeeeee ettt este et v e eabseebeeebsessbeessaesesbasensaeessanansasnssaesasas 99

Q126. Do you agree or disagree with the following statement: Given the choice, 1
would keep my land in its current use indefinitely

ABTEE ..ttt ettt s b s s s 01
DISAGTEE . ...vveeereeeetetetet ettt ettt e e sae st e e s e e et e et e st e se e be s e st st st e b et e b e saesseene 02
DON'E KNOW ..ottt ettt ettt st s 98
RETUSEA.......eeeiteirieteeree ettt et e et et e es 99

ID1. Now just a few questions about you for classification purposes...

CONTINUE. ...ttt sttt as s a s e as s b ans 01

D1. What year were you born? (ENTER 4 DIGIT YEAR.)

D2. What is your primary occupation, at which you spent 50% or more of your time in
the past year? (READ CHOICES 1-3.)

Agriculture related (farmer/rancher/forester) ..........ccoveereniecnnnccniciieeens 01 =>D4
Real-estate investment or development related .........cccoceeerieviniecenencncninenne, 02
RELITEW .. vttt ettt e et s st et b e s r e e s e e e e e b s 03
(0113 OO O SO OO TP PP PRSP 80
DON't KIOW ...ooeviieeieieisicricreesnecereeessessee st e see st et e bestesmeesbeesmeeessmeesaesbesabesasanas 98
RETUSEA....oiiiiiiii ettt s e et setesaesaesne s e e sbe s snesnesanaensenns 99
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[Skip to D16 if owner is non-family corporation (Q1=04):

D3. How would you describe your personal participation in agriculture? (READ

CHOICES 1-3.)

I have minimal or N0 INVOIVEMENL........ccceeerermmrerestsincnecsisisineceisieeneatsiecesensssenss 01
It is a hobby I pursue in my leiSure time.........ccocvenriveevccesererenesinessnnsnsesccssannes 02
It is a part-time activity I pursue for profit .........ccoccevrvsnnicsninenicncccnncnesenenens 03
Other (SPECIEY)...civvereeriiireererserreee sttt ssst s e e saresssaesesnesssses 80
DON't KNOW ..ttt sassssssssssssssssssssssssasassesssesssnsons 98
REfUSEA.....covuirirrereiriirrenistesenescntce ettt sttt sb s e et sanasssans 99

| Skip to D16 if owner in non-family corporation (Q1=04):

D4. Is your primary residence located on the property we discussed in the survey?
(INTERVIEWER NOTE: PRIMARY RESIDENCE IS WHERE YOU LIVE FOR 6

OR MORE MONTHS PER YEAR.)

B (TSRS OTROOTON 01 =>D7
IO ettt et st e s s bbb s 02

DIOD't KIOW ..verrecriireerseenrieiesessessssssessssessssssesssssssssenenseassesnasssssssssssssssssssssssssans 98 =>D7
REfUSEA.....cviirireeeniicenesisceetnse st seneess st nssesestssssasssssssseassssansssasssssssnasesessrenes 99 =>D7
D5. In your best estimate, how many miles is your primary residence from the
property? (RECORD TWO DIGITS. ROUND TO NEAREST WHOLE NUMBER .5

=1)

DON't KNOW ...uvveerectineisentnenccsrnessensssssssssesesssssaessssenesssasssssesssesessssssassssasenssnnes 998
REfUSEA.....conerereeeeeeeinircereeetree et tre st eea et et s ss s sas e e s e e sesanssasesessnesessenasnensan 999
[Skip to D7 if distance from primary residence is greater than 75 miles (D5>75): |

D6. What is the name of the town or city in which your primary residence is located?

RECORD VERBATIM .......ccccoeurreunreenenrnnrsssssessessssssssssssssssssessessosssssssssssssaseans 001

DOD't KNOW ...oueeereeeeniinieaeeseerininesssssstensesssssssestassssesnesessenssssessssnsssssessssesssssnsesssnen 998 =>D8
REFUSEA ...ceervnniirtrcirtrercreeeen et sesesesesasesesesasasasacssanatesersssassnses 999 =>D8
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| Skip to D8 if primary residence is not on property (D4>1): |

D7. Was the place you lived before moving your primary residence to this property
more urban, more rural, or about the same as the area surrounding the property?

IMOTE UTDAIL.....ccueereverereesseseesaenneesessesaessesesarsssssssnessesssssessesassnssssssesasesssssssnsassasane 0t
IMOTE TUTAL.....c..eeeeeeeneeneenrenersseseeseessessessersssussssnssssssesssestasssssessasnassesasssesssensessesssssssass 02
ADOUL The SAME .....ccvevrerreererreneeresseereseerersnssesssssesssssssssssssesesanns 03
Have lived on property all my life (VOL) .......cccouvmreerersenesiiniscnsnsmnnnsnnnnsanssssssanas 04
DON'E KNOW ...eeenreneenreneesnresseeeessessssessesnsssstsssssssssasssassssassesssssonsosnssrssssessasassessssnns 98
RETUSEA......ooeieiircrcsierrestestessesareressesanssessssssssasssssssssnsossessaseessassessssssssssnssasssssnsestsnes 99

D8. For classification purposes only, is the total yearly income before taxes of all
members of your family now living at home: $40,000 or more, or is it less than
$40,000?

Less than $40,000.........coveueeeereererireeereneresisesssssssesssssssssasasasssasssssssssesssssssnsasssesasas 01

$40,000 OF INOTE ....ocovvvreerenernarsirenserssssesessesssssssssessssasssesssssssssessssssssssssmssssasssssssnes 02 =>DI10
DON'E KNOW ....cveeeierieriniesinisensersessessessessessessesessessssassnsssnssssssasesssssssssssssssssssssrossssne 98 =>DIl1
RETUSE.....oeeeeieecrienriiieeereessaeseeressessessssensassasssessssessassstsnsnsesansanssesasssssssasesssssasssenes 99 =>DI11
D9. And is that? (Read list)

UNAET $10,000......c00eeeeiereierierircesssesessesesesssssssssssssssassssssessnsanssssasssssssssesssassensssosans 01 =>DI11
$10,000 to less than $20,000 .......cccccerevmecereresrsristsisenesessssesssssessssesmsasassssnsans 02 =>DI11
$20,000 to less than $30,000 .........cccocveeererrrerrrereresisisesisniessisisisstsssssesessesssssases 03 =>Dl11
$30,000 to less than $40,000 ...........cceereeerererrrrerersesmssenenieeeeesisisssisissessassesesssessases 04 =>Dl11
DORE KNOW ..eoeeieiirereiiciniieeessessessessessessessessassassasstestsssssnsssssnsanssassssssssasestsnesses 98 =>Dl11
REFUSEA.....evoeeeeeerereernrirernenerieseesssseenessessesaesansnssasessansaas 99 =>DI11

D10. And is that? (Read list)

$40,000 to less than $50,000 ........ccoereeeeiererecrsrsresrrsrnrennnstesessesessssesssssansassenes 01
$50,000 to less than $75,000 .........cceeerererrererenensssssescesesinnnrsnsssssssssssesssssssssssnsssass 02
$75,000 to less than $100,000 .......c.ccerremnrrerrmsmsmisisisisiseeeeesessssinsssssssssssesssnsasas 03
$100,000 to less than $125,000 ........ceceerrerrrerrreccscrcnescmrsesssssecesessssssssssssssssssasaese 04
$125,000 OF TNOTE ...ooovruereerererreressenssesssesessasssesssssasssssesssssensasssssssssssnsssasssasssssnsasses 05
DODEKIIOW c.eeeeererereerrcieteneessessessessessesssssessssssssssssestessessessesnsssssasenssmssassnsssesans 98
RETUSEA.....eeeeieeiererereneeseieseessesiessressesaseesssesssesssssstssstssstessnsssssessasssasassessensssesssess 99

D11. What percent of your monthly income goes to paying mortgage, credit cards,
personal and farm loans, or car loan debt? (RECORD THREE DIGITS.)
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D12. What do you estimate your individual net worth to be?

Less than $500,000 ........ccoeueieieeernincsteresesenienssansessesssncsssesesasssessssssssssssossenensasses 01
More than $500,000 and less than $1,000,000 ..........cccccevvrierevenvenercnscssecesenesssnes 02
More than $1,000,000 and less than $5,000,000 ..........cccocerverrverrenscrinniinncensensnnes 03
$5,000,000 O INOTE.....ccueverreeeeereenressrseseneesestssseresssssssseesseentasssesessssasssssasisssenssssss 04
DOD'E KNOW .eveeeeiiiiireiecsreeessiriisaesesssesssseesssssssnsssssessssssesnessassesassssssssnsssssssssanssssesns 98
RETUSEA .. oveeerereeeeieiieiesrieieeteeseessressesssessssessesssssssenseseseensesssesssesnsesnsesnsassessssssasnins 99

D13. Approximately what percent of your net worth is made up of land holdings?
(ENTER 3 DIGITS.)

DOD'E KNOW .....eveiiireeeristressseieseeesssssessesessnsessterssssssstesssanesssasesasssssessasssssssssansssaness 998
REUSEA ..o oo veeeeeieseresitiieritsresesessssessasssassssssessssessssnessasasssssesssssssnesssnesssnssranessanns 999

D14. What is the highest grade of school that you have completed?

High SChOO] OF 1SS ......civiiiiiicciiiititcieeiiistesse e sssssasasssassssersnssesssesess 01
SOME COLIEEE ...ururnrerrrriccrcrennreseeisesceresesstsases ettt sa st e s bbb b veee 02
College Graduate...........coceeeeececeeeereriiniismsnsnese e sssssssssissssssssssssssss s ssssssasenss 03
POSE GTAQUALE ......ccoveerrriencncceerreeesstscc sttt naaa e 04
DONTKNOW ...ceerrereereceeiiiisescneseesissessesisissnssesissisissassssessesasssssssssssssssssssssssesassesns 98
REFUSEA......ceeeeeieerereseeerertsrsesassessses i teessesesseestsmststsasasassssssnssssesssssssasessssasseneasass 99

WVHELE . veeeeeeereiereeeiseiceeesenesseesseessessessessneseesasessesssassaenneessnassesnneneanstsssesnenasanstses 01
BlACK.... i iciieetiirtiiiseeiisessesereessesssessseessassssesssesasssesssesssesssassnsessessnssnsesstesanssseasnassess 02
HISPANIC ....coceeerreeecenesirisisisisisen ettt be s s sas s bsn e s s s s en s asns 03
Asian or Pacific ISIANAET........cueeeeievrerrrirrieneenrennnessesseessseesseesenssssssssssassessssasanassess 04
NAtiVe AIMNETICAN.......eeirrreeinerereeressreessrerssseesssesessassssesessessssesassssesssssssssssssssssassanssss 05
OHBET ...eeieieeeeereeeetee st s e essereessseessasesssnesessesssnresssesestesassesasasessnnsasnanssnssssnessanasones 06
DON'E KIIOW .coeeeeitieieiceieritesreeeesseessssssnessssssssssasssasssesssesssesssesssesnssnssssesssssanssanasesss 98
RETUSEA ....c.eveeeeeeiieeeeeeeitisteseeesseessessesssesssesssasssessessssessesssssseesarassessesssesraesssensesen 99

| THANK respondent if owner is individual or other; otherwise, proceed.
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| For partnerships (Q1=2): |

P17. How many partners are involved in the ownership of this parcel? (ENTER 2
DIGITS.)

P18. What is the primary business of the partnership? (READ LIST.)

AGLIiCUItUre OF fOTESIIY ...uveeiriciieriiiiiecrrece sttt ss st sas s e snssesens 01
Real-estate investment or deVElOpment..........cccceerereerruericenrssessenssessssssssssesssesesaene 02
Other (SPECIFY) c.ccucureerercissnnenenternrassssssnsssassssssssssssssssnsnssasesnsnssssssssasssssssssssssssns 03
DOD'E KIDOW ..c.eeoneverrnerierecestnnrseassssesssssssss st ssesas st sasssssesasenssesassnssssassssssnssnsanenes 98
REMUSEA.....coeeerere ittt sttt ses s sassasassas e sas e s 99

P19. What is the annual revenue of this partnership?

Less than $500,000........cccccceerereeeeirrereessessissessessessassasserssessessessossasssssesssssasssassasses 01 =>THANK
More than $500,000 and less than $1,000,000 .........c.ccververerureerrnsnsreresenereraesneses 02 =>THANK
More than $1,000,000 and less than $5,000,000 ...........ccoceevereeecerrrerereserrereesenns 03 =>THANK
$5,000,000 OF INOTE.......corveeiererrereererusresseressassoresssssasessassssersesasserssssssessssessessassssassas 04 => THANK
DON'E KNOW ..c.eeierirneereesessenseenserssnisessssesssesssssassssssssssaserassssssesssssssssasssasessssesssssss 98 =>THANK
REMUSEA......ceciiieeieecieeecctrrerenstterssessseecsessseeesnsessssassnsssssssesesssanessnressasssnssessnnsnnes 99 =>THANK

| For corporations and family-held corporations (01=3 or Q1=4):
FC19. What is the annual revenue of the corporation?

Less than $500,000.........ccccurreeerreesrererseereressesessessessssssssssssessesessessesessssesssrasssssenes 01
More than $500,000 and less than $1,000,000 .............cccovereeeevenervenererecrnesernesennes 02
More than $1,000,000 and less than $5,000,000 ..........cccovvevrerrrereereererceesercanceecnens 03
$5,000,000 OF IMOTE......cccovrrermrrerircresissessesesssssssersessosesssssssersssesseserassnsssasassesessassases 04
DON't KNOW ....eeeiiiiieieieiereeeentecteesneeesnessntesssessanssssssssanesssssssasessssessasesenssssssssanassnes 98
REFUSEA......vevereeereerrineseneesessneseeseseonsssassssssesesssessessesessassssssnsassassessesasassessessessasns 99

FC20. What is the primary focus of the corporation? (READ LIST.)

AZLICUIUIE OF fOTESITY ....eiriiunirreracrenrnssusesssessesesesssnesissesssesssssesesesssnsassnssssennas 01
Other (SPECILY)...cccoveeriniiriiiinririctrerenisssesesssssisestesssessssssssessestassessesesssassssssssenss 80
DON't KNOW ...cvveeneicnerneerncietenensensensenssssssssstsssssssssssssssessssssssssssesasssssssessssssenssessanes 98
RETUSEA.....ceieeeeiectrtreece st racseree et s s sae s s seassstsasassesassasstsassnsresasasssssssnne 99

323



The Interests of Landowners on the Metropolitan Fringe

FC21. Is the corporation an "S" or a "C" corporation?

S iteees ettt bt b et e e R e b e b s b et R e oA e e R s eA e RS e s s e Rt Ra et e R TR e R eeba st e R e e et e st san e satesatasees 01
C et eeee st ee et b e st e b n et e s et a b e R e e s At e be R e Ra SR b et e b e be bt e Rt e e s R e e R et eae st erbesnanes 02
DON't KIIOW ..eveeeerescvecteseiesrensesssesesstssessssssessessessssssssensassnentessessassestassassantessessasans 98
RETUSEA c..ceveeerreneieerceeesesserarearessessessessassssssssssssesssssasstesesssentastassessasssenesssonsasaesssnss 99

FC22. About how many shareholders does the corporation have? (RECORD 2
DIGITS.)

FC23. In what city and state are your headquarters located?

RECORD VERBATIM. .......cooeiiiieiiiiecsiiesssessessiesssesssssssssacsssasesssssssasssssssssesssasssns 01
DION'E KNOW ...eoeeiiireceeeeseeiiiineiecssseesosessssesssssssasesssssesssssnassassssssssssnassssseesasssassssssnessses 98
RETUSEA oo eeeeieeeieeeeeeitecrnee s reesessessstessssessnesssssassssesersnssssesssssssssssasssssssessasassananss 99

| For non-profit corporations (02=01):

NC24. Which of the following best describes the primary focus of the organization?
(READ LIST.)

AGriculture OF fOTESITY ......coviiveitiriteneitrincnsiet st scse st se s e aesessans 01
Environmental protection or CONSErVation..........ovietieinnsnsssessieesestssssesssassesesssnnas 02
HiSEOTIC PrESETVALION. ..cceiereerrrreeeerstereeanesssensassmssessssessssmeseseossesessorsesesassnenssessssasses 03
OLher (SPECILY)..vurrrereerrercrcninrrrrrieesrcscseresasesese st sttt ettt reesasttsssnns 80
DON't KNOW ...ooveeeererniieririctrensnssissnesnesiisasesessssssessasesasssssesssessssssssssssssnssnsssseses 98
REfUSEA ..ottt et eas s e a s e b anores 99

NC25. What is the operating budget for the entity?

Less than $500,000........coueveeiiiiniicreeesiensenrecssesesssessessessessssssesssssessossessessersessassan 01
More than $500,000 and less than $1,000,000 ..........ccceuevreririeerrrrnernssnereesrerseseenss 02
More than $1,000,000 and less than $5,000,000 ........cccecermreeerrrrereresresneerecsreseens 03
$5,000,000 OF INOTE.....cccvererrerrrerserseesesesensessersnensrasssesessesasssssnsssersessesessosessesaassrasses 04
DON'E KDOW .......oeeeeeiccieetiecieeeccmtersccneeeescraaeeeesesesesessssensesssasassrsatsassnsessssassansnnnsnsns 98
RETUSEA ..cceeeerieeeireieireneeeteerreeseesstsssessesssresseesaessssesessssesssessaessesssasssasssssssesssesnens 99
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NC26. What is the size of the organization's endowment, if it has one?

Less than $500,000.........ccceeivereeereeeerreesrerumsearerseessesssssessssseasesssesesssossassesssssesssessene 01 =>THANK
More than $500,000 and less than $1,000,0001...........cocourverereerrisrersecersenserseeseens 02 =>THANK
More than $1,000,000 and less than $5,000,000 ............occeverrerrenrerreererverrervereessens 03 =>THANK
$5,000,000 OF IIOTE......cecreererrererrrereerensseesesesesesesssessasssssenesessssssensesssensesssessesessanees 04 =>THANK
D0es NOt HAVE ONE........ccoerveereeirrireicieriisinissessseesseeessesssssesssessssssssssssssessasenssssass 05

DOt KNOW ..ceeeiieieeeeiiecreennecceeessaeisessssessssessssesssseessssssssessssesssessssesssssssssessssssns 98 =>THANK
RETUSE....cuiecierirercieieereneieereeierestessesessssnisesssesssssesssssessessessnenesssessessessessesnsenssnsone 99 =>THANK
NC27. In what city and state are your headquarters located?

RECORD VERBATIM........coontiiiereeireeriressiessessseessssssessessssssssessessassssesssensessssssses 01

DON'E KNOW ...ouviieirnirinicniseeneereseeeseesesssesseeseesssssssessesssessessessnssssssssssssssssesssssesaseses 98
RETUSE.....ccoeeeeiieirnienirereeeeeeeesnestisareneesnesssssssessesssssessserssessessssesseesseessesseesseses 99

A researcher from the Lincoln Institute of Land Policy may be interested in speaking

with you in more depth about land usage in your region. Would this researcher be able

to contact you?

Y S uiueenrinreeerreresirrerer e sb e sa e a e e s R s s bRt sa b e st et e R e R e as b e sa R et e Rb e b e ren e besasensans 01

N Ottt e bsesbes st e sbeesres s s b e s b e st e sae s Rt e R b e sbasbeasbasssebanebesebenntsantsane 02 => THANK
DON'TKNOW ..ooiriiicnieiiiiiiiesiiicsistessiessssesesseesssassasessssesssasesssssssesssarsssssssssasasssssensans 98 =>THANK
RETUSE.....ceoeeeiiieeeercnrertrsecstetessteseereestasassssessbessbesssssseeseesssesssasssssssnsssssssnnene 99 =>THANK
Can I please have your first name so when the researcher cal she will know who to ask

for? (CONFIRM SPELLING.)

RECORD FIRST NAME .....ouoovereeieieieenereeeersssessassesssesesssesessesssossosssssesssssesseses 01

DON'E KIOW .....eeiereerinreeinreeiicsieeseenessesssesssesssesssessnessessssssssssssssessessssassesssesssensens 98 =>THANK
RETUSEA. ..ot esseeesesstesssessssssesssesstsssesassesssessessesssssnssensasnsanssas 99 =>THANK
And your last name please? (CONFIRM SPELLING.)

RECORD LAST NAME .......uocoiiiiiieireiescseessesssessessesssssssesssesssesssesssssssessssssans 01

DON'E KIIOW ..c...coeeeeveerieeeneneiesessessnessnesssesssssssssesssssssssssesssessesssesssessessssesessssessases 98 =>THANK
RETUSEA......ocovereeeirrirereeeseresesrissssessessessssassesssessessossessessessesssassasssssesssssessorsonsessases 99 =>THANK
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