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Chapter 1: Introduction

This study develops a new framework with which to analyze and evaluate the
success of farmland preservation programs in Maryland. It brings rectisiproach of
socio-cultural analysis in assessing the impact of farmland preseryaticies on land
use, the agricultural economy, and the meaning of landscape in the sttte;gatitan
counties.

Since 1977, the Maryland state government has spent $490 million dollars to
permanently protect over a quarter-million acres of farmland (MALPF 2009)
Maryland’s county governments have made a similar investment to protdgtanear
guarter-million more acres of farmland from conversion to non-farm uses. Land under
agricultural protection easements now represents 8% of Maryland’s totatéand a
Government programs of this magnitude inevitably serve more than one objective and
more than one set of stakeholders.

The reasons for protecting agricultural land are varied. The Maryland
Agricultural Land Preservation Foundation (MALPF), the entity establisheleby t
Maryland General Assembly in 1977 to oversee the state’s farmland preservati
program, has six objectives in its mission. (MALPF 2008a). They are as fotluavirét
four are statutory goals and the last two are ancillary goals):

e To preserve productive farmland and woodland for the continued production of
food and fiber for all of Maryland’s citizens;
To curb the expansion of random urban development;
To help curb the spread of urban blight and deterioration;
To help protect agricultural land and woodland as open space;

To protect wildlife habitat; and
To enhance the environmental quality of the Chesapeake Bay and its tributaries



These six objectives in Maryland are representative of what Bryant and Johnston
(1992:21) have identified as the four functions of farmland in peri-urban areas —
production, protection (environmental), place, and play.

The recent discourse of farmland preservation in Maryland has shifted may f
a previous, single emphasis on protecting a productive agricultural land basgmu&ont
shifts in national and global agricultural markets, as well as populatiorirgemad urban
development pressures, create on-going challenges for Maryland’s faviéhe same
time that these forces exert pressure on the agricultural land base arabititgfinew
cultural forces are changing the way farmers, consumers, and local angbst&tnments
seek to address the challenges facing peri-urban agricultural landaocdpssonomies.

Today’s farmland preservation discourse borrows from new agrarianism, a
philosophy that adds an environmentalist element to established agrariamsaifcer
land, community, and economy. New agrarianism, in the context of farmland
preservation and local agricultural economic development, is defining a newf type o
cultural landscape, what | am callingmmensal landscape# commensal landscape is
an area in which sustainable practices and stewardship of the land, along with
community-driven relationships between food producers and consumers, result in the
creation and maintenance of a culturally agrarian landscape. Several counties in
Maryland have adopted the discourse of new agrarianism and commensalism in hopes
that such a cultural shift will lead to better success in protecting fiadnaliad
maintaining a viable agricultural economy.

Commensal landscapes are working landscapes, producing food for human

consumption. A new cultural politics of food have brought the complicated cultural



meanings surrounding food production and consumption into public debates over land
use and agricultural policies. The new cultural dynamics of food (alternative,
sustainable, organic, local, etc.) make land use change in agriculturab@etly and
politically charged.

Therefore, in assessing the success of farmland preservation polisies, it
necessary to employ a metric which takes into account the importanatoieanings
and anxieties over current and future food production. Even though farmland
preservation programs across the state of Maryland exhibit a muRigfaioals,
program evaluation is either non-existent or employs an inadequate vataatric.
Each one of the aforementioned MALPF objectives would require its own set gblenulti
indicators to measure success. This study restricts itself to thetdistory MALPF
objective --to preserve productive farmland and woodland for the continued production

of food and fiber for all of Maryland’s citizens

1.1 Research Problem

Maryland is considered a national model for farmland preservation, having
protected nearly 500,000 acres through a variety of state and county-level grogram
(MALPF 2008b). The objectives of Maryland’s state farmland preservptagram
prioritize protecting food and fiber production, as well as protecting theoemvant,
rural ways of life, and curbing sprawl. | contend that these goals dermaectribural
understandings of community, economy, and human relationships with the natural world.
Yet when evaluating the success of the state’s farmland preservatioampyadien the

sole evaluative indicator used is the total number of acres preserved. How should



program success be measured when objectives extend beyond the mere protection of an

agricultural land base?

1.2 Research Purpose and Need

The purpose of this study is to address the absence of cultural and social analysis
in the evaluation of farmland preservation program success in Marylandspwigan
counties. This project has four major components — 1) establishing a theoretical
framework for the cultural and social values underpinning the land use and food system
goals of farmland preservation programs; 2) making explicit these valuegednta
within the state and county farmland preservation programs in Maryland; 3) ctingtruc
an evaluation metric using specific indicators to evaluate the successeptbgrams in
reaching stated goals; and 4) the application of this evaluation metric ty-beneitcase
studies in several Maryland metropolitan counties.

This study analyzes Maryland’s farmland preservation programs within a
framework which draws from theories of landscape meaning and the madaktion of
space. In utilizing this socio-cultural framework of analysis, | show #natland
preservation policies are grounded in specific cultural understandingscef apa
economy with respect to food production and consumption.

After substantiating the dynamics of cultural and social meaniMamyland’s
farmland preservation programs, this study uses an evaluation metric corgfisting
fourteen indicators to measure program success. This metric is designed to help

policymakers and other concerned stakeholders identify areas of relatikeess and



strength, allowing them to make new judgments with regards to programveifess
and future policy directions.

The loss of farmland to urban decentralization over the past three decades has
been a major concern of farmers, the general public, state and county officialeers,
and many in academe. State and county governments employ a raft of land usg polici
and economic strategies in order to prevent farmland conversion to developed uses.
Much of the academic literature on farmland preservation analyzes thevefiest of
these strategies from an economic efficiency perspective. Studies danidrm
preservation by agricultural economists focus on assessing the efiesvaf economic
levers and policy mechanisms in preserving farmland acreage (e.gni€aaerd Li
1995; Lynch and Musser 2001). However, at the level of cultural meaning, the Ischolar
literature on farmland preservation and local food systems are poorly contrettted
policy realm. Studies on local food systems, mostly by rural sociologists and
geographers, focus on short food supply chains, reconnecting producers and consumers,
and the meaning of community (e.g. Marsden 1998; Pirog et al. 2001; Hinrichs 2003).
What is missing is an evaluative process which assesses the succestaafifarm
preservation policy through a unified framework of cultural and quantitatiee dat

analysis.



Map 1.1 -- Study Area (17 counties in Maryland)




1.3 Research Questions

Since the goals of Maryland’s state and county agricultural land presere#fiorts
focus on food production and cultural concerns of land and economy, the primary
research question is:

e How effective have Maryland’s farmland preservation programs been imrajta
their stated goals?

Additional questions tied to the purpose of this study include:

e How does the application of theories of landscape meaning and the social
production of space and landscape explain the challenges in coming to a common
understanding of local agricultural land use and a local food economy?

e How have the various cultural models operating among stakeholders influenced
the establishment of farmland preservation goals, the drafting and implegnenti
policy, and the evaluation of success?

e What indicators might we use to develop a new metric by which to assess the
success of farmland preservation programs in reaching social and cultis@l goa

e How has the policy focus dand rather tharpeopleaffected program success?

e Can farmland preservation programs which adopt the discourse of commensalism
prevent the further erosion of the agricultural landscape and economy in
metropolitan counties?

1.4 Cultural geography and public policy analysis

This study is titled an evaluation of farmland preservation policy. Though this
research is not based in a school of public policy nor being conducted by a student of
public policy theory, it is necessary to situate this effort at policy evatuatithin the
discussion of policy sciences. The recognized founder of modern “policy scieraes” w
Harold Lasswell (1902-1978), who did his graduate work and early years teactiag at
University of Chicago. Lasswell’s vision of policy science is that it wdset
multidisciplinary, problem-oriented, and “explicitly normative,” fully catesing human

values. He saw his framework as building “a policy science of democracghéfFis



2003:3). Lasswell’s multidisciplinary vision of policy science never cenpass, as the
guantitative revolution that took hold of the social sciences in the 1960s created a
“technocratic” field that still dominates policy analysis to this dalyis Bne-sided
methodology in policy analysis over-emphasized numerical calculations oémedficand
effectiveness as central policy goals, creating a “technocraticdbgovernance” based
on an aura of “scientific decision-making” (Fischer 2003:5).

As social scientists began to adopt post-positivist theories and methodologies
during the 1970s, policy analysis began to take on the multidisciplinary chahatter
Lasswell had set out for the field. University of Cambridge geographer RaimMar
strong voice in the discipline for policy relevant research, affirms that podilicy
analysis “has to be pluralistic, not monistic.” He calls for “more intergstnd
imaginative ways” of conducting policy analysis, using mixed methodol¢20£xL:203).

Though there is an academic journal devoted to applied geography, and a
specialty group of applied geographers within the Association of American&pbegs,
applied cultural geography remains on the margins of the discipline. Thys stud
conducted within a theoretical framework grounded in cultural geography sthplar
applies cultural theory to understanding and evaluating current land-use pohasn
has called human geography’s reluctance to engage in public policy aaaksessearch
a “missing agenda.” According to Martin (2001:190),

the reality is that policy-making of one kind or another is a prominent and

pervasive feature of modern society, affecting the daily lives of us all. As

geographers we should be striving to inform and shape the process and
improve the outcomes.



Martin bemoans that fact that geographers are rarely tapped by publidotictaizens
groups to solve pressing issues of the day. According to him “other social, political and
environmental scientists, even journalists and media pundits, shape public perception and
government policy in areas where we as geographers could — indeed, should — be
having much greater influence” (2001:192). Martin sees the effects of the comcurre
processes of globalization and localization as a policy realm that shoulduhed na
academic territory of geographic analysis. In particular (2001:205)ethbryonic new
localism and regionalism” provide “unprecedented opportunities for geographers to
contribute to public policy discourse and deliberation.” Thus, with the subject of this
study, lies an opportunity to apply cultural geography in the analysis of public.ptlicy

is my hope that it will contribute to current and future discussions around the intent and

efficacy of farmland preservation programs in the state of Maryland.

1.5. Organization of Chapters

Chapter Two, establishes the theoretical framework of this study. Thexfcakne
is supported by the following literatures: theories of the social productigpack and
landscape, farmland preservation, new agrarianism and commensalism tarad cul
models. This literature review informs my assertion that current farmlasdnation
programs in Maryland must be viewed and evaluated as cultural policy, not as just land
use or economic policy. Chapter Two concludes with an explanation of the methods used
to conduct this study.

Chapter Three presents an overview of agriculture in Maryland, focusing on the

past fifty years. This chapter demonstrates the diversity of tteessaagricultural



economy and landscapes, which complicates policy development beyond the local or
regional level.

Chapter Four provides background to farmland preservation policy in the United
States , followed by an in-depth analysis of the discourse of farmland pteseimwva
Maryland. This qualitative data establishes the discursive point of departtwetier
analysis.

In Chapters Five and Six, the results and analysis of the data collected and
generated by the study’s evaluation metric are presented. Chapter Emetptbe
findings of quantitative data generated by the evaluation metric in the farosst
county comparisons against a regional baseline. Findings from interviews @shduct
with county agricultural land and agricultural economic development speciadists a
presented. In Chapter Six, the quantitative indicators are combined witrstiremehe
Chapter Four discourse analysis and applied to the case study of Southdamdlafhe
region is illustrative of a government-directed development of a commansiachpe in
an area undergoing rapid population growth and radical change in its agricultural
economy and landscape. Results from this analysis are applicable to otiigr rapi
growing metropolitan counties attempting a commensalist approach to farmland
preservation and agricultural economic development. The case study ofttmis his
tobacco-growing region (until the year 2000 when the state tobacco buyout began) can
also inform the increased academic attention given to transitions in pastto

agricultural landscapes and economies.
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Conclusions in Chapter Seven discuss the implication of the study’s findings to
evaluating farmland preservation programs in Maryland and suggestsregaagch

needs and questions.
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Chapter 2: Theoretical Framework and Methodology

This research project is intended to be an example of policy-relevant, applied
cultural geography. While “pure” research acts to extend the boundaries of ardiscipl
through the development of new theories and methods, applied research uses existing
methods and theoretical standpoints in order to answer questions and solve problems
(Pacione 1999: 4). Pacione explains that conducting applied geographic research can
take three forms, based on Habermas’ theory of the three principal typenoksc
They are as follows (1999: 9)

1] empirical-analytical — “to predict the empirical world using
scientific methods of positivism”

2] historical-hermeneutic — “to interpret the meaning of the world
by examining the thoughts behind the actions that produce the
world of experience”

3] realist-emancipatory — “to uncover the real explanations
governing society and encourage people to seek a superior social
formation”

The implication is that an applied study would primarily embody just one of these
types of scientific inquiry through a specific theoretical framewark set of methods.
However, in the present study of the cultural meaning of farmland preservaticesoli
and an evaluation of their effectiveness, elements of all three types difisciequiry
come into play. This study is historical and hermeneutic because it seeks to tineover
cultural meanings embedded in the drafting, implementation, and evaluation lafni@rm

preservation policies. This study is empirical and analytical in thagst @eisipirical data

to predict the continued failure or success of policies in reaching social goay, F

12



this study is also realist and emancipatory in the sense that, if the evidevnes pr
convincing, its findings might lead to policy improvement.

| am conducting this study under what Daly and Farley (2004:43) consider to be
the two presuppositions of public policy; the policy environment (the world) is neither
deterministic nor nihilistic. In a nondeterministic world, real alternatesdast. In a
nonnihilistic world, we can define and choose a better state of things fronsa state.

Therefore, policy alternatives, if the status quo is found unsatisfactoryy matte

2.1. Social production of space

The social production of space is a concept that did not gain prominence among
Anglophone social scientists and philosophers until the 1991 translation of Henri
Lefebvre’sLa production de I'espacgl974). In the time since, Lefebvre’s arguments
and observations are widely accepted among cultural geographers. Lefenae that
space was not an empty container in which human actions took place, but that it was
dialectically produced from interactions between the abstract spacéegbaieer and the
everyday spatial practices of ordinary people. In other words, “spatialsé&uc
articulates social structure” (Livingstone 1992:333).

For Lefebvre, “space is political and ideological. It is a product litefidikkd
with ideologies” (in Soja 1980:210). From this perspective, it is easy to see wigy man
(even competing) schools of post-positivist thinking could incorporate the social
production of space as a relevant concept. Marxists, feminists, post-moderigtst

colonialists were all able to make Lefebvre’s ideas to work for them. Accadalimg

13



critics (e.g. Unwin 2000), this ecumenical adoption is possible because Lesebvre’
written interpretations of space and place are not consistent.

Lefebvre’s “conceptual triad” of conceived, perceived and lived spaces focused
primarily on urban public space, though they are applicable to all spaces subjate t
power and market forces. This triad includes (McCann 1999:172):

¢ Representations of space (conceived) — “the space of planners and
bureaucrats, constructed through discourse ... conceived rather than

directly lived.”

¢ Representational space (perceived) — the work of artists, photographers

and poets who create “the spaces of the imagination through which life is

directly lived.”

e Spatial practices (lived) — “the everyday routines and experiences that

‘secrete’ their own social spaces” and mediate between conceived and

perceived social spaces.

The push to protect farmland in metropolitan areas is an outcome of this “socio-
spatial dialectic” (Soja 1980); the preservation movement mediates betveesistract
zoning polygons of the planner and the aesthetics of a drive down rural roads. The
highly-charged battles over land use and zoning in local communities aredimfilise
cultural meaning and aspirations. Land bureaucratically-zoned into agyatul
residential, commercial, and industrial parcels presents an incomplete pittu
landscape. Human aspirations, both individual and group, are evident in the discourse of
these public battles and are often woven into policy and local comprehensive land-use
plans. Complicating the situation is the fact that a community’s own spatiitpsac
often conflict with its aspirations and perceptions of space.

Lefebvre’s essential concern was with the spatial constructs of power and the

ability of marginalized groups to challenge these conceived spaces. Contesting t

normative position of space is about contesting power relations. According to Soja

14



(1980:215), “the survival of capitalism has depended upon [its] distinctive occupation
and production of space, achieved through bureaucratically controlled consumption, the
differentiation of centers and peripheries, and the penetration of the stateeirytas

life.”

With consumption controlled (and encouraged) by national governments and
supranational bureaucracies, such as the World Trade Organization (WTO), to the
advantage of multinational enterprises, the social spaces for local, atogerr non-
market production are constrained. In the arena of food production, state buregucracies
under the guise of public health regulations, make it exceedingly difficutidal, small-
scale farmers and food processors to sell directly to the public.

For example, in an abstract conception of public space, the Fairfax County
government in Virginia instituted a ban on home-cooked or church-kitchen meals
donated to the homeless, due to concerns over food-borne illnesses (Salmon 2006). Even
knowing that the county’s homeless often resort to digging through dumpsters, county
regulations require that all food being served to the public be prepared in fathléie
must have a set of expensive equipment that includes: “a commercial-dgragpzator, a
three-compartment sink to wash, rinse and sanitize dishes, and a separate hargl-washi
sink.” One church minister asked, "Why do [they] think that the traditional way offixi
a home-cooked meal is going to poison people off the street?" (Salmon 2006). The
outcry over the regulation led to it being repealed within a week, a smaliywiotthe
socio-spatial struggle between the bureaucratically-constructe@$epations of space”
(the homeless engaging in public dining) and actual “spatial prac{c&s&n groups

feeding the homeless in their private, communal spaces).

15



While Lefebvre’s works might need a double-translation (from French to English
and then from “academese” to the vernacular), the themes of power and matg@naliza
inherent in the discussion of the social production of space are easily recagnixabl
the very least, people are able to understand that their everyday lived exgsedemot
always conform to the dominant conceived space of the state nor the perceived space o

their art and media.

2.2 Landscape Theory — From Landscape as Product to Landscape as Process

The preservation of farmland is the preservation of cultural landscape. apadsc
is essentially a cultural construct, even as the physical environment prthedessis for
human activity and the tableau for cultural meaning. Landscape studies hawanbee
important feature of geographic study since the late 1800s. Donald Meinig has
proclaimed geography “the science of landscape.” This section will quickér the
historical development of landscape theory in human geography, leaving out much of the
details that others have chronicled in great detail (Livingston 1992; Unwin 2000). The
goal of this section is to highlight landscape theory as it has been developkd hgit
cultural geography” of the 1980s onward. It ends with a look at three recent geagraphe
(Olwig, Schein, and Rose) who have moved the theoretical understanding of l@ndscap
from productto process This shift in understanding landscape is central to the

theoretical framework of this study.
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2.2.1 Definitions of landscape

This study assumes that people are central to landscape. Landscapkarate cu
whether they are the result of human activity or human visual consumption. Ushge of t
word landscapeoften implies a space without people. Landscape scholarship and
planning have begun to focus on understanding landscape as the result of ecologically-
interdependent systems (physical, human, and non-human biotic).

International organizations involved in environmental and heritage conservation
have generated working definitions of landscape. For example, the Irdeah&tnion
for the Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources (IUCN) defines dqedss
“areas of land, with coast and sea as appropriate, where interaction of pebpétae
over time has produced an area of distinct character with significant agsthelogical,
and/or cultural value, and often with high biological diversity” (1994). Out of the same
body of work conducted by the IUCN on protected landscapes comes a very elegant
explanation of what landscape is (Phillips 2002: 5) — “ngtlugpeople; the pagtius
the present; and physical attributes (scenery, nature, historic heplaga$sociative
values (social and cultural).” The Council of Europe adopted the European Landscape
Convention (Florence, 2000), aiming to bring quality landscape protection, management,
and planning to all of Europe’s landscapes, the ordinary as well as the “outstanding
(COE 2000). Through this convention, Europe has an official definition of landscape.
Landscape is “an area, as perceived by people, whose character is the tbeeldctbn

and interaction of natural and or human factors” (COE 2000).
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2.2.2 Landscape studies in human geography

Landscape has been a pre-occupation of academic geography since its beginnings
as a modern academic discipline in the 1800s. George Perkins Marsh in his 1864 book
Man and Natureestablished a conversation on the impact of human actions on the
landscape and the conservation of natural resources that continues among geographers
today (Lowenthal 2000). The modern study of cultural landscapes within America
geography developed under the leadership of Carl O. Sauer at the University of
California, Berkeley from 1923 until 1957. Sauer adhered closely to European concepts
of landscape, but rejected both environmental and social determinism. In disfam
1925 essay, “The Morphology of Landscape,” Sauer wrote that “culture is thie thge
natural area is the medium, and the cultural landscape is the result” (in Norton 1989: 38)
This straight-forward approach ended up being more controversial than one would
suspect.

Meinig (1979) moved the analysis of landscape beyond the Sauer’s morphological
approach. Though few would consider Meinig a member of the “new cultural
geography” school of thought, as editor of a 1979 volume on landscape interpretation, he
provided a prominent venue for geographers to take a fresh look at landscape meaning
and interpretation, sharing the stage with more “traditional” cultural gpbgrs such as
Lewis. Meinig’s work does not attempt to completely uproot these earlier appsoac
As a first step in studying symbolic landscapes, he calls for a mappinggitioiogical
types” in a landscape in order to “build a geographic context for the asses$ment

individual [symbolic landscapes]” (1979:173).
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British geographer Denis Cosgrove expands on Meinig’s concept of the symbolic
landscape, integrating the treatment of landscape in art and literatiutbearetical
explorations of the social production of personal and group identity. Cosgrove has
written the foundational texSpcial Formations and Symbolic Landscap@84)
expounding on the “new” cultural geography’s concept of the symbolic landscape.
Landscape shoulders a heavy burden in this framework — landscape is “a wayggf see
the world,” “a social product,” and “an ideological concept” (1984:13-15). As a “new
cultural geographer”, Cosgrove also seeks to move geography’s study o&fandsc
beyond the limitations of the morphological approach and positivist science. Acgordin
to Cosgrove, landscape expresses a “dual ambiguity.” Is it subjective ctivailels it
personal or social? (1984:19). Of course, the meaning of landscape can be all of these
which is why Cosgrove argues that the “aims and methods” that geographers must
employ to understand landscapes are “more closely aligned to those of thetimsmani
and their hermeneutic modes of understanding than with the natural sciences” (1984:15).
Yet the humanities alone are not adequate. Cosgrove seeks to employ as ahalysi
landscape that combines the humanities’ personal and subjective modes of induiry wit
the dialectical approaches of the social sciences, which view landscapelgect of
social production.

The symbolic idealization of rural and agricultural landscapes is a oamm
critique of the farmland preservation movement. It is also a topic of inquiry among
cultural geographers who are interested in understanding the symbolism of the
“countryside” and the meaning of “rurality” (cf. Michael Bunce, Paul CloketiKei

Halfacree, Jo Little, Michael Woods). Bunce (1994) aims “to broaden the ianafiylse
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countryside ideal” beyond its treatment in the disciplines of literatigzisrn and
intellectual history, while still drawing on that body of literature. Foausim Anglo-
America, Bunce contends that unlike in Europe, the symbolic landscape of the
countryside ideal in Canada and the United States entails more than justrayakbect
“picturesque.” The idealization of rural landscapes in Anglo-America synesol
“agricultural progress and bygone lifestyles” (1994:36).

Nostalgia and the countryside ideal seem to go hand-in-hand. Nostalgia is a bad
word in the planning literature. Authors qualify their critiques of the “plasakess” of
modern landscapes by saying they are not calling for a nostalgic returditioried
forms, materials, and processes. Though current usage of nostalgia ariiasly re-
creation of the past, the traditional meaning of the word is “bittersweet |draging
“homesickness” (from the Gre@lostos meaning “home”). Like the Welsh word
hiraeth nostalgia is a longing for a home that has been lost or left behind (Morris 2002).

In fact, geographer Stephen Daniels (1989:205) suggests that a culmeitila
for a time when humans were not alienated from the land has been evident for at least
300 years in England. This element of emotion “is probably built into the very idea of
landscape.” Bunce (1994) pushes the origins of this nostalgia for the countrydide ba
the beginnings of urban civilization, well beyond the advent of the Renaissance city and
birth of modern capitalism. According to geographer Yi-Fu Tuan (1974), nostatgia f
the country emerges at times when urban civilizations reach their zenithrae B
1994:1). Examples of this nostalgic longing for the countryside and concomitayuecri
of the city go back to the essays of Hesiod in fieéntury BCE Works and Days |

present this discussion of nostalgia to establish that this tension between codity a
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has been a central conflict in our consciousness as humans, which extends beyond the
particulars of any given culture or moment in history, since we settled downtiaso c
and many of us no longer worked the land.

Our idealization of the countryside is more than just “simplistic urban
sentimentalism and escapism” (Bunce 1994:1-2). It represents our values,tangela
with nature and the land, and how we chose to order and shape our landscapes, whether

rural, urban or suburban.

2.2.3 Recent Landscape Theory — From Product to Process

Over the course of the ®@entury, there has been a shift in landscape study from
morphological to symbolic interpretations (see Table 2.1). Both approaches understand
landscape more as a product than a process. Social process and social product are

certainly intertwined.

Table 2.1 — Key developments in landscape theory in human geography

Author(s) Year | Contribution to landscape theory in geography
Landscape as Product

Sauer 1925| Morphological approach; historical study of
landscape features

Lewis 1979 | Reading the landscape; landscape as a book;
landscape observation tells us something about]its
occupants

Meinig 1979 | Landscape as symbolic; its occupants want it to|say

Cosgrove 1984 | something to observers

Duncan & Duncan 1988 Landscape as text — mediated by the “positionality”
of the reader
Landscape as Process

Olwig 1996 | Landscape as a political community
Schein 1997| Landscape as “discourse materialized”
Rose 2002| Landscape as practice
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As product landscape becomes more rigid, its meaning often “frozen in time” through
the commodification of visual reproduction (painting, photography). Landscape as a
(valuable) commodity becomes something that needs to be presBroegss
emphasizes the continual activity, both collective and individual, which defines and
maintains symbolic/cultural landscapes. Three geographers since th@909shave
articulated visions of landscape as process that are useful in thesaonats cultural
landscapes that result from land use planning (Table 2.1).

Landscape is a word that entered the English language from its North Germani
brethren. Geographer Kenneth Olwig (1996) has traced the meaning and usage of the
word from its origins in its Germanic homelands, to its adoption in English, and then
finally to its meaning as subject of geographic inquiry. The German whehdschaft
a compound word that in English could be (and has been) rendered as “landship.” The
landscapevariant of this word came to English via Low German dialects in the
Netherlands and Frieslani@iidschapor landscap. Olwig contends that much of the
original meaning of the word has been lost through the ages, and that the meaning of
landscape has been further altered by academic geographers since.

The suffixes schaftand ship (which also appears township mean “creation,
constitution, or condition” and is related to the wehdpe(1996:633). Olwig’'s
etymological research shows that the meanirigrafscapas much more than either
territory or scenery; it also denotes community, a body politic, and a locus fomeaugt
law. Similarly, the meaning of the wotownshipin colonial North America meant both

a group of people and the legal entity which represented them, as well as the land shaped
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by this political community. This expanded meanintpofiscapedrawn from its earlier

usage in English and other Germanic languages, dovetails nicely with tiesslibiat

many scholars, writers, and planners feel toward modern landscapes. Taddstapes

not only appear, but feel as though they lack the coherence of people culturally embedded
in place.

Olwig’s understanding of landscape as a “body politic” opens up new ways of
engaging in landscape planning in the United States. With land-use decisions
decentralized to the county, town, and township level, communities in the U.S. have the
potential to create a common landscape built on a foundation of common purpose and
shared identification with the land.

Introducing a “conceptual framework” in which “the cultural landscape becomes
the discourse materialized,” Schein (1997:663) opens the door wider toward a
reorientation of landscape interpretation beyond the symbolic. Within any given
landscape, explains, Schein, there are several “discourses materialixathpl&s of
such discourses can be found in zoning, historic preservation, insurance mapping,
neighborhood associations, landscape architecture, and consumption (1997:665). Though
landscapes in this framework are still “tangible articulations,” they@mntinually
implicated in the ongoing reconstitution of a discourse, or set of discourses, abdut socia
life” (1997:664). As “discourse materialized,” landscape has both a “drsipliand
“empowering” effect on human agency. Schein wishes his approach to be seea not as

“model” but as an “aid to interpretation.”
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Figure 2.1 — Discourse Materialized in Montgomery County, Maryland
(Photo: R.A. Russo 2008)

Welcome to

Agricultural
_Reserve

Discourse is a process. In order for a discourse to hold, or remain dominant, its
stories must be told and retold. In the context of agriculture and farmland pteserv
one of the dominant storylines in the U.S. is that agriculture and urbanization are
mutually exclusive. Farmland must be protected and urban development mustlige stric
set apart from agriculture (Figure 2.1). So as discourse changes, so do the materi
aspects of the landscape. The materialization of a discourse is aneekxepug/er.
Departing down a different path, Rose (2002:457) views the work of both the
“traditional” landscape geographers and the “new cultural” landscape phegas
structuralist. Though Rose awkwardly develops his post-structuralist undangtahdi
cultural landscape on French philosopher Georges Bataille’s concept tdbttmimth,”
he otherwise makes some very salient points. Cultural landscapes reprasetitam
symbolic meaning. For Rose, landscape becomes “relevant through practice.”

According to Rose, Bataille’s labyrinth represents
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a set of incongruent practices invested in the landscape and making it

matter ... its presence is not engendered by features in the landscape itself,

but by various ways it is called for and put to task. In this sense, the only

thing that the landscape evsiis the practices that make it relevant

(2002: 462-3).

The impact of practice and performance on landscape is perhaps the “hottesti topi
cultural landscape theory at the moment. In June of 2009, “Living landscapes: an
international conference on performance, landscape and environment” will cobvene a
Aberystwyth University in Wales for a multidisciplinary exploration of iséetions
between these three subjects (LEP 2009).

This perspective of landscape as practice or performance resonates with
Lefebvre’s concept of the “space of everyday life.” Which daily prasttake place on
farmland in the metropolitan counties of Maryland today? How have they changed over
the past thirty years? What are the economic and symbolic (both cudictraifies that
are performed in this landscape? Who are the actors? According to Bunce (1994:110),
rural landscapes surrounding the metropolis have been transformed from prodeetive ar
of a natural resource economy to landscapes of “leisure, refuge, and iakdimiaig.”

As the daily practice of agriculturpfoductioncontinues to diminish in peri-urban areas,

do the performances in the city’s countryside become as Bunce describgpribmaases

of landscape&onsumptiofi

2.2.3 Farmland Preservation as Landscape Planning
According to Stilgoe (1982:3), “a landscape happens not by chance, but by
contrivance, by premeditation, by design.” This statement does not mean that our

cultural landscapes were all planned in advance or somehow lack organicism or
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authenticity. It means that the landscapes we see before us areilhef dsliberate
actions — a farmer’s decision to plant specific crops, a homebuilder's desigiodg, a
county government’s road building plans, an entrepreneur’s eye for profit. Stilgoe
(1982:4-5) sees American landscapes before the Civil War as the products widicom
knowledge,” which he describes as a mix of folk culture (“the little tradition”) and
activities of government, business, scholars, and professional designegédhe
tradition”). Today, however, the balance has tipped decidedly in the favor of the “grea
tradition.” Because the average American has little direct impabtrsy landscapes

of significant spatial extent, the task for creating landscapes has bgaly Evdicated to
the “experts” (Buchecker et al. 2003 in Selman 2006:54).

Land use planning is essentially landscape planning, though the term is rarely
used in the United States. In Europe, landscape management is part of “spatial
planning,” whereas landscape management in the U.S. is referred to as “land use
planning” in suburban and rural areas and as “urban planning” in built-up environments.
Spatial planning encapsulates a more holistic understanding of landscape beyond t
built-environment or governing the use of particular parcels of land. It alsol@sc
concerns for community, economy, environment, and less tangible aspects such as
heritage, identity, and values (Selman 2006). According to Selman, spatial planning is
“sustainable development of ‘peopled’ landscapes.” Therefore, spatial planatsytoe
take in account how people view their landscapes, tensions between local and globalized
identities, cultural preferences for particular settings, cultural utasheliggs of nature,

and the social capital residing in a given landscape (2006:52-3).
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Selman sees landscape as “a core, integrative concept, enabling the delivery of
sustainable development from a multifunctional perspective.” This conceptial spat
planning has only just begun to make the jump across the North Atlantic. In much of
North America, landscape remains “a sectoral interest associdtedmenity” (2006:

25). From a planning perspective, landscapes should be sustainable and not just “pretty.”
Landscapes should be recognized as spaces through which there are cagital fl
natural, financial, and social.

Landscape planning in peri-urban areas, especially in North Amerists gxthe
in the theoretical gray area between urban planning and natural resource plaing. T
preservation of agricultural lands in North American metropolitan areasnlicated
by the often binary thinking in planning, operating as though urban functions and rural
functions cannot coexist nor are they interdependent. Some observers of landscape
believe that present-day urban, industrial (and post-industrial) globalizatiengadsd
landscapes that are meaningless (e.g. Meinig 1979; Kunstler 1993).

Meinig sees urban Americans as directionless, casting about for a landstape tha
would symbolize a “good urban society.” The landscapes of modernity fail to tell a
“valid and convincing story” of the people who live there and their values (Selman
2006:173). The stories we tell about our surroundings, from private storytelling to public
discourse, are central to how we organize our landscapes (Ryden 1993:56). Selman calls
this aspect of planning “landscape fidelity.”

Meinig proposes a new model symbolic landscape for urban America that he
views as more faithful to our aspirations — the San Francisco Bay Areaoatie id

California. This proposal is likely to make many in America immediat@éhge, but it's
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precisely the area’s reputation as a “fertile seed bed” of experinoenéaid innovation
that created, in Meinig’s view, an urban landscape that is poised to handle thecatologi
and cultural challenges facing our society. The Bay Area landscapatprégeactive
townhouse living, the vibrancy of social heterogeneity, ... a deeper sensepof arst
of place, and a greater emphasis upon the humane rather than the material alfgécts of
(1979:187).

Though Meinig’s portrait of the San Francisco Bay Area is perhaps more
symbolic than real, his proposal has partially played itself out. In partidutaregion’s
early focus on landscape planning in a metropolitan context inspired and informed other
such projects nationwide. SustainLane, an urban sustainability think-tank, ranks Sa
Francisco as the second “greenist” metropolitan area in the U.S., aften®otitagon.
SustainLane also ranks San Francisco first in the nation with respect toahlstiand
use planning, calling the city “a shining example” (Karlenzig et al. 28)7: In
addition, the alternative food movement, both the organic and local camps, germinated in
the Bay Area. Now, across the country, sustainable planning and altefoative
systems, together, have begun to write a new story for metropolitan raalsedpes.
This story is about how land and food might bind us together in communities built on

cooperation and reciprocity.

2.3 New Agrarianism and Commensalism
Recent farmland preservation discourse in several of Maryland spoétan
counties is focused on creating and proteatimgpmensal landscape3he convergence

of two cultural factors — new agrarianism and a new cultural politics of foofbrris
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this discursive push. This section explores these two cultural factors, folloveed by
explanation of how they have come together in farmland preservation and agricultural
economic development discourse to create a new form of cultural landscape — the

commensal landscape.

2.3.1 New Agrarian Philosophy

The best introduction to new agrarianism is to provide an example of one of the
many forceful indictments its proponents have made against the outcome of
industrialization and economic globalization.

“By most accounts, our efforts toward homecoming have ended in failure.

Our unprecedented prosperity, rather than being founded in a convivial

wholeness with the earth and with others, is predicated on the systemic

exhaustion and destruction of life’s sources ... and the communities that
inspire, define, and support our being. Our failure — as evidenced in

flights to virtual worlds and the growing reliance on ‘life-enhancing’

drugs, antidepressants, antacids, and stress management techniques —

suggests a pervasive unwillingness or inability to make this world a home,

to find our places and communities, our bodies and our work, a joyful

resting place” (Wirzba 2004i).

New agrarianism is a term frequently used to describe “an evolving collection of
ideas and rhetorical strategies” (Smith 2003:15) which is employed by aamige of
groups advocating for alternatives to the prevailing land ethic and agrifoednsiysthe
United States. According to Allen (2004:119), the latest incarnation of agsaniani
maintains late 1'.century Populist opposition to “the industrialization of agriculture and
the loss of market control.” What makes this new agrarianism different fsaariier

forms is it willingness to challenge some of the economic and cultural assnsnpt

past agrarianisms, such as the unchallenged sanctity of personal propertanidhts
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antiguated and often pernicious perspectives on race and gender. New agrarg&@anism, a
exemplified by Wendell Berry, one of its leading scribes, is an “ecollogggarianism.”
“Green” new agrarianism differs significantly from Populist-era agnésm, which

lacked “ecological sensitivity” (Smith 2003:27).

Despite these differences with earlier agrarians, new agrariarestbieir central
concerns with land, fertility, food production, healthy families and communinéesaa
commitment to place. According to Smith (2003:3), Richard Hofstader’s critique of
agrarianismAge of Reform 1955) remains the dominant discourse in academe — that it
is a “reactionary nostalgia for a pre-industrial, non-commercial past th][htile
intellectual content or practical significance.” She also notes thattiegdave been
(erroneously) predicting its demise ever since. So what makes new agrarsani
compelling to so many, who have never worked a farm?

New agrarian writers have answers to many of the anxieties raisedusyrial,
global economics and postmodern, urban culture. They do so in moral language that is
chastising, yet empathetic, and potentially empowering. Finally, theyeréd
specialize; their critique is as all-encompassing as their solutierhstic. In their
writings, there is something that allows everyone to connect to some bit adribgisis,
even if the reader rejects their overall vision.

New agrarianism seeks to re-establish the culture icwdgrmre Wendell Berry,
in his classic of new agrarianisilme Unsettling of Americ@riginally 1977, 1986),
devotes a whole chapter to “the agricultural crisis as a crisis of culture

“A culture is not a collection of relics or ornaments, but a practical

necessity, and its corruption invites calamity. A healthy culture is a

communal order of memory, insight, value, work, conviviality, reverence,
aspiration. It reveals the human necessities and human limits. iftedair
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our inescapable bonds to the earth and to each other. It assures that the

necessary restraints are observed, that the necessary work is done, and that

it is done well. A healthjarm culture can be based only upon familiarity

and can grow only among a people soundly established upon the land; it

nourishes and safeguards a human intelligence of the earth that no amount

of technology can satisfactorily replace (1986:42).”

In Berry’s vision, a healthy culture can only develop in a healthy community,
which operates an economic system which respects natural limits and is based on
cooperation rather than competition. In this respect, much of the writings gfdderr
other new agrarians can be situated within communitarian philosophy, which als share
a political position that escapes the constraints of “liberal” and “conseryaiNew
agrarians see the Amish as a good example of a healthy agrarian coltse@much in
their rejection of many elements of modern American culture, but becauser of thei
decision to prioritize community well-being (Berry 1986:212). In the Amish, new
agrarians see an economic order they share with their Populist forbearbedief that
households should remain units of production as well as consumption, specifically in
terms of food and fiber.

New agrarians share the Populists’ “producerist” ideology and bemoan our
current lack of competence. According to Wirzba (2602 we have made ourselves
“frustratingly helpless and ignorant in regard to basic human skills — groomag f
maintaining a home, caring for and educating children, promoting friendship and
cooperation, facing illness and death.” Of course, many new agrariame thatiin
highly urbanized societies, the scale of production will need to move to the community

rather than the household. Urban residents will need to adopt an “agrarian mind” (Orr

2001). Orr believes that agriculture can be woven into the urban fabric and that “the
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frugality, ecological competence, celebratory spirit, and neighbesliokrural life” can

be wed to the “dynamism, wealth, and excitement of the city” (2001:106). Many new
agrarians see farmland preservation in urbanizing areas as a foundatiomrtiage.
New agrarianism is more willing to accept the need for land use regulation than pas
agrarians who viewed land use regulations as a threat to private propertyneyhts a
community control (Freyfogle 200%xvii).

One person’s utopia is another’s dystopia. According to Pepper (2005), all
branches of environmental thought are essentially utopian. Attempts to build adcial a
economic systems based on environmental philosophies, therefore, are often reckoned to
be irrational and reactionary. In a critique of the bioregionalism and thedl‘ism
beautiful” economics espoused by E.F. Schumacher (both being environmental
philosophies that call for restraint), Pepper claims these groups “bemoah globa
modernization” and, instead, desire “an ultimately oppressive” autarky (2005:10).
Pepper is concerned with individual liberty, worried that the “imagined sustaivaltk
of radical environmentalists has ultimately to be based on restriction, pramibiti
regulation, and sacrifice” (2005:9).

Wendell Berry readily admits to utopian visions in his writings. Without
envisioning an ideal world, a world that serves as a critique of the status quo, we becom
constrained from imagining anything other than the current trajectory of “madgon”
as possible (Smith 2003:126). Utopian thinking challenges the “inevitability” of
globalization, modernization, growth, and development.

Critics of new agrarianism claim that it is only through scientific pregytbat

humans have been (and will continue to be) able to feed our growing population. To
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return to food production practices before the Green Revolution would necessitate eithe
expansion of agricultural into vast areas of forested and marginal lands offiaasigni
reduction in the human population. They argue it would be immoral to create food
shortages in order to fulfill the environmental and cultural objectives of thaatiiex
agriculture movements (Avery, 2000; Borlaug 2000; Trewaras 2001). They point to the
infatuation of new agrarians with the Amish as indicative of the anti-techna@agy
progressive, labor-intensive agriculture that will doom the world to hunger.

For new agrarians, the preservation of farmland is also about food security.
Americans have been debating the future of food production and availability since the
founding of the United States (Belasco 2006). New agrarians lean heavily tthvear
Malthusian argument, concerned that the best farmland in the United Stadexyis
permanently lost along the expanding urban edge. Along with that land, presergationis
argue, is lost food security, noting that 86% of the country’s fruits and vegetabte
63% of dairy products are produced in “urban-influenced” areas (AFT 2002).

New agrarianism says that quantity is not the antithesis of quality wbemés
to food production. Ultimately they reject the industrialization of food production and
the belief that only industrial agriculture can feed the world.

“Food is a cultural product; it cannot be produced by technology alone.

Those agriculturalists who think of the problems of food production solely

in terms of technological innovation are oversimplifying both the

practicalities of production and the network of meanings and values

necessary to define, nurture, and preserve the practical motivations (Berry
1986:43)"

" Lancaster County, Pennsylvania is considered te tiay most productive non-irrigated farms in th8.Uln 1997,
the county ranked 15in the country in terms of the total market vatdi@gricultural sales (NASS 1997). It is home to
one of the country’s largest populations of plantanembers (Amish, Old Order Mennonite).
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According to new agrarianism, healthy and abundant food is produced by healthy

communities working a healthy landscape.

2.3.2 New Cultural Politics of Food in America

U.S. agricultural policy for decades has focused on producing cheaper and
cheaper food, so that Americans now spend just under 10% of household income on food,
including meals eaten outside the home (ERS 2008). In addition to price, convenience
became a major driver of consumer food purchases. However, in the past fifteen ye
there has been a significant shift in American food culture. The new cultisshgeeis
that “food matters.” After decades of being encouraged to spend less atithéess
thinking about, handling, and even eating our food, a growing number of Americans have
rebelled. To them, food matters again for reasons political, environmentahticatag
and gustatory. The new food culture can be seen in the increase in food studies programs
in higher education (Carlson 2008), bestsellers by food writers such a<hosser
(Fast Food Natiopand Michael PollanThe Omnivore’s Dilemn)atelevision’s Food
Network, the more than doubling of U.S. farmers’ markets since 1994 (AMS 2008), and
the Slow Food Movement. Popular media has become enamored with theTtopic.
United States of Arugul@gamp 2006) provides a popular history of how, as a nation, we
arrived at this point in our food culture. The Public Broadcasting Service produced a
three-part documentaryhe Meaning of Fogdn 2005.

The new culture and politics of food has resulted in a large academic and popular
literature in a relatively short period of time. This popularity, in part, is dtleeto

transdisciplinary nature of food itself. The social sciences and humarsties|las the
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agricultural and natural sciences, all have something to say about how and what we e
Food has always held a special and complex position in our individual and collective
identities. This fact can be seen in the expression “You are what yowbkt)’is also a
play on words in Germarbér Mensch ist was er isgt Food “also has the capacity to
represent our landdrroir] and our history, that is, the primordial self” (Ohnaki-Tierney
1999:245).

If food has the power to represent our land and history (our “primordial selves”),
then our choices as consumers can represent our multiple identities — as cosmopolita
citizens of the world (sushi, harissa-spiked chicken tajine, lamb rogan josh) diskital
of the earth” (pick-your-own strawberries, local silver queen corn, farsh-fggs).
Murdoch and Miele refer to two different “aesthetics” at play in our choiceste Tha
market aesthetiand arelational aestheticthe former relies on disconnections between
producers and consumers while the latter emphasizes the connection between the two as
well as with the natural environment (2004:172).

In an economy and culture that is dominated by the market aesthetic, the desire to
“eat locally” represents a move toward embracing this relationtletes

“[Consumers] not only ‘reflect’ on the qualities of food goods but express

a desire to genuinely immerse themselves in natural and socio-cultural

relations. Thus, organic foods promise some reconnection with a nature

that is being increasingly lost ... while traditional or typical foods promise

a reconnection with social and cultural formations. By consuming such

goods, consumers seem to hope that a greater sense of connectedness can

be achieved ... (Murdoch & Miele 2004:161)

This new geography is the space of local food systems as well as the ioofiat

farmland preservation in peri-urban areas. If “you are what you eatgostmodern
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condition is getting more people to want to become local, embedded, rooted in a place, by

saving local landscapes (or becoming a part of them) by eating local foods.

2.3.3 Commensal landscapes

A commensal landscape is an area in which sustainable practices and stgwardshi
of the land, along with community-driven relationships between food producers and
consumers, result in the creation and maintenance of a culturally agrariazafsnds
This study adapts the terommensalrom its early appearance in the academic
literature on food systems. In their exposition on the concept of “foodsheds,”
Kloppenburg et al. (1996:116) describe them as “commensal communities that
encompass sustainable relationships both between people (those who eat tagether)
between people and the land (obtaining food without damage).” This definition of
commensal and commensalism refer to both the Latin meaning (“togethertablie”)
and its ecological meaning. The authors also note that they were inspired listnovel
Ursula Le Guin’sThe Left Hand of Darkne$4969) in which the basic unit of society is
the “Commensal Hearth” (1996:116).

Kloppenburg et al. describe the commensal community as a moral economy. This
moral economy is firmly situated in the philosophy of new agrarianism. My apiphc
of the term commensal as a modifier of the term landscape is to arguesthairal
economy of a commensal community or food system will create a distinctatultur
landscape. Commensal landscapes would not look identical (that would be in violation of

agrarianism!). They, would, however, share some commonalities.

" No source in this section mentions the term, bistuhge reminds me @feophagythe literal eating of soil or dirt.
Geophagy is a normal practice in many parts ofatbed, but is considered abnormal or deviant bedravi the U.S.
Geophagy has known medical benefits (especiallystland is associated with the relative lack obdaatmune
diseases in the developing world (Callahan 2008: Dirt-free food in supermarkets (market aestt)etind food with
“real dirt” at the farmers’ market (relational destic).
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Commensal landscapes embody what Sage (2002) calls a “geography of regard,”
a network in which food producers and sellers are not solely “profit maxshaed
food consumers are not just “cost minimizers.” The exchange between producer and
consumer is one of reciprocity that extends beyond the material. Commensalpasdsc
are built on spatial proximity and social participation, with a presumption of knogvledg
and transparency in agricultural production which will then promote sustainablegsacti
and sound environmental management. The practice of commensal landscapes will
involve more people and animals, and fewer machines. Commensal landscapes will be
polycultural and will operate at “a durable scale” (Freyfogle 2001).

Some argue that the protection of agricultural landscapes is a nostalgty,act
but commensal landscapes, on the whole, do not seek to create a theme-park version of
farming circa 1850. Certainly there are agricultural history parks and “living”
agricultural museums that recreate the past, but protecting and stremgtt@mimensal
landscapes is about creating a new future based on past and current understandings of
human-environment interactions. As Selman (2006:15) puts it, landscape planning is
about “recapturing the serendipitous balance between economic need, emotional
attachment and ecological dynamics” that existed in the working landschfe past.
Berry argues further against the charge of nostalgia, claiming thdhiterl States
cannot “turn back the clock” to a time that never existed.

We never yet have developed stable, sustainable, locally-adapted land-

based economies. The good rural enterprises and communities that we

find in our past have been almost constantly under threat from

colonialism, first foreign and then domestic, and now ‘global,’” that has so

far dominated our history and that has been institutionalized for a long

time in the industrial economy. The possibility of an authentically settled
country still lies ahead of us (2001:71-72).
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Selman (2006:73), echoing many other planners, claims that while “measures to
recapture place-ness are to be applauded, there is a clear risk tbgiestiadsed on
traditional processes and products will rely too heavily on nostalgia.” tefurites
that maintaining such nostalgic places often require public subsidies, becgusekhe
economic rationale. Proponents of new agrarianism and students of ecological
economics argue that it is current landscapes that lack economic ratibeahtyse they
were built for an era of cheap energy, the demise of which has been predicted for
decades, while our landscapes became more sprawling and attenuated. Moratiyporta
these modern landscapes deter the process of becoming embedded in a padiallar s
and ecological home.

New agrarianism sees the work of building new land-based economies as a new
moral geography of place. These new places and landscapes need new st@iesitol
them. Selman (2006:173) sees a need for “landscape fidelity” in planning. Landscapes
“should tell a valid and convincing local ‘story’ and they should “promote practices of
‘valorization.” Commensal landscapes fit neatly into this rubric. In faoe of the ways
Selman says such valorization can be achieved is by “reinforcing and reéntpfood
and timber linkages which create direct linkages between people, work, and place”
(2006:173). In the United States, this valorization effort is being carried onaby
local and state non-governmental organizations. An increasing number of locatand sta
governments have begun to join in “reinforcing and re-embedding food” in particular
landscapes (see the Southern Maryland case study in Chapter 6). In Europecésis pr

enjoys support from national governments. For example, in England, the Countryside
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Agency conducted a multi-year program called “Eat the View” which aimedise r
consumer awareness that purchasing local food (or not) had a direct impactwalthe
landscapes they valued (Natural England 2009). The program went well beyordea si
public awareness campaign. It operated a set of sub-programs, includinglotie
UK Soil Association to strengthen local food networks.

These “valorization” efforts require the use of a new discourse or the infimduc
of new storylines into the public policy realm. Existing, dominant worldviews, or
cultural models, define the parameters of possibility in this bureauzatia. For

change to happen, counter-narratives must be introduced.

2.4 Cultural models

Cultural models are “presupposed, taken-for-granted models of the world that are
widely shared ... by members of a society, and that play an enormous role in their
understanding of the world and their behavior in it” (Quinn & Holland 1987:4). The
literature on cultural models, though they product of social groups and communities,
emphasizes how they are employed by an individual in an attempt to engage a complex
world that is impossible to know in its entirety (Paolisso 2002: 229).

In the context of environmental protection and resource management, researche
use a cultural models approach to understand individual behaviors that, while derived
from group culture, serve to eventually undermine the quality of life of the larggp gr
(e.g. the tragedy of the commons). Many of our current environmental debates

underscore the clash of worldviews. If environmental and resource protection is

" Under the Natural Environment and Rural Commusifiet of 2006, the Countryside Agency was
dissolved with its portfolio being split betweenatwew agencies, Natural England and the Commigsion
Rural Communities.
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ultimately dependent on changing individual behaviors based on socially and culturally-

constructed worldviews, then it is no surprise that the discourse of persuasi@s thimi

of religious conversion. Environmental groups aim to move beyond “preaching to the

choir” and convince non-believers of the “errors of their ways.”

However, it is difficult to get individuals to abandon the cultural models that

determine environmental behavior. In article on “overcoming barriers to ealggic

sensitive land management,” Thompson (2004:143-4) describes three sets of cultural and

social barriers that prevent individuals from changing their behaviors.

Barriers to recognizing environmental problems

Lack of ecological knowledge
Difficulties in recognizing or perceiving environmental
problem

Internal barriers to taking environmental action

The presence of defense and distancing mechanisms
The persistence of faulty cultural models

The lack of appropriate cultural model for living sensitively
with nature

The lack of practical knowledge for implementing pro-
environmental behavior

The perceived difficulty in implementing the practical
knowledge

External barriers to taking pro-environmental actions

Prevailing social norms against pro-environmental behavior
The absence of social norms that support pro-environmental
behavior

Thompson’s assessment can be extended to understand the barriers involved in changing

perceptions and actions with respect to farmland preservation and localizegdtzodss

A cultural model represents not just a worldview, but also a “way of life.” bibtls a

context from which to understand the world and a system through which to act in it.

Cultural models are reinforced through a dominant discourse that defines what is
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“normal” and what is a “problem.” These discourses establish the social norats whi

lead to either action or inaction against the status quo (see Chapter 4).

2.4.1 Cultural models of the farmland preservation policy environment

With respect to farmland preservation, in which the financial benefits of
agricultural land conversion or preservation accrue to a few individual stakeholders and
the costs and amenity benefits are dispersed among the larger public, a cudtiets
approach can shed light on the group dynamics and cultural assumptions involved in the
policymaking process. Of the three main cultural models which | proposeldrby
stakeholders in the farmland preservation debate, two have been widely used by planners
and urban sociologists in understanding the dynamics of metropolitan land-serdeci
making. Diaz & Green (2001: 319) refer to them as the “two broad theoreticabp®sit
which have dominated the literature on local development” — growth machine theory and
public choice/structuralist theory. The third model, which | am introducing to these
dominant two, is new agrarianism/ commensalism (Figure 2.1).

The growth machine model, developed from Molotch (1976) and Logan &
Molotch (1987), argues that local elites, through civic boosterism and economic
development councils, create a discourse of growth as development. Therefore,
communities often acquiesce to new developments under the promise of commdaity-wi
benefits when in fact such growth benefits very few. The growth machine theory
suggests that this dominant discourse of growth and the institutions that suppeet it ha
made it very difficult for communities to prevent growth or to define it irr thven

terms.
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Figure 2.2 Cultural Models in the Farmland Preservation Policy Environmen

CulturalModel 1: New agrarianism/ moral geography

<

Farmers Preservation
Activists

Prod N of
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Cultural Cultural
Mode 2: Ldndscape Mode 3:
Growth Public choice/
machine structuralist
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Developers

V Elected Officials
& Planners

The public choice/ structuralist theory cultural model operates with the
assumption that agents in the “political marketplace” act largely indiagirrational
self-interests, as actors do in the economic marketplace. In the casal gdvernment
policies, the agents can be individuals, interest groups, businesses, and local gogernment
themselves. According to Diaz & Green (2001:319), public choice/structurabsy the
assumes that local economic conditions dominate the character of growth arel chang
However, these actors are constrained by structures and institutiongharger
themselves, such as national and state governments as well as global antl nationa
economies.

The third cultural model at work is new agrarianism, which is described iregreat

detail in the previous section. It has been an underlying cultural model intmur'sra
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agricultural and rural policies for some time. In the last decade, it has noothe t
forefront of many local attempts to define land-use and economic development and to

preserve farmland.

2.4.2 The permeable boundaries of cultural models
Returning to Paolisso’s observation that cultural models, despite their social
formation, are employed by individuals in an attempt to engage a complex world (2002:
229). The social, political, economic, and psychological complexities of the world
mitigate against rigid cultural model boundaries. The individuals within thermaj
farmland preservation stakeholder groups (Figure 2.1), depending on their individual
circumstances at various times in their lives, may shift “discursive conties” to
support or justify their actions. Farmers, as the central actors in farmizsehation,
often shift between the growth machine model of land use which accords them tife role
independent businessperson and the new agrarian/ commensal model in which they play
the role of community member, steward of the land and cultivator of American values.
In her study of the cultural model of “the good farmer,” Silvasti (2003:143) points
out that even though “farmers have adopted modern, effective, and industrial ways of
farming, they still consider their work as a harmonious and respectful ctopevih
nature.” Silvasti’'s work is focused primarily on the tensions between envirorimenta
protection and agriculture in Finland, but her findings are helpful in understanding the
various storylines in the self-understanding of farmers.
For Finnish farmers, “real work” means physical work with visible results.
Working in the fields, caring for farm animals, building and repairing, all

serve as good examples of “real work.” When asked to describe a “good
farmer,” informants often emphasized that the way the farm looks (its
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shape, condition, and general appearance) is an indication of the kind of
farmer that farms there. Thus farmers regard the concrete and \ésible r
of their work to be especially rewarding, and personally, individually
satisfying. At the same time, however, the public expression of the farm
reveals to the community at large, the behavior and characteristiashof ea
farmer. The public reward for hard work is community recognition
through the tangible appearance of the farm — that on this farm there lives
an industrious and hard working, that is, decent and moral, farmer.
Farmers may have individual autonomy, but there is a strong public
expression of their work (Silvasti 2003:145).
The farmland preservation movement in the United States is at times ca@ndaat
other times seemingly unaware of the importance of the “good farmer tsltti@’ in
the self-narratives of many farmers (e.g. Daniels & Bowers 1997iml&zal
preservation policies have resisted tapping into this storyline, even thougpritmairy
audiences are farmers and rural landowners (see Chapters 4 and 6)grleans, as
evidenced by this outreach ad to encourage farmers to go organic (Figure 2.3), have
embraced this narrative. The public and self-imposed expectations of a&arener
publically-recognized “steward of the land” are much different than tho$e @irivate
“farmer as businessman.” New agrarian writers, especially thiogewite as farmers,

understand the importance of giving voice to this other self-narrative if théiofgoa

building sustainable food systems and communities is to be realized.

44



Figure 2.3. Example of the “good farmer” script (Source: Rodale Institute, 2009)

e HER(

© " Farmers have always been our
Heroes - feeding our nation and
the world in good times and bad.
Now Farmers could protect us
from global warming, drought

EARTH and famine.

A second important finding from Silvasti’s study that has implications for
farmland preservation in the U.S. is the importance that farmers place on taeaappe
of their farms. Cultural differences between Europeans and North Aansmcay
explain part of the reason why the concern for farmland and rural aesthetiesd.S. is
seen primarily the interest of exurban elites who see farmland as a soenityaather
than a productive resource. Rarely do North American farmland preservatiompspgra
or farmer-led organizations such as the Farm Bureau or the Grange fartrags as
more than just “operators” on the land. Similar studies conducted in the U.S. corroborate
Silvasti’'s analysis (Ryan et al. 2003; Wilson et al. 2003).
The idea of community recognition in the cultural model of the good farmer

aligns closely with new agrarian philosophy and the concept of commensalismtefls sta
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before, commensalism is about ending the alienation that exists between praddcers
consumers in the global, agro-industrial food system. This new reciprocitgdretw
farmer and eater will not entirely replace the current food system, hatr wécessarily
operate outside a market economy. But it will publicly and explicitly receghet the

bonds between producers and consumers can be cooperative rather than competitive.

2.5. Methodology

This study of farmland preservation policy effectiveness employs a mixed-
methodology of both qualitative and quantitative research methods. Its resesigeh d
addresses the missing socio-cultural component in the assessment afdarmla
preservation programs in the state of Maryland. This study has four majpoicents —
1) establishing a theoretical framework for the cultural and social valuegpumdeg the
land use and food system goals of farmland preservation policies in peri-urbar2 areas
making explicit these values contained within the state and county farmland/atiese
policies in Maryland; 3) constructing an evaluation metric using speedicators to
measure the success of these policies in reaching these goals; angg)ithéan of
this evaluation metric to county-level case studies in several Maryland méaopol
counties.

Spatially, this study is restricted to Maryland counties that are part of
metropolitan areas as defined by the United States’ Office and ManaiganteBudget
(OMB'’s definitions are used by the Census Bureau and other federal government
agencies). The time-frame of the study extends from 1977 to 2007. Maryland’s

statewide farmland preservation program (Maryland Agricultural LanctRason
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Foundation or MALPF) was founded in 1977. The quantitative indicators mark the
period 1978 to 2007, both years in which a U.S. Census of Agriculture was conducted.
Even though the 1978 Census of Agriculture was conducted after the founding of
MALPF, the first farm was not enrolled into the program until 1980. Therefore, the 1978
agricultural census provides a snapshot of conditions just before the farmland
preservation policies took hold in Maryland. The 2007 Census of Agriculture, just
released in February 2009, coincides with th& &tniversary of MALPF. Thus the
gualitative and quantitative data collected establish a thorough evaluation lafnfdrm

preservation policies’ impact on key agricultural indicators after threeldeca

2.5.1 Evaluation metric and quantitative data collection

In constructing an evaluation metric, | have identified data indicatioish serve
as either direct or proxy measures of the objectives inherent in the M#LAPF's six
mission objectives.

MALPF Objective 1 =To preserve productive farmlarahd woodland

for the_continued production of fo@ehd fiber for all of Maryland’s

citizens” [underlined emphasis mine]
From this objective, | have identified four categories of indicators invalpation

metric -- land, people, production/profitability, and commensalism (Tab)e 2.2

It is not possible to quantify the yields and value of agricultural products from
only those farms enrolled in preservation programs. Therefore, the assesssuecess
is whether the preservation of farmland in general either stems the dvesalf
farmland in metropolitan counties and whether these preserved acres servedmraaint

“critical mass” of profitable food and fiber production.
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Table 2.2. Evaluation Metric Indicators

_ Production & _
Indicator Land | People o Commensalism
Profitability

1. Total acres preserved as % of
total land in farms

2. Ratio of acres preserved to acres
lost (1982-2002)

3. Per capita acres preserved
4. % change in farms/ principal
farm operators (1982-2002)

5. % of principal farm operators
under 35 years of age

6. Average age of principal farm
operator

7. Total value of agricultural sales X
8. Value of agricultural sales per
acre of farmland

9. Diversification (# of farms by
production type)

10. Per capita direct sales to
consumers

11. Buy local campaigns X
12. # of farmers markets & CSAs
per 10,000 pop.

13. Agritourism programs X
14. Agricultural education programs X X

This set of indicators provides a useful metric for measuring the suafcess
Maryland’s farmland preservation program in meeting its stated objectives métric
builds on the indicators used by other organizations to measure local food system

infrastructure and resources, as seen in Table 2.3.
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Table 2.3 -- Indicators used to measure food system sustainatyiland aspects of community
food security.

Connecticut
Indicator Food Policy
Council*

San Francisco

Food Alliancé SustainLan€

Number of community
gardens per capita
Number of farmers market
per capita

Number of days of
operation of farmers X
markets

Acreage of preserved
farmland per capita
Percentage of land in
agriculture
Community-supported
agriculture (CSA) farms X
per capita

|92}
X
x
X

Land Indicators
Total acres preserved as a percentage of county farmland area is used as an

indicator for preserving productive farmland because soil quality and produetigity
factored into the Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) System, develdped b
U.S. Natural Resources Conservation Service to help implement the Farmlasatiéiot
Policy Act of 1981. In addition to total acres preserved, the evaluation metric uses the
ratio of acres preserved to acres lost (1978-2007), the per capita acregepré¥@d7 or

latest year data is available).

! Lopez, R. et al. 200&0ommunity Food Security in Connecticut: Evaluationl Ranking of 169 Towns
http://www.foodpc.state.ct.us/images/CFS%20in%2@afr .

2 San Francisco Food Alliance. 20@905 San Francisco Collaborative Food System Asserss
http://www.sffoodsystems.org/pdf/FSA-online.pdf

3 Karlenzig, W. et al. 200How Green is Your City?” The SustainLane U.S. Giankings Gabriola
Island, BC: New Society Publishers.

49



People Indicators
The U.S. Census of Agricultdreounts the number of principal farm operators,

with each farm having just one principal operator. Therefore, the number sfdgtrals
the number of principal farm operators. The Census of Agriculture collects dgxmicgra
information on this set of farmers.

The evaluation metric uses the following three indicators to measuréatieere
strength of the human resources needed for the future health of farming esdefdgribe
percentage change in the number of farms/ principal farm operators (1978-200¢&); 2)
percentage of principal farm operators under age 35 (1978 and 2007); and 3) the average

age of principal farm operators (1978 and 2007).

Production and Profitability Indicators
Production data compiled by the Census of Agriculture could lead to misleading

assumptions in the case of metropolitan counties. Yearly data is supplied only for
commodity grains and livestock, both of which provide a limited picture of the
agricultural activities in metropolitan counties. Taking more complete produdita
from the Census of Agriculture, collected once every five years, introdugigaificant
variability (economic and environmental) in any given year in gaugingsrever a
nearly thirty-year period (1978-2007). Therefore, agricultural yield datscussed in
narrative form, but is not included as an evaluation indicator. Instead, prodsction i
measured by proxy, using the value of agricultural sales data collected bysthe U
Census of Agriculture. The total value of agricultural sales (inflation-adjuftiea

county or state is an effective measure of productivity because it captuedslitiyeof

* Prior to the 1992 the U.S. Census of Agricultusswonducted by the Bureau of the Census, U.S.
Department of Commerce. The 1992 was the firsisGgf Agriculture conducted by the National
Agricultural Statistics Service, U.S. Departmen®gficulture.
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farmers to adapt to shifts in commodity markets or unexpected environmental eapoliti
changes that affect their operations.

Profitability is generally viewed as essential to long-term fanahlpreservation.
The value of agricultural sales per acre of farmland (1978-2007) is the indisatbto
measure profitability. This value has been computed by taking the total value of
agricultural sales for a county or state and dividing it by the number of “laads’t
acres (U.S. Census of Agriculture). Dollar amounts in the Census of Agricultararda
nominal and not adjusted for inflation. The inflation calculator provided by the U.S.
Bureau of Labor Statistics, the federal agency responsible for trackiagoinfand the
consumer price index, is used to convert past nominal dollar values into 2007 dollars.

Diversification in production is considered an important strategy in increasing
farm profitability in metropolitan areas (MAC 2006:13). Diversification in a opimt
measured by the range of farming activity as indicated by the CensusiailAge’s
classification of farms using the North American Industry ClassidicgNAIC) system.
In the agricultural censuses, if a farm earns more than 50% of its sales from one
agricultural sector, it is labeled with one of the NAIC codes. If no singhatgct
comprises the majority of a farm’s sales, then the category is “athera farming.”

Therefore every farm is accounted for in a county and assigned one NAIC cdolernum

Commensalism
Commensalism is captured in the MALPF goal to have the production from

Maryland’s farms available for “all of Maryland’s citizens.” Commdisgais the

strengthening of local food economies and shortening the food supply chain, keeping
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more profits in the pockets of Maryland’s farmers and processors, while recagnecti
Maryland’s consumers with local products. The Census of Agriculture tracks tige val

of direct sales to consumers for human consumption. The indicators used to measure
commensalism in a county include 1) per capita direct sales to consunmtausntam
consumption [computed using Census of Agriculture sales data divided by U.S. Census
Bureau Intercensal Population Estimates]; 2) the number of farmers nemklets
community-supported agriculture farms (CSAs) per 10,000 [using data from Dw US
Marketing Service, the Robyn Van En Center for Community-Supported Agnewhd

the U.S. Census Bureau]; 3) the existence of a buy local campaign; 4) teaaxist
agritourism programs that allow consumers and producers to interact; and 5) the

existence of agricultural education (K-12 and higher-education).

2.5.2. Qualitative data collection
In order to make explicit the values and goals of farmland preservatiommpgr

| have conducted an interpretive discourse content anatyie policy documents,

farmland preservation media from state and county programs (e.g. public adg€ume
websites, brochures, annual reports), and electronically-archived newagagpes in the
Washington Post

| also draw upon preexisting qualitative data that has been collected vatargre
manpower and resources than this single researcher can muster. At thietlsisurt
project, it was clear to me that the only significant data gap in understarekeatder

values is that of the farmland preservation specialists/planners who adntireseer
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programs at the state and county levels. As Bryant & Johnston (1992:147) explain, the
perspectives of planners is often unknown and overlooked.

“Planners play several roles. On the one hand, they provide important

technical information to policy formulation. On the other hand, they can

be very persuasive in their recommendations to the political decision-

making bodies. They also therefore have a political role. In many

respects, planners are just like everyone else; they have their own agenda,

their own values, their own goals, their own limitations, and their own

prejudices ... It is unreasonable to expect planners to be absolutely

objective in the execution of their duties. Here we are faced with a

dilemma because the other actors in land use policy are forced into a

position where their perspectives and goals are revealed. This is less often

the case with planners.”

To address this information gap, | conducted interviews to give voice to these
values. The interviews were semi-structured and open-ended (sesdippdor
interview questions). Interviews were conducted between June and Septembeitl2008 w
agricultural land specialists and/or agricultural marketing spesiatigshe following
Maryland counties: Calvert, Charles, Howard, Montgomery, Prince Gep€yeeen
Anne’s, Washington, and with the Southern Maryland Agricultural Development
Commission. Interview protocol conformed to University of Maryland reguiaton the
study of human subjects and was approved by the Institutional Review Board.

With the information gathered from these interviews, | take an approach that
bridges the realist-idealist epistemological binary. For the temlisrviews are about
data collectionassuming that a real social world exists independent of the interviewee
and interviewer. For the idealishterviews are construed data generatiorwhere
meaning is produced through the interview process and the researcher’s mtierpodt

the results (Byrne 2004:181). | am interested in how goal and visions of farmland

preservation policies add up to reality in terms of action, and | am alsesiet in the
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discursive meaning of these goals and visions for the future of agriculturaryhelid.
The farmland preservation and local food movements are steeped in a visionary,
idealistic and moralist discourse (new agrarianism) that leadsal@actions on the
ground.

The qualitative methods in this study can be described as a discursive policy
approach. “Instead of seeing ideas as one of the many variables influenting aotl
policy, the approach sees language and discourse as having a more underlying role in
structuring social action” (Fischer 2003, 41). According to Tonkiss (2004:378),
discourse analysis “is an interpretive process that relies on close sgmbcdic texts”
in which “analytical assertions are to be grounded in evidence and detailetcatd
This technique involves identifying key recurrent themes while also being eotjoiz
what themes are being “left out” or silenced.

In this study, | have conducted a discourse analysis of farmland preservation
policy documents at the state and local level; documents from the Southeraridaryl
Development Commission related to agriculture, farmland preservation, anclodal f
systems; county comprehensive plans; newsletters from county governarenhgland
economic development offices; and iMashington Postewspaper.

With respect to print media from the Southern Maryland agricultural
Development Commission and some county planning departments, | have employed a
content analysis. Content analysis engages in objective data gathercantbat
replicated and generalized to similar studies. Critics of the methodttlaii merely
results in describing texts rather than interpreting them (Tonkiss 2004:368).x{tet te

data analysis need not be an “either-or” proposition. By emplayiagpretive content
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analysis(Tonkiss 2004:372), researchers can give meaning to the “how” and “why” in

addition to chronicling the descriptive “what.”
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Chapter 3: Background: Maryland’s Agricultural Sect

Though Maryland ranks fifth in the nation in the percentage of its land considered
developed, nearly one-third of the state is farmland at 2.05 million acres. The lia¢al va
of agricultural sales in Maryland is approximately $1.8 billion out of a stateoaty
valued at almost $250 billion (NASS 2007; BEA 2008)uch facts point to the difficulty
many states face in developing statewide strategic agricultural gidimsr Maryland has
sufficient farmland given agriculture’s minimal contribution to the statebnomy, or,
as a tiny fraction of the state’s economy, the agricultural sector caforat &f lose any
of its remaining productive capacity. Other states undergoing rapid farholsshave
experienced similar conflicting perceptions, where the data can support opposing
perspectives depending on context and values (Kuminoff et al. 2001). Therefore,
understanding the economic context and cultural value of agriculture acrossdhe stat

first step in proposing new local and statewide policies.

Despite the fact that the federal government continues to subsidize tagaicul
commodities at nearly $20 billion a year (OBPA 2008:4), the popular digcofirs
agriculture as “a business like any other” operating in a free-maskéhues to exist
among farmers, agricultural economists, government officials, and theabpuklic.

The history of agriculture in Maryland, and the U.S. as a whole, has been one of
continued governmental intervention and support. As early as 1639, just five yaars afte
the first permanent European settlement, the Maryland colonial legestaiased a law
requiring that corn be planted alongside tobacco in order to preserve a measace of f

security in the early days of the colony (BBER 1954:2)
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The state has always played an active role in shaping the agriculaumah®c
and landscape of Maryland. As well, farmer and public interests groups have dbntinua
petitioned the state to support their visions of a healthy agricultural sec¢her state.
Current demands that the state intervene in the agricultural economy by using public
monies to preserve farmland or to develop and market new and alternative produeti
a continuation of the status quo. Government entities have generally not left food
production nor productive landscapes to the outcomes dictated by the rationaheyfici

of the free market.

3.1 Agriculture in Maryland: Diverse and Dynamic

In this first decade of the 21st-century, agriculture in the state of Maryland
comprises a diverse set of activities and faces numerous market and reevitain
challenges. The history of Maryland’s agricultural sector shows thiatoperating
conditions have been the norm (Gemmill 1926; BBER 1954, DiLisio 1983; Callcott
1985; Brugger 1988). Maryland’s tourism board presents the state as “America in
miniature” because of its physical and economic diversity, its border positiwwadret
North and South, and its tension between urban and rural areas. The diversity of
Maryland’s agricultural activities mirrors the state’s physiographnid economic
diversity. There are four main physiographic regions in Maryland — tlaat#tlcoastal
plain, the Piedmont, the Ridge and Valley system, and the Allegheny Plateau. Each
region has its own physical, climatic, and economic constraints on agriculture.
Therefore, each region has tended to specialize in one of several fagtuies (see

Figures 3.2 through 3.5), which over time have created distinct agricultural desnom
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and landscapes. This agricultural diversity, depending one’s perspextineoment in

history, has been either a boon or a hindrance to Maryland’s agricultural economy.

Maryland’s agricultural history has saliency in today’s statewiaeléad
preservation policy for two main reasons. First, it suggests that a “ométstall”
approach to preserving farmland across the state is unlikely to be effetawelscape
and farm diversity have worked against a unified, statewide strategyoncisg to
market and environmental challenges.

Second, one of the main critiques of farmland preservation is that it is misplaced
nostalgia, an attempt to freeze a landscape in time. Yet farming inavidriyhs never
been static. Since the beginnings of European settlement in the 1630s, the various
activities that have made up commercial agriculture in the state have shétedtically
over time and space. The colonial Maryland agricultural economy was dependent on
international markets, specifically the export of wheat and tobacco. Thtyg vealild
not change for decades to come, as the U.S. domestic market could not yet corhpete wit
demand from international buyers.

From those beginnings, much of Maryland’s agriculture production has been for
both regional and global markets. To claim that the current local food systemdpproa
to farmland preservation is an attempt to recapture some nostalgic past is to
misunderstand Maryland’s agricultural history. Today’s farmland presemvatograms
represent something new in terms of market strategy and public discoursevedive
adoption of new strategies is an age-old response to shifting economic and spatial

realities of agriculture in Maryland.
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3.2 Developments in Maryland Agriculture since the 1970s
Still diverse in terms of agricultural production in comparison to some
Midwestern states, farming in Maryland since the 1970s has become more @adentr
in certain sectors. In 1978, eight agricultural sectors comprised at leastB&datal
value of agricultural sales (poultry, grains, dairy, cattle, nursery, tobaegetables, and
pigs). By 2007, only six sectors represented 3% or more of the valueafltagal sales
[see Fig 3.1] (Census 1978; NASS 2007). Pig farms have lost out to larger processors in
the South and Midwest and tobacco production has largely ended as the result of a state

buyout program initiated in 2000.

Figure 3.1. Value of Agricultural Sales in Maryland by Sector, 2007
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The poultry industry continued to consolidate during the 1960s and 1970s. In 1935 there

were approximately 100 poultry processing firms in Maryland. By 1966 that numrater
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dropped to 20 firms, and by 1980, only 9 firms were processing nearly 100 times as many
broilers as was the case in the 1930s (DiLisio 1983:80-81).

Maryland stands at a crossroads in terms of agricultural economic development
policy. Should state policy focus on supporting the poultry industry in an increasingly
competitive market or should it emphasize diversification? At the stale pewdtry
dominates the agricultural economy. Poultry and eggs, combined with the corn and
soybean production which becomes chicken feed, represents 66% of the value of
agricultural sales in Maryland (NASS 2007). Agricultural economists in Idiadyl
propose that state level policy should support Maryland’s broiler industry, which would
also bolster the state’s cash grain market due to the “symbiotic relagibhshveen the
two sectors (Gardner et al. 2002:xv). Though poultry continues to dominate
agriculture in Maryland and the number of broilers (poultry for meat) sold remains nea
an all-time high, the Delmarva peninsula’s share of the national poultry nhadkédllen
from 28 % in 1950 to just below 10% in 2002 (PAT 2003).

At the regional scale, the farm economy across the state differscagtiii
Below Figures 3.2 through 3.5 show the make-up of Maryland’s regional agricultural
economies (NASS 2007). What the charts below show is that a statewide pdlicy tha
emphasizes the poultry industry ignores much of Maryland except the Eastern Shore
counties. The other regions still represent nearly one-third of agricultleal and more
importantly from a farmland preservation perspective, approximatelyphtilé state’s

farmland and about two-thirds of its remaining farmers (NASS 2007).
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Figure 3.2 Western Maryland — Value of Agricultural Sales by Sector, 2007.
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Figure 3.3 Central Maryland — Value of Agricultural Sales by Sector, 2007
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Figure 3.4 Southern Maryland — Value of Agricultural Sales by Sector, 2007
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Figure 3.5 Eastern Shore — Value of Agricultural Sales by Sector, 2007
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3.3 Future Trends, Challenges and Opportunities

The overall picture of U.S. agriculture is one of abundant production using an
incredibly small percentage of the total labor force. Hidden in this imagaioflance
and productivity, however, are some significant concerns over the health of the country’s
agricultural economy. The success of American agriculture in terms of pixoguc
actually complicates the effort to effect changes in the system. Whilenaficans
consume the output of the nation’s farms, very few Americans feel that theg daeet
stake in the national debates on farm policy.

Future projections of the health of the agricultural sector in Maryland ggnerall
conform to national projections. In Maryland, although there are concerns incspecif
sectors about commaodity prices, there is not overall concern that the aguiczator
would collapse or that a critical loss of farmland will occur due to non-agrialltur
development (see Gardner et al., 2002).

The USDA'’s Economic Research Service’s (ERS) national baseline poogecti
for 2006—2015 suggest relative stability in the agricultural sector. Grossecasbts are
expected to increase during this period due to rising domestic and overseas demand
coupled with an increase in commodity prices. These gains, however,satebyffising
production costs and fewer government subsidies, resulting in the overall pictutdeof sta
net farm income. The ERS also projects an increase in world agriculturaldodiden
the volume of US agricultural exports and amount of agricultural imports toysaesf
demand for a large variety of foods that is connected to increases in US eomstome

(ERS 2006).
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These baseline projections are based on a variety of assumptions with t@spect
world economic growth, world population growth, the value of the US dollar, oil prices,
ethanol and US energy policy, US agricultural policy, international tradegmland the
availability of natural resources. The ERS has concluded that the “natipa@tyao
produce food and fiber is not at risk due to current development patterns” (Helletstei
al. 2002). It does acknowledge, however, the importance of preserving farmland in order
to maintain the availability of “rural amenities” which may or may not invobttaa
agricultural production.

In the introduction to their policy analysis report on the current status and future
prospects for agriculture in Maryland, Bruce L. Gardner and others (02t the
University of Maryland’s Center for Agricultural and Natural Resourcegsysiate that
there is a “general division of opinion” among analysts in the state. One side of the
divide believes that public policy should be focused on farmland preservation and soil
conservation programs; the other side believes that through agricultural economic
development and farm profitability, farmland preservation programs would not be
needed. The divide seems to be in whether or not to trust the market to secure what is a
common goal — the preservation of farmland.

In an earlier study of Maryland’s agricultural future, Kempske (1983:67-8)
explained this division in another away. He stated that farmers and agatplanners
have two choices. They may either “select policies and priorities thettraft
orientation of farming as a ‘culture’ or way of life worth preserving, or ‘asigsiness.”

For those who see farming as culture, leaving its preservation to therefies of the

market is too risky. For those who see farming as a business, there neatheom
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realization that, in terms of rational market efficiencies, farmland myrpari-urban
areas will not be the “highest and best” use of the land, and therefore, unable teecompet
with urban land uses.

Although profitability is one set of indicators by which this study evaluates the
success of farmland preservation, my working assumption is that the veeneaisf
taxpayer-funded farmland preservation programs speaks to the desire tu fireve
disappearance of farmland through the mechanism of the market. Whether such
programs exist to protect farming as a way of life, or culture, issstiject to debate. As
Kemspke (1983:68) pointed out twenty-five years ago, current policies and @sisegk
to do both — preserve farmland through market-based solutions. However, three decades
after the introduction of farmland preservation policies in Maryland, it is trnteke a
considered look at how well, or if, this “best of both worlds” approach is working as

intended.
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Chapter 4: Farmland Preservation Policy: History ard
Discourse Analysis

4.1 Development of National Farmland Preservation Policy

Agricultural land planning, as it is conceived today, began at the national level
during the Great Depression and the Dust Bow! of the 1930s. Similaf-tehéury
concerns (see Stoll 2002), farmland policy was mostly seen as soil conservation.
Roosevelt's administration soughtdecreasehe amount of agricultural land in the
country, much of it marginal and prone to erosion, in hopes of reducing surpluses and
raising farm incomes. The Land Utilization Conference of 1931 led to the creation of
National Land Use Planning Committee which set about conducting a national igventor
and classification of land (Conkin 1959:80).

Concern among Department of Agriculture officials in the 1930s over soil erosion
would lead to the establishment of a National Resources Planning Board (NRPB) a
Soil Conservation Districts. In 1934, the NRPB was merged with the National lsend U
Planning Committee to become the National Resources Board (NRB). The &iRB &
report with findings which presaged the concerns of environmentalists in the 18&@0s. T
report stated that “private advantage” should yield to the “general weléare 6ffered
recommendations that resonate with the communitarian strain of agrariaeisman
1995:18). The NRB became the country’s first national planning agency, envisioning a
new model of land use and agricultural development in the country that attempted to

meld competing philosophies of agrarianism and Progressivism.
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The years just before and after the beginning of the Great Depressea wer
period of strong agrarian sentiment in the country. The writings of Ralph Borsodiieand t
“Twelve Southerners” (agrarian writers based at Vanderbilt Uniygssauld filter into
the Roosevelt administration’s New Deal programs. In what can only bebdesas
state-sponsored agrarianism, the Department of the Interior estdldigheision of
Subsistence Homesteads in 1933. These homesteads would not be large acréeges loca
in dispersed rural landscapes, but one to five-acre lots in planned communities of 25 to
100 families. These subsistence homestead communities would flourish withtaggjc
handicraft and artisanal industries, and co-operatives. They would be & fetne
extreme materialism and from a highly individualistic, competitive sptiahd would
permit “a closer association with nature” (Conkin 1959:102-105). By 1935, the
desperation of the early years of the Great Depression had begun to fade, and the
Subsistence Homestead program would be reorganized into the Resettlement
Administration under the Department of Agriculture. This program itselfdvoel
absorbed into the Farm Security Administration in 1937 and the whole enterprise of
planned agrarianism would be abandoned in 1942.

The New Deal vision of decentralized industry and subsistence homesteads would
completely disappear during the post-WW!II economic boom. The chemical weapons of
WWII were transformed into pesticides and fertilizers. With greatshanization and
petrochemical inputs, agriculture became an increasingly industrial procesdingpen
a larger and larger scale. From 1940 through the 1970s, the U.S. agricultural sector
experienced nearly uninterrupted increases in yield per acre while attbeise

experiencing a continual drop in the need for labor. The number of farms in the U.S.
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peaked in 1935 at 6.8 million and steadily dropped until 1974 with 2.3 million farms
remaining. The number has fluctuated close to that number since and stood at@2 milli
in 2007 (NASS 2007;ERS 2005). Meanwhile, U.S. farm output in 2006 was 152% above
its level in 1948, representing an average annual growth rate of 1.6% (ERS 2009).
Farmland acreage peaked in 1954 at 1.21 billion acres and dropped to 922 million acres
in 2007 (ERS 1997; NASS 2007).

In 1951, Nobel-prizing winning economist Theodore Schultz declared that “the
[agricultural] economy has freed itself from the severe restrictmmnserly imposed by
land” (1951:725). Schultz writes that land retains its overwhelming importance as a
agricultural input in “high-food-drain” economies, defined as those countries which are
“technically undeveloped,” overpopulated, and in which the majority of the “productive
effort” is engaged in food production. Schultz’s reasoning, though it might make
ecological economists apoplectic, was (and still is) standard economic déscours

... the economic developments that have characterised Western

communities .... have resulted in improved production possibilities and in

a community choice that has relaxed the niggardliness of Nature. As a

consequence of these developments, agricultural land has been declining

markedly in its economic importance. Will it continue to do so? Existing

circumstances in the United States indicate a strong affirmative mnswe

Nor is the end in sight (1951:740).
Schultz’s view was still going strong a decade later; in 1960, researtsaurces for
the Future claimed that farmland was “only one of the productive factorgticulure
and technology “greatly reduces the importance of land” (in Lehman 1995:46). Humans
now had the ability to overcome the constraints of Nature. The 1950s ushered in another

era of cornucopian visions with respect to the future of food production and farming. In

his review of popular media at this time, Belasco (2006:193-213) provides many
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examples of “adolescent techno-enthusiasm” which breathlessly claimeatiavay
robotic farms, atomic toasters, and algae burgers were just around the corner.

The growth of the environmental movement in the 1960s would create alternative
narratives of human relationships with nature, but it did not replace existing \Ofele
Rachel Carlson’Silent Spring1962) challenged the script of agro-chemical industries
and the USDA, Norman Borlaug was launching the Green Revolution in Mexico and
India. His new wheat hybrids, monocultures which were highly dependent on agro-
chemical inputs, brought significantly increased yields to several ldegeloping
countries struggling to feed themselves. The increased food production in the world’s
most populated countries reduced the need for the U.S. to “feed the world.” Food
production no matter the environmental costs (or economic costs of surpluses) was mor
difficult to support unchallenged.

Eventually, the idea of limits, both ecological and economic, returned to public
discourse. The Club of Rome’s 1972 publicatiomits to Growth bolstered the
storyline that a planet of finite resources could not support a growing population or a
global economy based on resource consumption which had no limits. Taking a systems
approach, the organization sought to set out options for sustainable progress while
cognizant of environmental constraints (CoR 2008).

The limits to growth storyline would find fertile ground (albeit less and les$ of it
in America’s rapidly expanding suburbs. As the nation’s central citiesasicigly
became depopulated, their former middle-class residents settled into lowydensi
developments. Residents on the suburban frontier, both old and new, became concerned

that the development of farmland and open space had reduced these resourcesdb a critic
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level. Earlier claims by pro-growth forces and economists that tlenabtarmland

supply was not under threat, even if peri-urban farms disappeared, no longer persuaded
the residents of metropolitan areas. By the early 1970s, concern over farmsamzhdes

it to mainstream public media, with articles appearing inMal Street Journahnd the

New York Timeschronicling the impact of rapid suburban growth on the conversion of
agricultural land (Lehman 1995:67).

Increased public attention to farmland loss exposed tensions within the USDA
between scientists of the Soil Conservation Service (SCS) and agricutiomah@sts in
the Economic Research Service (ERS). Much of the disagreement stemmed from
different beliefs in the importance of soil fertility as a primary inputgncalture.
Agricultural economists in the ERS voiced the same confidence as land ecomditists
1950s and 1960s that land itself was becoming increasingly less important. The ERS
argued against the classification of “prime” farmland solely on its physical
characteristics, noting that changing technology over time had an impactspatizd
distribution of farmland which could be considered “prime” (Lehman 1995:91).

This difference in opinions as to the relative importance of fertile land in
agricultural output led the SCS and ERS to come out with divergent statistics on the
amount of remaining potential farmland in the country. The ERS, in itsNI@j&t Uses
of Land in the United Statestated that 385 million current acres nationwide were
farmland and another 266 million acres were potential agricultural lands, with 730,000
acres being lost to development each year (Lehman 1995:92). In 1977, the SCS
published itPotential Cropland Studyclaiming that out of the potential 266 million

acres in reserve cited by the ERS in 1974, only 111 million acres had “high or medium”
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potential as farmland. The SCS also estimated that 2.9 million acres wexerloally
not only to urbanization but also to water uses such as reservoirs (Lehman 1995:93).
With two very different understandings of farmland and food security in the U.$hgom
out of the Department of Agriculture, the stage was set for a political attikring
divergent storylines.

In an attempt to resolve this internal dispute and have the USDA speak with one
voice with respect to the country’s supply of farmland landN@igonal Agricultural
Land Study(NALS) final report was issued in January 1981. Though it was a joint
product of the ERS and SCS, the latter's more concerned assessment of théathrea
America’s farmland defined the document. The compromise was mainly thieofesul
coming to some agreement on what exactly it was the USDA was counting, potentia
cropland or potential agricultural land (the latter could be grazing and woodlands). The
NALS stated that the country’s cropland base was 540 million acres (413 @acesglg
in use and 127 million potential acres). The nation’s cropland base was defined as land
with soils in the SCS’s Land Use Capability classes I, 11, 1ll, and tvitslfinal analysis,
the NALS warned that America’s future food security was threatepé#uetrate of
farmland conversion. The report called for federal assistance in helaiagad local
governments to preserve farmland (Lehman 1995:133-41).

The release of NALS was closely linked to the success in passing the 1981
Farmland Protection Policy Act. The act required federal agencies agréums to
evaluate whether any construction projects using federal funds could leaulenth
loss. The law did not force Federal agencies to abandon such projects, but gave them the

discretion to withhold funds for such projects. Also federal agencies should attempt to
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align projects with farmland preservation programs at the state and lodsl leve
Subsequent changes to the law in 1986 and 1994 required federal agencies whose
projects would lead to farmland conversion to submit a Farmland Conversion Rating
Form (AD-1006) to a local branch of the USDA’s National Resources Conservation
Service (NRCS). This reporting to the NRCS becomes part of the required annual USD
report to Congress on the federal government’s role in farmland loss (Daniels &sBowe
1997:77).

The 1981 Farmland Protection Policy Act charged the NRCS to develop a system
of rating the quality of farmland. This land evaluation and site assessment)(LESA
system would generate a standard evaluation land quality to aid alldégelgernment
in gauging the potential loss of prime farmlands. The land evaluation in LESA is
determined by factoring the soil class (as determined by the Soil ConseiSatvice
classification system) and yield data. This score is added to the sgsmseéscore
which takes into account a set of factors designed to determine farm viability and
development pressure (proximity to other farmland, distance from public seawides
infrastructure, and unique cultural or environmental qualities) (DanielevieBs
1997:77-79). Despite what seems to be a standard system of evaluation, eachatounty c
determine the relative weighting of factors, so that comparative studi&sSéf teports
from one county to the next are nearly impossible.

Beyond 1981, federal farmland preservation policy has been rather lean, usually
appearing in a conservation section of subsequent Farm Bills. The 1990 Farm Bill
included the hopeful sounding Farms for the Future Act, the first federal proggvet

direct financial assistance to states in support of their farmland preseretorts.
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However, the program ended after being piloted in Vermont, which preserved 9,000 acres
(through PDRs) between 1992 and 1995 using money borrowed from the federal
government and state matching funds. Apparently the cost of implementing the program
for the federal government was significantly greater than the inteeestont saved

(Daniels & Bowers 1997:82).

4.1.1 Policy Mechanisms — How is farmland preserved?

Farmland is usually protected from development througimaervation
easement.The easement is an agreement between a landowner and either a government
entity or a non-profit organization, such as a land trust, that places mutuallg-sgree
restrictions on land use. The easement works on the principle of “unbundling” of
property rights. In other words, there are multiple rights inherent in theeraamsf
ownership of property. By unbundling them, some rights can be detached from the
property and so do not transfer when the property is sold. In the case of farmland
preservation, the right to develop the land for non-farm uses is removed. Of course, a
landowner expects to be compensated for the lost value of that right.

Thus, the two main mechanisms by which a local government or land trust
preserves farmland is by purchasing the development rights to the properthé
landowner. When the government or land trust purchases the development rights, it's
called a PDR transaction (“purchase of development rights”). PDRs rely on furuls
or private contributions to land trusts. The Maryland Agricultural Land Presmrvati

Fund is a state-level agency that preserves farmland through PDRs.
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In counties where there is strong development pressure, local governments can
harness private funds to secure the purchase of conservation easementshéart of t
county where farmland is to be protected is zoned as a “sending areabdfuesst
rights are sent away). Areas zoned as “receiving areas” become hometo thos
development rights, usually in the form of increased density allowances in regident
development. For example, a builder wants to increase the number of units on a parcel of
land approved for development, but there is a density restriction. The developer may
gain the rights to develop at a higher density by purchasing the developgghenaway
from a farm. This mechanism is a TDR (“transfer of development rights&ukedhe
right to develop is transferred fro the sending area to the receiving &€& AP2008)

TDRs are popular with local governments because they do not need to raise the capital
Much of the 70,000 acres of preserved farmland in Montgomery County, Maryland was
secured through TDRs.

Wichelns & Nakao (2001:199) suggest that much of the public’s support for
PDRs stems from their belief that farmland parcels and agriculturabyetill be
preserved in “perpetuity,” because the development rights are effeCtietitgd” rather
than transferred. In fact, in some states, PDR programs have escape bktuebsat
farmers to buy back their development rights. In Maryland’s PDR and TDR p®gram
operated by the state-level Maryland Agricultural Land Preservation Foamdanrolled
easements could be released from conservation after a 25 year period, subfedPo M
Board of Trustee approval. Since the first, MALPF easement was enrolled in 1980, the
reality of losing “preserved” farmland beginning in 2005 prompted the Maryland

legislature to amend state law 2004, removing the possibility of “terminatjoests.”

74



4.1.2 Dominant Discourses in the Farmland Preservation Policy

In his study of the discourse of sustainable planning policy, Murdoch (2004:50)
finds the concept of “policy frames” (borrowed from Griggs & Howarth 2002) to be
helpful. They “determine what counts as evidence, how contradictory informstion i
interpreted, and how problems are defined.” Policy frames, writes Murdoch, éatp cr
what Hajer (1995) calls “discourse coalitions” within particular policyase These
discourse coalitions are “ensembles of storylines, actors and practicesgeharate
particular ways of thinking (2004:50). Therefore, storylines and actors which ae not
part of discourse coalitions, and thus are outside the bounds of the policy frame, often do
not get heard. In the farmland preservation policy arena, the missingr&@ytl actors
include food consumers, non-capitalist or cooperative land ownership, and the possibility
of agriculture and development co-existing in metropolitan areas.

“Policies are neither symbolic nor substantive. They are both at once” (Yanow
1996 in Fischer 2003, 60). The same can be said of cultural landscapes. Just as
Cosgrove calls landscapes symbolic and Schein calls landscapes “discourses
materialized,” public policy not only put into practice what we want to see, but also
symbolize how we wish to be seen. The linkages between discourse and landscape are
real. The way we write and talk about farmland preservation determines wshat get
included in policy and how the policy is both implemented and evaluated. Conflict in
local and regional land use planning arises from the clash of competing déscauirs
cultural models] of human interaction with the land, the role of economics, and our

responsibilities toward community.
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Policy discourse “cannot achieve the kind of internal coherence of a discourse
such as law, or even political theory” because it combines “a range of discurs
components — empirical, institutional, pragmatic, and normative factorshéfisc
2003:84). It has already been demonstrated that the agricultural economy across
Maryland is too diverse for a single empirical “storyline.” The stakehaldersity with
respect to local land use policy also precludes the existence of a singleiviopobhty
discourse. Multiple storylines exist in the farmland preservation paigyaa These
storylines are “the basic linguistic mechanism for creating andtaiaing discursive
order” and act as “short-hand constructions” of more complex social theories (such as
market capitalism or new agrarianism) and political strategies (Fi266&:86).

Though the struggle for farmland preservation is most heated in metropolitan
counties in the United States, the preservation discourse is firmly rooted inghmge
of “rural” in our culture. Perhaps more than any other industrialized societgrié¢a
maintains a cultural understanding of agriculture and food production as activities tha
take place in distant rural areas and rural landscapes, no matter how indedteati
globalized the process may have become. So in order to understand what is to be
preserved with our farmland policies, we need to considen#tepolitandiscourse of
“rural.”

Frouws (1998), in his analysis of rural discourses in The Netherlands (one of the
world’s most urbanized and densely-populated countries) identifies three descours
operating in the country which he suggests are applicable elsewhere. \ldrathéhe
agri-ruralist discourse focuses on the social dimensions what it means to be “rural.” The

utilitarian discourse focuses on the economic dimension, arnuethenistdiscourse on
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the cultural dimension. Each discourse articulates an “ideal countrysidertiiacgto
Frouws. In thegri-ruralist discourse, the countryside ideal is one in which “farmers
have renewed their social contract with society, practicing multi-fumatiagriculture”
which addresses the multiple demands made on agricultural areas — food production,
environmental services, and landscape aesthetics (1998, 58).

Using land as a resource to maximize profit is the ideal state of they=sidatin
theutilitarian discourse. The “best-use” of the land should be determined by market
forces. In thédnedonistdiscourse, the ideal countryside contributes the region’s “quality
of life,” as a source of aesthetic pleasure and outdoor recreation. In this distioeirs
countryside is the “garden of the city” (Frouws 1998, 60-62).

In Europe, these discourses feed into national, even European Union-wide, debate
on landscape planning. Farmland preservation in North America, however, is not part of
larger, national discussion of “countryside planning,” as it is termed in EuropegBun
1998: 233). Programs in the United States are largely incentive-based and view
agricultural land as a “‘victim of conversion forces” in need of protection. ¢mghasis
is placed on “thgeneratorsof conversion and perpetrators of sprawl” (Alterman
1997:223).

Nonetheless, as Bunce points out, as of the late 1990s, there had been three
decades in the development and maturity of the farmland preservation movement’'s
discourse. Though the movement’'s emphasis has shifted from early “productionist
arguments” to more recent, and broader, cultural and ecological concerns, the one
certainty, writes Bunce, “is that mainstream farm voices are bag&dgtdble” in the

movement’s discourse (1998:244). Indeed, farmers, if they can be said todsemnégxl
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by groups such as state and local farm bureaus, are generally not the egganize
spokespersons, and wordsmiths of local farmland preservation activist groupsvedow
many of the most eloquent voices in the new agrarian movement are “farmersrsf lett
(e.g.Wendell Berry, Victor David Hanson, Gene Logdson, and David Kline).

The agricultural discourse in the U.S. shifted after the 1940s from one situated
within agrarianism to one situated within economic utilitarianism (Ma2€i05).
Mariola claims that the farmland preservation movement has adopted the economic
utilitarian discourse, attempting to convince the general public that laws and fopulblksc
preserving farmland represent the “greatest good for the greatest n{2tii:210).

Bunce (1998) points out several shifts in the discourse of the farmland
preservation movement from the late 1960s to the late 1990s (see Table 4.1). Without
any cataclysmic events in the recent agricultural history of the dJSites and Canada
to define dramatic shifts in discourse, there are transitional periods in the dominant
discourse of farmland preservation over the past thirty years. As the movemanstdmat
and met resistance from other rural land stakeholders, policy narrativesasaegistr
storylines would begin to change in a largely uncoordinated process at theuetal le
Not until the founding of the American Farmland Trust in 1980 would a single
organization develop a national lobbying voice for farmland preservation tcaei®ss

the country.
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Table 4.1 -- Dominant discourses of the farmland preservation movemenmnt North
America, 1950s to present (summary of Bunce 1998).

Time Period Dominant Discourse

1950s & Abundant farmland & techno-enthusiasm =

early 1960s food surplus
No farmland crisis or movement

mid-1960s Beginning of concern -- soil degradation & urban
sprawl; physiocratic agrarianism (“our wealth is in
the land”)

1970s Farmland is threatened — “productionist arguments”

(so much farmland was being converted by urban
sprawl that it would harm food security)

mid-1970s to Height of “resource scarcity” discourse

mid-1980s

1980s (founding | Farmland preservation as instrumental part of

of American sustainable agriculture and environmental

Farmland Trust) | protection — a “new agricultural land ethic”

1990s Farmland preservation as rural amenity & heritage
protection

2000s New agrarianism — farmland preservation needgd to

build new, local food systems (commensalism)

Bunce groups the various public discourses of farmland preservation into two
streams — the “environmentalist perspective” and “agrarian ideals.” Uraler t
environmentalist perspective was the early “resourcist” discourse witaatdlalthusian
language, arguing that farmland was a vanishing natural resourceribcehbteurban
encroachment (1998:237). After a decade of increased farmland costs but thfwedse
production, the resourcist discourse gave way to a broader environmental concern over
the protection of “prime farmland” — Class | & Il soils as defined by e S
Conservation Service. Bunce notes that the American Farmland Trust has a dduble goa
of protecting farmland from urban sprawl and soil erosion.

The American Farmland Trust (AFT) was founded in 1980, under the leadership

of Douglas Wheeler, who previously had been Deputy Assistant Secret&ighand
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Wildlife and Parks in the Department of the Interior and executive directbe of t
National Trust for Historic Preservation. He was joined by Robert Gray, aliigcthe
National Agricultural Lands Study, and Norman Berg, director of the Soil Gaigm
Service (SCS). Given the tussle within the USDA over the nation’s farmlanticsitua
the AFT was founded as home for the conservationist perspective of SCS rasearche
who felt their analyses were watered down in compromises with the agricultural
economists in the Economic Research Service.

The rhetoric of the AFT and environmental organizations during the 1980s was
about creating a “new agricultural land ethic” through farmland preserv&ioté
1998:238). Bunce includes Wendell Berry as a leading voice of this new agricultural
land ethic, claiming Berry’s writings “promoted the re-establishmerg\arential
relationships with farmland” (1998:238). The AFT, however, did not fully adopt the
discourse of the nascent new agrarianism. It was, after all, stgffeddntists. It was
through the discourse of science that the AFT would make important stridesiiimge
increased federal involvement in the protection of farmland in the 1980s, even asiLehma
(1995:156) points out, they were up against the small-government conservatism of the
Reagan administration.

In 1987, AFT published its firdtarming on the Edgesport (updates were
published in 1994 and 2002). The report chronicled the impact of suburban sprawl on
agriculture in America’s metropolitan areas. It also countered thesctdifarmland
preservation critics that preservation programs were elitishptgeat safeguarding rural
amenities in areas that did not significantly contribute to U.S. food production. The 2002

Farming on the Edgeeport stated that farmland loss in peri-urban areas represented a
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real threat to U.S. food production in many foodstuffs. Using 1997 Census of
Agriculture data, the report found that farms in the 1,210 most urban-influenced sountie
produced 86% of fruit, 86% of vegetables, 63% of dairy, 39% of meat, and 35% of grain

(AFT 2002).

4.1.3 Criticism of farmland preservation policies — national counter-narratives

At the same time that the dominant discourse shifted from one of farmland
abundance to that of a threatened resource, voices from the toppled discourse began to
construct counter-narratives. Discourse theory describes counter-narestiae integral
part of what are known as metanarratives. A metanarrative is the disttmtrabows
for two competing worldviews to co-exist and to debate each other using the same
universe of facts (Fischer 2003:173). In the case of farmland preservation sgscour
public opinion polls indicate that the narrative of preservation groups is more peFsuas
than that of the counter-narrative, often delivered by economists or criicsy@fnment
trespass on private property rights.

Alterman (1997:224) identifies two main counter-narratives from critics of
farmland preservation policies. The first is that farmland preservation isesgagy in
economic terms since the market most efficiently determines “besanskit is not
needed to ensure adequate food production. The second storyline is that farmland
preservation activists are masking socially-exclusionary aims undguithe of

environmental protection. Of course, to be plausible storylines, there must be some

" The Economic Research Service of the USDA uséseagategory classification system to code the
urban-influence in the over 3,000 counties andrdtieal jurisdiction as defined by the Census Burea
Population growth and socio-economic data is usete classification. For details see Ghelfi & kear

(1997).
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evidence upon which to base these claims. And given the diversity of interests among
farmland stakeholders, there are examples that can lend credence tmthdee
narratives.

In an early critique of farmland preservation policies, Gardner (1977), an
agricultural economist, admits that market economics will not be able to deltver a
optimal amount of farmland to satisfy all of the desired outcomes of farmlaretiioat
Specifically, he believes that the market will not provide optimal amounts of opes spa
in growing metropolitan area. Yet he also believes that farmland préserpeograms,
with their emphasis on agricultural productivity, will not achieve the desired ambunt
open space, since “there may not be a good match between high productivitipuagtic
lands and open space for recreatof5977:1034).

Resources for the Future, considered a centrist and non-partisan think-tank on
natural resource issues, held a conference in 1980 in Washington D.C. entitled “The
Adequacy of Agricultural Lands: Future Problems and Policy AlternativEise view of
the majority of paper presenters was that there is no present croplasithahs United
States, but that conservation of our agricultural lands still needs to be a concern of
policymakers. Crosson (1982:4) pointed out that agitation for farmland preservation is
greatest in states that contribute little to the country’s agriculwoaluction capacity
Continuing the 1950s storyline, Crosson minimizes the importance of land and soil
fertility as inputs in agricultural production; “[food production] capacity must fieet

in economic, not physical terms” (1982:5). In the same volume, another economist

" Though Gardner does not explain, | would interpistmeaning of “recreators” here as people enpgin
country drive or stopping at a farm stand, andusing preserved farmlands as hunting grounds or
raceways for all-terrain vehicles.
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declares that “there is no fixed relationship between land and output” (Brubaker
1982:197).

Another prominent voice against the need for federal government intervention in
the country’s supply of farmland has been William Fischel, currently a professor of
economics at Dartmouth College. In a rebuttal to the findings and conclusions of the
USDA'’s 1981 National Agricultural Lands Study (NALS), Fischel used data finem
1970 U.S. Census (the latest one with data available at the time) to argudltbat at
“suburban sprawl” density of four persons per acre, the national population would only
consume 2.5% of the country’s land area (1982:237). Like others before him, he believes
that the market will conserve farmland in “a socially desirable way.” “Tivater
market will normally guide developers to use land less suited for crops wher, ihifac
in society’s interest to do so” (Fischel 1982:248).

Fischel also suggests that the policy recommendations that came out of the
“alarmist” NALS would allow “parochial interests” to curtail the buildiofgnew housing
units in growing metropolitan areas (1982:238). This slow-growth agenda in the name of
farmland preservation could lead to a lack of affordable new homes. He bdiiaves t
farmland preservation activists have interests that are largely locatefdre, to deflect
charges of parochialism or NIMBY-ism (“not in my backyard”), Fisaletes that
activists have chosen the storyline of food production and security, making thefscale
the problem a national concern. “If one were to argue that farmland should be gleserve
because it looks nice ... it becomes apparent that this is a léwgalypublic good that

can be readily handled by individual communities” (Fischel 1982:257).
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4.1.4. The Role of Public Opinion

One of the difficulties in using public preferences to drive policy on farmland
preservation is similar to many public policy issues — a large segmé pfiblic does
not have a well-formulated position on farmland preservation readied for telephone
surveys. While this study is not the place for an extended discussion of public opinion
surveys, it is important to point out that there is a significant body of literatur
sociology and communication sciences (both theoretical and applied) that e§situess
role of public opinion in society. One concept from this literature that impacts our
understanding of farmland preservation policy is the idea of public opinion as a form of
collective behavior. Early sociologist Ferdinand Tonnies saw an expangverrol
public opinion in society, calling it the equivalent of religion in pre-industrial
communities; it circumscribes the set of right actions to achieve a better({tonnies
2000). Public opinion, thus, has the power to shape discourse, which is why public
policy advocates expend so much effort on designing surveys which will helptbieeate
narratives they seek to build. Public opinion determines political action.

Public support for farmland preservation policies is high, though the rationales for
doing so are varied and the mechanisms for doing so are largely unknown. In a study of
public support for farmland preservation goals, Denton et al. (2003:280) found that over
80% of survey respondents “agreed or strongly agreed” that farmland served the
following functions: created a sense of local heritage, provided open space, exthpip®rt
local economy, curbed urban sprawl, and acted as a scenic amenity. Faenlard s
multiple functions for individual farmers and their families, as well asspand the

environment at large. This fact is an inconvenient truth for a particular group hoping t
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support their rationale at the expense of others. For a synopsis of thirteen@tudies
public attitudes toward farmland preservation (1984 through 2002), see Hellersktin et a

(2002:16).

4.1.5 Pragmatic activists: the farmland preservation movement

To call the organizations working toward farmland preservation a “movement”
may belie the diverse set of goals and expectations among the organizsiang &
protect farmland. For a window into the discourse of the movement, the activistst pri
Holding Our Ground: Protecting America’s Farms and Farmlgbéniels & Bowers
1997) provides a broad view of their goals and rhetorical strategies. From e thats
book attempts to establish a set of storylines that farmland preservatianiséke to the
public (via the press, community forums, local planning committee delibesagtc.).
This “how-to-book” is written with the expectation that the majority of its nesadieenot
farmers. It starts by noting that although farmers make up less than 3%cottig/’s
population, they either own or rent the majority of private land in the country. dheref
“[farmers] hold the key not only to the nation’s food supply, but also to managing
community growth, maintaining an attractive landscape, and protectingasar, and
wildlife resources” (Daniels & Bowers 1997:4). This introduction to farmland
preservation places a lot of responsibility on farmers. They are charedtas public
servants attending to the public good rather than as private individuals seektagmto at
private goals and to satisfy private wants and needs.

Holding Our Groundprovides its readers with communication strategies that will

avoid alienating farmers. “Don’t attempt to protect farmland without fagehnind
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you,” warn Daniels & Bowers. “Don’t attempt to create programs tlagt mmake
farming difficult” (1997:21,23). Despite the central role that this field guide to
preservation gives farmers, it also suggests that farmers are pbte¢héareatest
roadblock to farmland preservation efforts. Without directly sayingistuling Our
Groundacknowledges that preserving farmland isn’'t always in the best interasingf
farmers. The authors state that farmers are “very independent people whpneaedly
suspicious of government” (1997:21), and therefore unlikely to readily accept
government involvement in private landholdings. Daniels & Bowers advise preservati
groups to work with farmers to reach a consensus strategy, presumably tbtheotec
collective landscape that is “ours” but the land that is legally “theirki% fhetoric sets
up two very different groups of people who are ultimately responsible for the future of
farmland and food production. Is it farmers (just 2.5% of the population) that need
convincing, or the rest of us? Are there places where the private interests fairbars
and farmland preservation activists converge with the public interests of bofpsgr Is
there a single storyline or discourse that can carry these two group? dfangers at
times share the new agrarian cultural model and are part of the same disoalitie®
with farmland preservation activists. But, in many instances, farmers bbare t
developers’ view that the exchange value of the land is greater than its use value.
Still, Holding Our Groundseems to reject the very discourse that defines a
potential shared cultural model for farmers and activists. According to Danels
Bowers, “Farms are a cultural tie to a time when most Americans wonkkld/ad on
farms. But we do not advocate protecting farms and farmland primarily toribisr

cultural reasons. A farm must be able to pay its way as a business” (1997:71). Of
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course, the statement shows that “pragmatic” farmland preservationlisridoted in
the discourse of business, economics, and the marketplace. Perhephéhshared
cultural model that can unite farmer and activists. In order to protectféresethey
must become and remain profitable businesses. This could be accomplished under the
philosophical framework of new agrarianism which seeks reciprocity betweduagars
and consumers. But to invoke the marketplace as the ultimate arbiter of land use in
metropolitan areas is a peculiar stance for farmland preservationiatsy déépassionate
economic analyses have already shown that farmland in peri-urbaniadeaslifficult
to compete with urban uses. That farming is a business (“like any other”) is duyower
cultural statement on how society envisions agriculture. In this narratrv@nfy must
be able to compete, but under which rules and cultural assumptions?
ThroughoutHolding Our Groundgthe authors keep to the dominant discourse of
farming as business (as reson d’étrg and as an industry (in its operations). In a
section describing the Right-to-Farm laws passed by states and couetggents,
Daniels & Bowers (1997:91) write the following:
“Most newcomers to the rural-urban fringe do not understand that farming
as practiced today is essentially an industrial process involving heavy
machinery, powerful chemicals, and large concentrations of animals. In
some cases, it seems that the newcomers want farmland to look at without
farmers farming the land!”
The image of farming that Daniels & Bowers have for peri-urban areas is
precisely the type of farming that has not proven itself economically cdimpeti
in the metropolitan land market. According to Daniels & Bowers, these laws

protect “farmers and agribusiness” from nuisance lawsuits lodged by newcomers

unaccustomed to “normal farming practices” (1997:91).
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Normal traditional, andconventionakgriculture are terms that appear frequently
in reference to present-day agricultural practices and food systems té&€hmas point to
two underlying assumptions in dominant American understanding of agriculture. The
first assumption is that “traditional” or “normal” agricultural is comanma@ragriculture on
an industrial scale. The second assumption is that agriculture and food production can
only take place in large areas of contiguous farmland. This normative view of
“traditional” or “normal” agriculture in the farmland preservation litaeratignores some

very significant and obvious differences in the types of agricultural production.

4.2 Maryland Farmland Preservation Policy Discourse Analysis

The first part of this chapter established the history of farmlandrpetisa
policy nationally and the narratives and counter-narratives that mark the policy
environment. This section looks specifically at how these narratives areyechpiadhe
implementation of policy in Maryland by the Maryland Agricultural Land Develaogme
Foundation (MALPF). The narratives of farming, “traditional” agricultuggoa
industry, and agri-business are often at cross-purposes. The discursiatscare
impacting the attempt by farmers and county agricultural economic develbpffiees

to diversify and innovate in protected agricultural areas.

4.2.1 Maryland Statewide Farmland Preservation Policy
Farmland preservation policy in the state of Maryland is managed by the
Maryland Agricultural Land Preservation Foundation (MALPF), a governeitly

established by the state’s General Assembly in 1977. AdministrativeliPMAs part
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of the Maryland Department of Agriculture. MALPF has a thirteen-membeardBof
Trustees and a small staff based in Annapolis to administer its progida®oard of
Trustees includes four ex-officio members from the state governme@dthptroller,
the Treasurer, the Secretary of Agriculture, and the Secretary of Planfimge are
also reserved spots for a representative from the state Grange, thenbll&aten
Bureau, the Young Farmers’ Advisory Board, the Maryland Agriculture Coranjss
and the state’s forestry industry. The remaining eight seats-iargatand five of them
must be filled with farmers (MALPF 2008a).
MALPF’s mission statement has remained the same over the past threesdecade
(see Chapter 1). Nonetheless, with each subsequent addition and alteration to the
program in terms of implementation and reporting, the mission is reaffirmed but also
expanded. Legislative reauthorizations and resolutions provide an opportunity to update
the discourse of farmland preservation in Maryland. For example, Joint ResdlGti
“Preservation of Agricultural Land” (2002 Maryland General Assembly)essts the
most recent legislative comment on the overall importance of farmlandvagserin
Maryland. The text is as follows:
"For the purpose of establishing a statewide goal to preserve agricultura
land in Maryland whereas, agricultural land is an exhaustible resource of
the State which, once removed from agriculture, is forever lost for crop
and food production, and for open space uses; and whereas, although
approximately 35% of Maryland's total land area is farmland, Maryland's
agricultural land is still rapidly disappearing, with an estimated 18,000
acres of farmland annually being converted to urban, commercial, or other
nonagricultural use; and whereas, global economic trends, continuing
development pressures, the encroachment of strip and scattered
development in rural areas and nearby cities, and growing urbanization,
threaten the destruction of Maryland's rural environment and the

disappearance of its valuable agricultural land for agricultural purposes;
and whereas, Maryland should not become one large urban development

89



without any balanced agricultural economy; and, whereas, it is generally
essential to Maryland's economic and environmental stability and growth,
and particularly to maintain an agricultural economy in the State, to
preserve large, contiguous areas of prime and productive agricultural land;
now, therefore, be it resolved by the General Assembly of Maryland, that
the statewide goal is to triple the existing number of acres of productive
agricultural land preserved by the Maryland Agricultural Land

Preservation Foundation, GreenPrint, Rural Legacy, and local preservation
programs by the year 2022...."

4.2.2 Farmland preservation policy implementation in Maryland

For the most part, MALPF programs are carried out at the county level. Each
county has an MALPF advisory board which oversees requests and the selectibn in tha
county that then get forwarded to the MALPF Board of Trustees. Each césmtyas a
designated program administrator who is the point-person for the local community
interested in MALPF programs. These program administrators are usomgldlgyees of
county departments of planning or economic development. Many counties have their
own farmland preservation plans certified with MALPF in order to keep a gedatee
of the state real estate transfer tax for preservation purposes. Tiishadfis create a
more uniform approach to farmland preservation across the state.

It is clear from the content of MALPF’s website that it assumes lamdowmbes
its primary audience as well as county planning officials. Other than vecy bas
information on this history and mission, MALPF does not provide the general puttiic wi
information on the perceived importance or benefits of farmland preservation to the

state’s residents, economy, or environment.
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In 2003, the American Farmland Trust (AFT) published an evaluation of the first
twenty-five years of the MALPF program. According to AFT (2003: 5), its gotie
review was

to determine if in fact it has met the goals outlined by the General

Assembly, to provide recommendations to help it become more effective

in meeting these goals in the future and to see if there are lessons to be
learned to help other state and local farmland protection programs.

The AFT study found that, in addition to MALPF maintaining its pivotal role in segurin
the future of agriculture in Maryland and balancing the demands of urban growth and
rural lands, MALPF also needed new policy tools to remain effective.

“We did find that additional policies are needed to meet the original goal

of providing sources of agricultural products within the state for Maryland

citizens. As indicated in our surveys with county administrators, farmers

and the agricultural industry, there is much concern that if those interested

in preserving farmland only focus on acquiring easements, the result will

be that Maryland has plenty of open space without farmers who are

willing to farm that ground. While some communities have begun to

address this issue, planning for the future of agriculture and ensuring

agricultural viability in Maryland need to be key components of the state’s

agricultural and natural resource protection strategies” (AFT 2003: 6)

Progress has been made in taking the AFT recommendation to “plan for
agriculture” to heart. In 2005, the Maryland Agricultural Commission completed and has
begun implementation of a statewide strategic plan for agriculture. Sometopithe
areas of actions include farm business assistance, farmland prqtefasls, local
marketing, promoting agriculture, conflict mediation, and Right to Farm [shiz\(

2008). Despite the five years that have passed since the AFT evaluation, htveever

only indicators still used in MALPF public documents to measure overall program
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success are the total acres of farmland preserved and the balance betveegresereed
and acres converted to non-agricultural use.

In its report, the AFT listed four areas in which actions were needed to “secure a
future for agriculture” (2003:22-25) — 1] creating consensus around environmental
regulations; 2] increasing profitability; 3] supporting the next generation roefar and
4] encouraging agricultural economic development. Surveys and focus groups abnducte
by the AFT for the evaluation indicated that all stakeholder groups expressecthconce
that “if those interested in preserving farmland only focus on acquiring eaterthe
result will be that Maryland has plenty of open space without farmers who &ng ol
farm that ground” (2003:28). In the five-year FY2003-FY2007 Annual Report issued by
MALPF in 2008, there was no attempt to either qualitatively or quantitativelyssidr
these goals inherent to MALPFs mission to “perpetuate a viable agriculturaryidus

(MALPF 2008b).

4.2.3 Agricultural “industries” and “businesses” and “enterprises”

The idea that farmland preservation policies would not be needed if agriculture
was profitable has been voiced by many rural stakeholders. If the incoeraigel per
acre from agricultural activities could compete with the value of the land toopevs)
then the land would stay in agricultural use. This assumption, of course, ignores the
changes in the labor structure of agriculture in the U.S. as well as thelcshittraway
from viewing farming as a noble and rewarding career and meaningfudfvigsy (for

oneself rather than for others).
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It has only been in the past few years that farming has begun to pull youth away
from other careers. A renewed interest in sustainable food systems in the Shaites
on the part of young adults, imbued with the philosophy of new agrarianism and the
green movement (sustainability), has gained recent media attention @ar2Qo9;

O’Brien 2008; Salkin 2008). This “greenhorn” movement, however, is too informal and
too nascent for it to register in government statistics, or as an untapped r@stlece
offices of county and state agricultural development agencies.

In its literature, MALPF claims its “central long-term objectiv&™to preserve
enough prime farmland in perpetuity to guarantee the continuing vitality pfiéna’s
agricultural industry” (2008b:2). | understand the term “vitality” hereetodad as
“profitable” and “capable of survival” and not just an industry that is abuzz with money-
losing, government-subsidized activity. Even with every Maryland county govetnme
operating its own economic development office, the development of the agricultural
sector economy often does not feature prominently in the public and promotional media
of the counties. Economic growth, as it is defined in metropolitan counties, does not
seem to include attracting ndarmers though it sometimes includes attracting
agricultural enterprisesindustries andbusinesseslIf in the economic development
literature “farmer = agricultural enterprise,” what impact mitje have on attracting
individuals interested in starting out as farmers? Do they envision themasglves
“enterprises” and “industries”? Do “farmers” and “agricultural indastrrequire the
same land use policy and support? These questions might seem to be just semantic
speculation, but farmland preservation programs in Maryland are in the middle of

ongoing struggles between stakeholder groups over these distinctions.
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There is tension between protecting agricultural industries and the often-
expressed desire to protect family farms and farming as a way.oPlifielic perceptions
of family farming and agricultural industries often confuse ownership evitfarm
process. Agricultural industries are pictured as large, corporate faemsly Farms are
seen as small to medium-sized, and while mechanized, not “industrial.” In Nryla
though, the distinction is rather moot. In Maryland, 82.7 % of farms are family or
individually-owned with another 6.6% of farms owned by family-held corporations. An
additional 8.1% of farms are partnerships. Only 1.0% of Maryland’s farms are non-
family held corporate farms. They account for 2.7% of the market valueictlagal
products sold (NASS 2007). Nearly half of family or individually-owned fanmse
harvested cropland acreage less than 50 acres, a statistic that is eggi&tiyion-
family held corporate farms. Thus, the rhetoric of safamgly farmsin Maryland is
redundant when protecting farms in general.

Unpacking the cultural discourse of the family farm in American culturetand i
agricultural policies is beyond the scope of this study, but it is important to touch on the
concept when looking at farmland preservation and agricultural economic development
Maryland. The sacrosanct family farm has no uniform definition in public policy. The
Economic Research Service of the USDA defines family farms solely amitdea of
ownership. The U.S. Congress, in the Food Security Act of 1985, defines family farms as
“all farms except large, nonfamily corporations” and “farms using less 1.5 person-
years of hired labor; no hired manager.” Other public policies view faaniigd as those
whose operators have farming as their primary source of income or providst &ialéa

time employment (ERS 2002). The general public and family farms aégdqeag. the
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National Family Farm Coalition) understand family farms to be farms where
management decisions and the majority of the labor are the responsibildissgfe
family.

The idea that families can sustain themselves primarily from farm intowene
be an historical aberration.” During the colonial era, farmers made moigcismiths,
carpenters, lumberman, etc. (Looker 1996:11). In many ways, the idea of a tamily f
being able to survive solely on the production of one or two agricultural commodaies is
reflection of the specialization of the industrial age. Farmers histgrieald presently
in many places, have not been specialists, but generalists. The ideal of tidafiami
has the possibility of holding back new ways of thinking about agricultural production,
especially in the metropolitan areas of the United States where thestntefarming in
the future may be greater outside of farming families than within. Lock$iate
government policy has yet to explore the possibilities in community ownership of
farmland and cooperative management of farm operations as a means towavihgrese
farmland in peri-urban areas.

The implementation of Maryland’s farmland preservation program highlights the
tension in the movement among the different visions for farmland -- as space for
agricultural industries to grow commodities, as a working cultural landgragacing
food at a durable scale, and as an idyllic landscape of rural charm. The origihbBRVIA
legislation (1977) states that “no commercial or industrial operations” aret{se on
MALPF properties (MALPF 2008b:93). Clearly, this restriction is at odds widiem
recently stated long-term goal of preserving farmland for the “continutiality of

Maryland’s agricultural industry.”
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Up to 2001, MALPF policy was to allow the sale of items raised on the farm and
a limited number of items from other local farms. In 2000, the General Assembl
charged a MALPF Task Force to review the practices and regulations of thanpragd
to make recommendations for changes. In its first preliminary report in 2001, the
MALPF Task Force recommended that MALPF broaden the scope of income-generati
activities on MALPF properties to encourage more farmers to place theirjespasmder
conservation easements. Generating more income on the farm, whether foumtuaglr
activities or other home-based enterprises, is an important factor in thosesfanue
their families trying to hold on to their land. In 2007, only 49% of Maryland’s gahci
farm operators claimed farming as their primary occupation, down from 5T%#vpis
years earlier. Of the state’s 12,834 principal farm operators in 2007, 65% worked off
farm at least one day a year, with 39% working 200 or more days a yeamoffNASS
2007).

The Task Force recommended that the law be amended “to allow limited, non-
agricultural, commercial uses that will supplement farmer income, wislgieg that
allowed activities will not compromise production or rural character of MALPF
properties” (MALPF 2008b:93). After two years of legislative debatelathavas
amended in 2003 to the following: “A landowner whose land is subject to an easement

may not use the land for any commercial, industrial, or residential purpoge agce

determined by the Foundation, for farm and forest related uses and home occupations...."

(MALPF 2008h:93-94). This “clarifying” language in the law is meant to codifstiag
practice — that the MAPLF Board of Trustees reviews requests for nandagal

enterprises on MALPF properties on a case-by-case basis. Admingtyratiis
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arrangement has troubled some county program administrators who would liketo see
pre-approved list of activities with which to field calls from interesteddavners. At
this point, the Board of Trustees has yet to relinquish its control.

The issue of on-farm commercial and industrial operations may seenrtuatear
when the proposed activity is “non-agricultural.” However, conflicts haa@®aisen
with on-farm processing of agricultural products. For example, localdad
preservation activists in the Long Green Valley area of Baltimorteny, Maryland have
filed a lawsuit against Bellevale Farm (a 260 acre farm owned by itped family for
over a century) and MALPF to stop the Prigels from building a 10,000-square-foot
creamery and retail shop. In 1997, 180 acres of Bellevale Farm was enrdfied in t
MALPF program which purchased the development rights at a cost of nearly $800,000.
Bellevale Farm is the only certified organic dairy in Baltimore Countgs#ycprocess
which led to a $100,000 loss in 2007. Currently, the Prigels’ organic milk goes to a
Horizon Organic processing plant in Buffalo, New York. The Prigels wanted to capture
extra sales by making value-added butter, cheese, and ice-credisfyaisa growing
urban demand for local organic products. Preservation activists see hisrgraame
industrial and not agricultural. A member of the community preservation assodei
filed the lawsuit stated, "I don't blame farmers for wanting to make matré&nbin an
association for preservation. There are other places you can do what he wants to do”
(Black 2008).

Currently there are two sectors of Maryland’s agricultural economyhvéarie
bringing the tensions between various visions of agricultural landscapes toefinenfor

horse farming and wineries. While both can be seen as “traditional” activitiel take
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place in the countryside, neither is considered “traditional agriculturegiddminant
discourse of agriculture. The difficulty the equine and wine industries haveenqesti
with MALPF is important because both activities are being heavily promotedunty

and state economic development agencies.

The Equine Industry

One cannot discuss farmland preservation and farm income in Maryland without
examining the role and impact of the state’s equine indusfgproximately 10% of
Maryland’s land area, or 685,000 acres, is in horse farms, though only 206,000 acres are
devoted solely to horses (MALFP 2008b:97). This is 185,000 more acres than currently
under conservation easements in the state. The total value of Maryland’s equine
inventory in 2002 was $680.2 million (MHIB 2002).

The equine industry has criticized MALPF’s vague language on usetiesfic
on properties enrolled in its program (MHIB 2004). Horse industry promoters have made
recommendations on land preservation in terms of its own interests. Two policy
recommendations stake out a claim for horse farms as part of a workingalaedsc

Ensure that programs that promote productive, viable agriculture (with a

definition that includes equine businesses) take precedence over vague

“open space” programs or passive use programs

Develop incentives for counties to coordinate their zoning and land

planning, with further incentives for developing contiguous productive
and viable agriculture and not just low density (MHIB 2004:7)

* Given the emphasis on discourse in this studg,ithan acknowledgement that the use of the word
“industry” to denote sectors of Maryland’s agricuiil economy does not imply that the methods aatésc
of production of individual farms are necessanigustrial. Instead | am conforming to standardulisive
practice in referring to the wine, equine, and ylagctors as “industries.”
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The first recommendation above seeks to include the equine industry within the
parameters of “productive, viable agriculture,” terms which are found throughout
farmland preservation documents in Maryland. However, horse farms are nat alway
seen as “agriculture” by other farmers and rural residents. This hgggahe result of
the wide range of activities under the equine industry umbrella. According t&®’MAL
“the key issue for equine uses has always been at what point a horse fags torss
being ... essentially a livestock operation — clearly agricultural in natubeing a

commercial and/or recreational operation” (2008b:97).

The Wine Industry

The other Maryland agricultural producers who have run up against accepted
views of agricultural landscapes in Maryland’s farmland preservation pray&am
wineries. The wine industry is represented by two statewide organizatibas
Maryland Wineries Association (MWA) and the Maryland Grape Growers AstButT
(MGGA). As of 2008, there are 34 wineries in the state producing 270,280 gallons of
wine (approximately 1.36 million bottles of wine). Total value of sales in 2008 topped
$15 million. The volume of Maryland wine sold in 2008 is 3.2 times greater than the
volume sold in 2000 (MWA 2009). In 2006, there was a total of 432 acres of grapevines
planted, with 241 acres at wineries, 121 additional commercial acres and 70f acnes o
commercial wine grapes (MGGA 2007:6). This acreage represents a titgriraf
Maryland’s farmland, but as a high-value product, vineyards can have a significant
impact on the cultural and visual landscapes of agricultural areas. Growingrajes

has some similar attributes to past tobacco production in Southern Maryland. drobacc
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was a “money crop” which dominated the agricultural economy and rural culture, but not
the landscape, as a relative small portion of Southern Maryland’s farmlarativatly
planted in tobacco. It is precisely because of this similarity that raefghe post-

tobacco transition in Southern Maryland, efforts are being made to plant wine gnapes

former tobacco farms. This transition is explained in further detail in Chapter

Figure 4.1 — Former tobacco barn, now winery (Friday’s Creek Winery, Calvert
County, Maryland. Photo: R.A. Russo 2008)

Like other types of on-farm processing of farm produce or the equine industry,
wineries are at the crossroads of competing visions of rustic landscapeeréaird
landscapes. MALPF regulations require that properties enrolled in its prograoto gr
and process their own grapes, so wineries cannot have more than 25% of total crushed

grapes come from off-farm. Restaurant and catering businesses are alsaritgge
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and winery retail operations cannot sell non-agricultural items. Thesatiegalare

being actively contested and are still under review (MALPF 2008b: 98).

4.2.4 Farmland Policy Evaluation Discourse in Maryland

Evaluation of farmland preservation policies, like most policy evaluatidis, fa
into the hands of experts. In the case of farmland preservation, the expert policy
evaluators tend to be agricultural economists who test policies in ternfigiely
(cost, technical, or relative). While efficiency has become an impbeitig public
administration and policy sciences, especially when policies incur the experafit
public funds, cost efficiency is not a stated goal of farmland preservation paticie
Maryland. This study has shown that farmland preservation goals in Maryland exte
beyond the economic and in part, are calling for new ways of thinking abouilagakt
land and economics within metropolitan areas. As Fischer (2003:12) points out, what is
the use of identifying efficiency when the policy represents “a clash @l satues”
aimed at answering the question “how should we live together?”

In Maryland, agricultural economists have largely defined the discourse of
farmland preservation evaluation and success. There is a reciprogahsélip between
policy implementation and evaluation. By choosing the methods of evaluation, experts
exert influence not only on future implementation procedures but also on the
interpretation of policy mission, even though the goals of MALPF are defined by stat
law.

Farmland preservation evaluation studies of Maryland’s state and county

programs conducted by University of Maryland agricultural economistaigpieom the
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same narrative established by agricultural economist B. Delworth Gardivese 1977
article is one of the most cited in subsequent studies nationwide. Gardner put forwar
four possible benefits to protecting farmland — food security, employment in the
agricultural sector, orderly suburban development, and preserving environmental
amenities. In his article, Gardner went on to argue that farmland presempalicies
would do little to protect food security and jobs. Instead, he trusted the dominant
discourse of the free market — that in rapidly developing peri-urban areas,rket ma
system would best allocate land between agricultural and urban uses.

Evaluation of farmland preservation policies have taken the “how much bang are
we getting for the buck?” approach. How efficient is the program’s use ot juintls
in securing program goals? Almost three decades later, Gardnaris alaa explicitly
subsumed into evaluations of farmland preservation programs as general operating
assumptions. In their study of the relative efficiency of the MALRIgam and county
TDR & PDR programs, Lynch & Musser (2001:580) identify four “specifidgjoaf
these programs -- 1] maximizing the number of preserved acres; 2] pngservi
productive farms; 3] preserving farms most threatened by development; andedyipges
large blocks of land. These four goals can be (and are) seen as operational goals i
implementing the MALPF and county programs even though they are not explicitly
stated in the mission goals of MALPF nor in many county program mission stdtem
This study and others by agricultural economists evaluating Maryland’sapmegr
(Gardner et al. 2002 ; Lynch & Carpenter 2003; Lynch & Lovell 2003) are effectivel

redefining program goals based on their own adherence to the dominant discourse in

" B. Delworth Gardner, professor emeritus of ecomsrai Brigham Young University and of agricultural
economics at the University of California, Davi®shl not be confused with Bruce L. Gardner, chéir o
the Department of Agricultural Economics at theugnsity of Maryland, who died in March 2008.
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agricultural economics. This evaluation discourse shifts the narrative dafarm
preservation away from the concerns for food production and commensalisnsegpres

in policy mission statements.
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Chapter 5: Evaluating Farmland Preservation Progran
Success: Findings

In the introductory chapter, | established the following statutory Madlyla
Agricultural Land Preservation Foundation (MALPF) objective as the focus afaicai
for this study:to preserve productive farmland and woodland for the continued
production of food and fiber for all of Maryland’s citizenAs detailed in the
methodology sub-chapter (Chapter 2.5.1), | am interpreting this objectivguasng
evaluative indicators in four areas — 1] protecting an agricultural land base; 2]
maintaining an adequate number of farmers; 3] ensuring farm productivity and
profitability; and 4] promoting commensalism, meaning deeper relationships of
responsibility and reciprocity between local/regional producers and consumers

This chapter presents the results of the data analysis used to evaluassmisryl
performance in these four areas at the state and individual (metropolitan) levels.
The quantitative and/or qualitative results of each set of indicatorsemenped, along
with a narrative analysis. Larger conclusions drawn form these resuftsegented and

discussed in the final chapter of this study.

5.1 Land Indicators
Farmland preservation programs usually present just one indicator of saccess t

the public — the total number of acres preserved. The choice is a logical onghbut wi
context, it is not a very meaningful indicator of success. At the most basi¢ |

counting the total number of farmland acres preserved without indicating the total
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farmland base currently in a jurisdiction is at best opaque and at worst migleadin
terms of using land indicators as evaluators of farmland preservation pragreess
scale matters. At the county level, total acres preserved can be agh@andicator of
one primary goal of farmland preservation programs — securing an adeuubbase for
productive agricultural activity. Since counties are often the governmeneemtith the
most control over land use in the United States, understanding the drivers behind
farmland loss at this level is important when scaled up. Even so, this indicator, as raw
data, ultimately fails as a benchmark of preservation goals. So whiiesahly one
used? Itis an easily attainable number, collected by county and stateeagémch
administer farmland preservation programs. Secondly, it is a number thabst alm
certain to show improvement. Given the language in most preservation easement
agreements, it is unlikely that within the short-term (20 to 30 years) that g costate
would register a loss of farmland acres preserved.

During the interviews conducted with county farmland preservation spegialists
they made it clear that program goals extend beyond amassing acres aseefapion
easements. Other common criteria include conserving prime agricultural lahds wi
Class 1 and Class 2 soils, and creating a large, contiguous area of presariadifa
The latter goal is focused on creating what planners and agricuktoradmists refer to
as a “critical mass” of farmland. A critical mass of farmland is c®med an area large
enough to support a viable agricultural economy, which includes farm operations as well
as agricultural support and supply businesses.

Daniels & Bowers (1997:109) determined that a critical mass of farmland in a

single county is 75,000 acres and a production threshold valued at $40 million a year.
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Lynch & Carpenter (2003:123), using a random effects econometric model toideterm
critical mass at the county—level in six Mid-Atlantic states, find ¢banties with fewer

than the threshold of 189,240 acres of harvested cropland (a subset of “land in farms”)
experienced greater rates of farmland loss. Interestingly, they nbtnityhaeven of the

269 counties studied ever had more than this number of harvested cropland acres during
the study’s time period (1949 to 1997).

Even if there is no set number of acres that represents a critical masslahth
across counties with differing physical characteristics and developnterngathis data
lends credibility to the “impermanence syndrome” concept. The impermanence
syndrome is the belief that farmers engage in disinvestment in eitherciewltggies or
machine maintenance, or in keeping productive land idle, while waiting to be bought out
by developers (Gardner 1994:102). Another aspect of the impermanence syndrome is
that, more important than a critical land mass, there is a critical threshalcheré
needed to keep agricultural supply and support businesses in operation. The loss of these
businesses drives up farm operating costs. Dipping below a critical massefs also
send the signal to remaining farmers that agriculture as a wag o fibtentially
doomed. Adjacent farmers begin to disinvest; for every acre of farmland converted to
urban use, they allow yields to drop on three acres (Daniels & Bowers 1997:73).

Farmland in counties that are part of metropolitan areas are esppaialé to
conversion to urban land uses. Metropolitan counties are defined as either central or
outlying. Central counties, one of which may include the principal city of at least 50,000
residents, must have at least 50% of their populations living in urbanized areas (areas

with a population density of at least 1,000 per square mile). Outlying counties are
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defined in term of their economic connections with these central counties;t23%asf
a county’s employed residents must work in the metropolitan area’s centrabsaumdit
least 25% of the job in the outlying county must be held by residents commuting from
these central counties (OMB 2000).

As can be seen in Map 5.1, all metropolitan counties in Maryland have lost
farmland since 1978. The Maryland state tobacco buyout that was negotiated in 1998
and implemented beginning in 2000, helped pushed Southern Maryland into the top

region in terms of farmland loss.

Map 5.1 -- Percent Change in Land in Farms
1978 to 2007

Legend
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Total Farmland Acres Preserved as a Percentage of Total Farmland -- Indicator 1

The total number of farmland acres preserved as a percentage of ngmaini
farmland (Table 5.1) indicates the county’s ability to maintain an agriatland base in
the face of encroaching urbanization and to secure a “critical mass” d&fa;rhhowever
that may be defined. In Maryland, some counties are close to having all thaiinirey
farmland under preservation easements. For example, in 2007, Montgomery County had
protected 68,752 acres of farmland, which is actually greater than the total 67gxl3 acr
of farmland reported in the Census of Agriculture that same year. The difigters
are a result of different methods of data collection; Montgomery County osety ¢ax
records while the Census of Agricultural relies on returned census fochssadistical

coverage adjustments for missing data (AgSD 2007; NASS 2007b:A5-A9).

Ratio of Farmland Acres Preserved to Farmland Acres Lost (1978-2002) —

Indicator 2

Even as farmland acres are being preserved, counties can be losing overall
farmland acreage. Therefore, this study uses an indicator that wikassal acres of
farmland preserved in relation to total acres lost over time (Table 5.1). afibissra
stronger benchmark of the overall farmland preservation program success itipgeve
the conversion of farmland to urban uses. The indicator is already being usethat inte
documents of MALPF (e.g. in some MALPF county certification reports), mdtis

being clearly and uniformly reported to interested stakeholders.
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Table 5.1 - Land Indicators

Total Land Lamad 1n Land in Farms Change Ll Area Total Landin | Per Capita
Agres Farms 2007 1978-2007 | in Farmland Acres Farms Acres
1978 2007 Preserved Atea Preserved
2007 T'resery
20007 197R-200007
Waryland 255 300 2614439 2,051,756 =21, 5% 32.38% RIEIRL] 24.1% 108 Bl
Western
Allegany 27200000 48,124 360,643 -23.0% 13.5%% 375 1054 1.1 136
Washington 293,120 151,165 114,065 -24 8% ARU% 21,000 15.4% .14
“cnitral
Anne Arandel 2t 2400 249 244 -3h 9 11.0%% 176000 30 %
Raltimore 383,360 ] 78282 S300R 20.4% 51,694 6054
Carroll JR73 178,381 141,934 S20.4% 49.4% 43,789 P
Fredenick 24,320 248,910 202087 <18 8% 47.6% 25,450 il
Harford 251,600 116985 75,160 S35 Tl 20, 7% 40 303 )
Howard 161 280 29371 -4 4% 18.2% 20,457 i
Menlgomery 317440 115,315 57,6013 -41.4% 21.3% 58,752 102.0%
Prince Georze's 10 400 T7.E08 37,005 52 4% 11.9% 4,600 24%
Southerm
Calverl 137 a0l 51.591 25 443 -48 T 19.2% 23,710 129
Charles 203,040 30,587 52.147 -41 804 17.7% 19,644 014
St Mans 231,040 104395 58,648 234 2% 29. 1% L4 602 013
Eastern Shore
Ceail 22272 901 437 B5.0286 -8y 38, 2% TRAT 24, 5% LT
[Jugen Anna's 23K.U80 1731064 146,027 -5 1% 1. 7% 01,2149 A41. 7% 1.31
Sumersel 208,280 57,924 5.25% -11.3% 28.8% 250 71.9% .16
Wicomico 241,280 107 102 02 852 -13. 3% 38.5% 6,129 6,6% no7

t. hlary s County

not defined a metropelitan by the White Heuse Office of

daragement and Budget or the LLE. Census Burean. T have includad the sounty

i the guanittaiy e dals analyss beeyuse the coumty 13 an mbegral par ol the Southern Maryland Agnewliural Development Commission programs which are the
loaus of thas study”s guahiaive analvss case study:
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There are wide variations in the ratios, with Queen Anne’s County preserving
nearly 3.5 times as many acres as it lost in the period 1978 to 2007, while Prince
George’s County lost seven times the number of farmland acres than it presemgd duri

the same time period.

Per capita acres preserved, 2007 —Indicator 3

The primary MALPF objective states that land is being preserved for “the
continued production of food and fiber for all of Maryland’s citizens.” This statement
implies, if not a concern for food security, then at least a desire to haveupphés of
food sources available to Maryland residents. How much land is needed to provide this
access to food produced in-state? As was previously discussed, there is no clearly
defined “critical mass” of farmland in a county below which agriculture is dddme
disappear as a viable economic activity. However, is there a minimum piar aagiage
needed to provide food security or adequate production to serve local and regional
markets?

It has been estimated that 1.2 acres per capita is the minimum needed tmmainta
Americans’ current diet, in terms ofloric availability (Pimentel & Pimentel 1999).
However, the meat-heavy diet that North Americans actually prefstinsated to
require 3.7 acres per capita; the world per capita available arable latidhizteg at 0.6
acres (Rees 2004). Based on the Pimental & Pimental (1999) threshold of 1.2acres p
capita, only Queen Anne’s County had preserved enough farmland per capita toomaintai

caloric food security (Table 6.4).
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5.2 People Indicators

States and counties which have been at the forefront of protecting farmland acres
have come to the realization that preserving working agricultural landscajsgseisdent
on “preserving” farmers. The aging of America’s farmers and thengyay rural
communities is clearly supported by quantitative data (Gale 2002). This israndé
phenomenon, though there are specific areas where the trend is occurring nabye rapi
than others. The aging of America’s farmers is largely the resulivef fend fewer new,
young people becoming farm operators. The problem with attracting new $draser
two components. Young people who grow up on farms are choosing not to stay in
farming. For young people who did not grow up on farms, there is little in our
educational system or popular culture which would encourage or prepare them to take up
farming.

A few of the land-grant universities have programs which aim to support these
two groups of potential young farmers. The lowa legislature, for exangpédlished
the Beginning Farmer Center in 1994 through the lowa State University Ext¢B$iC
2008). The law passed was called a “Magna Carta” for a new generateomefs
(Looker 1996:55). The Center runs a program called “Farm-On,” which links young
farmers seeking land with older farmers seeking to retire and who have noitigigs w
to take over the farming business. Other states have created similanmsagrd a
consortium of state programs in the Northeast (the six New England statesvand N
York) have established the New England Land Link, administered by the non-pnefit Ne

England Small Farm Institute in western Massachusetts (NESFI 2009). Skaie
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University is also home to the National Farm Transition Network, a coalititreof
twenty states with farmer linkage programs (NFTN 2009).

Though the state of Maryland is a national leader in farmland preservation, it has
only just begun linking preservation policy with “growing” new farmers. The 2006
Statewide Agricultural Plan sets out six recommendations under “farmtivarisi
including establishing a “Next Generation Farmland Acquisition Fund” androyesat
Center for Beginning Farmers and Enterprise Development at the Unjivadrstaryland
(MAC 2007). The source of new farmers can be either “home-grown” or recrwtad fr
elsewhere. However, there is very limited agricultural education in tieesgpablic
schools systems, very few agricultural programs at Maryland’s comyraaliéges, and

limited state or county-supported apprenticeship opportunities.

Percentage Change in the Number of Principal Farm Operators (Farms), [1978-
2007]—Indicator 4

Nationally, the number of farms (which in the U.S. Census of Agriculture,
corresponds to the number of principal farm operators) has been decreasingesince th
mid-1930s. The largest drop was in the two decades between 1940 and 1960, during
which farm numbers fell by approximately 50%, from over six million in 1940 to 3
million in 1964 (Gale 2002:28). The downward trend in the number of farms moderated
in the 1980s and held stable in the 1990s (Hoppe et al. 2007:5).

In Maryland, however, the loss in the number of farmers continued apace during
the 1980s and 1990s. Maryland lost 34.9% of its farmers from 1978 to 2007 (Table 5.2).
Of Maryland’s 16 metropolitan counties, only four counties (Allegany, Caaltd¥ick,

and Queen Anne’s) posted an increase in the number of farmers (Map 5.2).
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Map 5.2 -- Percent Change in Number of Principal Farm Operators (Farms)
1978 to 2007
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The five counties that posted losses greater than the state average were Anne

Arundel, Calvert, Charles, Prince George’s, and Wicomico. In Calvert ante€har

counties, the phase-out of tobacco agriculture coupled with rapid population growth and
attendant development pressures explain the losses of 56% and 43%, respectively, of
their farmers between 1978 and 2007. Prince George’s County experienced a similar
fate, though as a central county in the Washington metro area, urban developsa&nt wa
greater factor than the collapse of tobacco farming. On the Eastern Shore, &icomi
County experienced a 44.8% loss in the number of its farmers even though its loss in
farmland was well below the state average. Here, the consolidation of poultryyndus

put more farmers out of business than encroaching sprawl, though Wicomico County has
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seen significant population growth from 1978 to 2007 at 47.4%, from 63,500 to 93,600
(U.S. Census Intercensal Population Estimates). The reasons for theagod@sses in
the number of farmers underscore the need for diverse strategies in supporting the
viability of agriculture across the state.
Change in the percentage of principal farm operators under age 35 [1982-

2002] — Indicator 5

The inter-generational transfer of farm ownership within a family leeadedsed
significantly. According to Gale (2002:30), the number of new farmers nationvibkr
the age of 35 decreased by more than half, from 39,300 per annum during the years
1978-1982 to 15,500 per annum during 1992-1997. Gale also reports that the absence of
adult children interested in taking over farm operation has led to older farmenngelay
retirement, pushing the average age of farm operators even higher.

From 1959 through 1978, the share of principal farm operators who were age 65
or older averaged about 16%. Since 1978, the total share of older farmers increased at a
steady rate to 26% by 1997 (Gale 2002: 28). In 2007, farmers 65 years and older
represented 29.9 % of principal farm operators in Maryland and 29.7 % in the U.S. as a
whole (NASS 2007).

This study includes the young farmer indicator as a way of measuring the ksurviva
of farming as a “way of life” in metropolitan counties, a stated goal of someties’

land preservation programs. However, protecting farmland and maintaining the
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Table 5.2 — People Indicators

Number of Number of Change Under Under Under Average Change in Avg
Principal Farm Principal Farm 1978 -2007 Age 35 Age 35 Age 35 Age Age (years)
Operators Operators 1978 2002 2007 2007 1978-2007
1978 2007
Maryland 18,727 12,834 -31.5% 13.8% 4.8% 4.8% 573 +6.3
Western
Allegany 231 302 +30.7% 7.4% 7.2% 3.3% 56.7 2.1
Washington 878 844 -3.9% 17.4% 9.2% 9.8% 543 +5.0
Central
Anne Arundel 577 377 -34.7% 12.0% 3.5% 3.3% 59.4 +5.2
Baltimore 898 751 -16.4% 8.9% 2.8% 1.6% 58.8 +6.2
Carroll 1,292 1,148 -6.1% 11.7% 4.7% 3.6% 572 +6.1
Frederick 1,402 1,442 +2.9% 12.1% 3.7% 3.1% 574 +6.5
Harford 729 704 -3.4% 10.0% 3.4% 5.0% 571 +4.2
Howard 414 335 -19.1% 10.1% 3.2% 2.4% 58.3 +7.5
Montgomery 667 561 -15.9% 13.2% 1.9% 1.8% 60.0 +7.3
Prince George’s 752 375 -50.1% 10.9% 2.7% 3.2% 59.6 +6.0
Southern
Calvert 634 274 -56.8% 13.1% 1.6% 0.7% 58.3 +6.5
Charles 742 418 -43.7% 14.2% 2.4% 6.2% 59.4 +7.7
St. Mary’ s 871 621 -28.7% 14.5% 7.3% 11.3% 54.2 +4.1
Eastern Shore
Cecil 456 583 +27.9% 11.4% 4.7% 9.1% 56.6 +4.5
Queen Anne’s 492 521 +5.9% 14.2% 3.4% 4.2% 579 490
Somerset 420 329 -21.7% 16.7% 5.6% 1.8% 583 +8.7
Wicomico 920 508 -44.8% 14.5% 7.4% 6.7% 559 +5.7
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economic viability of peri-urban agriculture need not be dependent on young farmers. |
one of the interviews, an agricultural development specialist took issue witbuhg
farmer indicator as a measure of the future health of farming in the regio®. Thi
individual argued that the most innovative farmers in the area tended to be #0their
and 50s — far enough from retirement to be interested in trying new crops lamdues
and old enough to have the capital to invest in such initiatives. “Change-of-career”
farmers, who often enter farming after making significant money in othé&gsions,
play a significant role in energizing agriculture in peri-urban areas ififormant noted
that these new farmers bring with them a willingness to take risks, attgmpt
innovations, that if successful, become more widely adopted by long-time $amzer
area.

Nonetheless, the challenge of attracting young people in Maryland to either
continue in their families’ tradition of farming or to enter farming withouwt thi
background is difficult, as the data in Table 5.2 suggests. Since 1978, the percentage of
principal farm operators under the age of 35 has dropped significantly in mankaihary
metropolitan counties, though in seven counties there has been an increaseoflthiur
seven counties (Cecil, Charles, St. Mary’s, Washington), there are gramiisg and
Mennonite communities, in which farming is seen as the preferred occupation fgr youn
people.

There are structural issues which make it difficult for young farmeestart out in
peri-urban areas. The greatest issue is the cost of land. With limited, geyuitey
farmers who are not intending to inherit the family farm are unable to pur@radand

or compete with developers. To help farmers overcome this financial disadvditage,
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Maryland Agricultural and Resource-Based Industry Development Corporation
(MARBIDCO) has developed the Next Generation Farmland Acquisition Proghach w
will help extend credit to young and beginning farmers with the purchasexdéfar
that, at the same time, will become a preservation easement (MARBIDCQ2D08
Implementation of the program is currently delayed because of MarylaatBésosidget

crisis.

Average Age of Principal Farm Operat(i978-2007) — Indicator 6

The increasing age of principal farm operators has been a concern oltagdicu
and rural stakeholders since the 1960s (Gale 2002). With respect to farmland
preservation, it is feared that an increasingly aging set of farm operapresents a
period in the near future during which there will be a significant turn over in land
ownership. In metropolitan counties, this future transfer of land could easily bebé&or
development. With few new farmers in the pipeline county and state governments will
have a difficult time keeping development pressures at bay in these peri-wgasn Bor
example, more than 70% of Virginia farmland is expected to change hands overtthe nex
decade, and a dearth of young farmers increases the chance that thesdl laadsition

out of agriculture (VDACS 2008).

5.3 Production and Profitability Indicators

“Efforts to preserve agricultural land on the urban fringe put little emphasiskingna
farms more profitable.” -Roger Blobaum, former director of Family Farm Defense
Fund (1984:55)
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Even before the recent focus on the need to “grow” new farmers and develop the
future human resources needed by the agricultural sector, stakeholders knew that
maintaining profitability was a key part of the farmland preservation equ&aniels &
Bowers (1997:248) note that the “greatest shortcoming” in farmland preservétida ef
is that county and state programs do not “guarantee the financial success” of their
agricultural sectors. This profitability depends on creating regulatorgnaniet
environments which support working, productive landscapes. Part of the problem is that
agricultural policies are not well coordinated between the federal governnuestiade
and local levels. The policies of the federal government have focused on increasing
agricultural income (because the loss of farmland at the national scaleviewed as
alarming) while state and local governments have focused on land policres|éCza
Bowers 1997:249). “Traditional” grain and livestock farming requires subdtkamteato
realize a profit, therefore are generally non-competitive in mansopwitan counties
where average farm sizes are smaller. However, farms in mostpléan areas do
have one advantage — a growing local market (Blobaum 1984:55).

Agricultural stakeholders in Maryland list profitability as a major factor
keeping farmers from selling out to developers and in attracting new farmer
Recommendations include research and development on new markets, direct gjarketin
entrepreneurial approaches toward new products; improved immigration lawsit® @ns
reliable supply of farm workers who can be afforded a decent standard of living; a
campaign to educate citizens on the importance of supporting local agricalture a

preserving farmland, as well as better public relations on behalf of faramer$owering
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the tax burden on Maryland farmers to make them more competitive nationally (MA
2006:54).

Also, every county in Maryland has a Right-to-Farm law (MDA 2005). Right-to-
Farm laws protect farmers from nuisance lawsuits that could restrictghimaand sales.
Such cases are often filed by newcomers to agricultural areas on theundddnnage.
Some Maryland counties provide informational brochures to residential newcomers to
agricultural districts on the specifics of Right-to-Farm legislatiwh the potential “side-
effects” of working agricultural landscapes, such as noise, odor, dust, and crspragal
drift. Adelaja and Friedman (1999) provide evidence showing that the general public
does not see Right-to-Farm laws as a component of farmland preservatiaed, Inde
Right-to-Farm laws do not specifically protect the land base, but insteagritidtaral
activities that maintain the economic viability of the farms. The discafehys
disconnection in the public’'s mind points to the difficulty in enacting policies that

preserved working agricultural landscapes.

Change in total value of agricultural sales (1978-2007) — Indicator 7

State and county governments in Maryland frequently use the total value of
agricultural sales as an indicator by which to measure the health of theirtagal
sectors. While the sales figures collected by the Census of Agriculéuire rominal
dollars, local governments usually present time series data without adjastinfiation.
This inexplicable reporting standard makes it difficult to understand trendscalagal

activity over time. All of the agricultural sales figures in this study haee hdjusted
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for inflation using the Bureau of Labor Statistics’ consumer price indextiorl
calculator.

The data on agricultural sales in Maryland since 1978 shows a significant decline
with the state’s total dropping 28.4% by 2007 (see Table 5.3). Of the 17 counties
included in this study, three counties on the Eastern Shore (Cecil, Queen Anne’s, and

Somerset) saw their sales figures increase over the same time period.

Map 5.3 -- Percent Change in Value of Agricultural Sales
1978 to 2007
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Cecil County can attribute much of its 35.5% increase to the growth of the pandtry
equine industry in the county. In 1978, grains, dairy, and pigs generated the mast sales
Cecil. By 2007, the sales profile had shifted to poultry, nursery, and grains, with horses

making up between 7 to 10% of total agricultural sales (Census 1978; NASS 2007). As a
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Table 5.3 — Production and Profitability Indicators

Value of Value of Change in Ag Sales Change n Diversification Change
Agricultural Sales Agricultural Value per Acre per Acre #of NAIC sectors |  NAIC sectors
1978 Sales 1978 -2007 of Value > 5% of ag. sales | = 5% of ag. sales
(in 2007 dollars) 2007 Farmland | 1978 -2007 2007 1978 -2007
2007
Maryland $2.56 bln $1.84 bin -28.4% $894 -8.8% 6 -1
Western
Allegany $8.9 min $3.2 min -64.6% 386 -53.6% 3 -4
Washington $130.8 min $83.7 mln -36.0% $734 -15.3% 7 +3
Central
Anne Arundel $26.6 min $19.1 min -28.3% $653 +17.4% £ +1
Baltimore $94.4 min $68.4 min -27.5% $874 +4.8% 8 0
Carroll $136.8 min $87.4 mln -36.1% $616 -19.7% 6 +2
Frederick $229.9 min $127.0 mln -44.7% $629 -31.9% 6 +1
Harford $80.4 min $42.9 mln -46.7% $570 -17.0% 5 -1
Howard $54.7 min $22.7 mln -58.6% $772 -18.0% 7 0
Montgomery $70.7 mln $33.2 mln -53.0% $491 -19.9% 7 +1
Prince George’s $42.4 min $18.6 min -56.1% $503 -1.7% 6 +1
Southern
Calvert $22.9 min $4.1 min -82.3% $153 -65.5% 6 +4
Charles $35.1 min $8.9 min -74.7% $171 -56.5% 5 +1
St. Mary s $55.0 min $15.9 mln -71.0% $232 -55.9% 6 +3
Eastern Shore
Cecil $70.7 min $95.8 min +35.5% $1,127 +44.1% 6 0
Queen Anne’s $106.2 min $113.3 min +6.7% $771 +25.7% 5 +2
Somerset $169.9 min $192.6 mln +13.3% $3,196 +27.8% 4 ol
Wicomico $343.8 min $197.8 min -42.5% $2,131 -33.6% 5 +3
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region, Southern Maryland saw the greatest drop in the value of agricultesal Ezch
of the three counties had 2007 sales figures which were over 70% less than 1978 sale
This precipitous drop was the result of the state’s tobacco buyout program which began
in 2000. Since the 2002 Census of Agriculture, however, 13 of the 17 counties saw
increases in their agricultural sales. In many cases, this wastaofebel near record
high prices for corn in 2007 (Leibtag 2008).

The data in Table 5.3 indicates that counties successful in preserving farmland
acres have not necessarily protected agricultural sales. The four cthatieave
preserved more than half of their remaining farmland (Baltimore, Gakeward, and
Montgomery) have not been able to stem the loss of agricultural sales sincgitiménige
of their preservation programs. Baltimore and Montgomery counties have seelu¢he va
of agricultural sales fall less than the state figure largely becéatise growth of the
equine industry in both counties. While the equine industry has also come to dominate
the agricultural sales in Howard County since 1978, its growth did not offset the loss of
beef cattle, pig, and dairy farms. Calvert, despite preserving 85% ahisniag
farmland (the second highest percentage in the state), experienced the worsthgrop in t
value of agricultural sales. The county’s cash crop of tobacco has been heanigted
due to the state’s buyout program, which also explains the dramatic drop in shés in t
other four counties participating in the buyout program (Anne Arundel, CharlesgPri

George’s, St. Mary’s).
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Value of agricultural sales per acre of farmland (1978-2007) — Indicator 8

As increased development pressure is exerted on peri-urban farms, thegedill
to see increased sales per acre in order to compete with the rising norttagticalue
of the land. If farm profitability is assumed to be a bulwark against daantonversion,
then an indicator which links sales per acre of farmland is valuable in gaugiriglitiye a
of the agricultural sector to compete in metropolitan counties.

The counties which show the greatest sales per acre are Somerset an@tdVicom
on the Eastern Shore, where the broiler (poultry for meat) industry domindtes. T
industry is consolidating under the control of four large processors (Allen, Boant
Perdue, and Tyson), which run confined animal feeding operations (CAFOs). Somerset
and Wicomico counties rank $&nd 24 nationally in broiler production and
neighboring Sussex County in Delaware is the country’s top-producing courity (DP
2008). The intensive production methods used in CAFOs allow for significant output in
a limited area.

Despite their ability to generate profits, it is unlikely that poultry CAR@I be
widely adopted by farmers in metropolitan counties as a solution to fallirgutugral
sales. CAFOs are controversial because of public concerns over environmental
degradation and the ethical treatment of animals. The poultry industry has been
identified as a key contributor to water pollution in the Chesapeake Bay anstésea
tributaries. Also, in the November 2008 election, California voters overwhelmingly
backed Proposition 2 (the Prevention of Farm Animal Cruelty Act), which requites tha
“calves raised for veal, egg-laying hens and pregnant pigs be confined ordysrihat

allow these animals to lie down, stand up, fully extend their limbs and turn around freely”
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(CA-SOS 2008). This vote in America’s top agricultural state is seen aficsighi
cultural shift in the treatment of farm animals. The future expansion of CAf®sore
densely populated peri-urban areas in Maryland is unlikely.

However, the conflict between suburban residents and farms with animal
operations poses a serious challenge to agricultural diversification anaseatifarm
sales. Even with Right-to-Farm laws, it will be difficult for farmers ritaaly running
animal operations to start up a dairy, poultry, or pig farm. The scale of operatite will
hotly contested and even small-scale, organic operations have been met stdihcesi

by non-farming residents (Black 2008).

Diversification (1978-2007) — Indicator 9

In this study, diversification is discussed in two ways — as a strateggitagla
farm enterprise and as a policy objective for state and county agricuttaredreic
development authorities. At the individual farm level, diversification can pravide
variety of benefits. Crop rotation as a form of farm diversification has loeg keown
to maintain soil fertility and to help break disease and pest cycles. Augaodihe
USDA'’s Sustainable Agriculture Research and Education organization (SAIRR)
diversification can also reduce negative environmental impacts, limit @eptms
economic risk, and “exploit profitable niche markets” (SARE 2004, 2).

As noted in Chapter Three, Maryland’s colonial agricultural economy was
directed toward mono-crop tobacco production for overseas markets. Divaosifivas
by decree, handed down by the colonial government in order to ensure food security. In

today’s commodity-driven agricultural economy, farmers are often exposed tatitram
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shifts in market prices. These shifts create the boom-bust cycle that ha® lzecalik
too-familiar story in national and regional farm economies. States andesowhich are
too dependent on one or two commodities run the risk of losing out to weather-related
catastrophes, shifts in market-demand, or to cheaper competitors in the gtabal f
supply chain.

This study measures diversification in agriculture at the county levelity te
North American Industry Classification (NAIC) data from the U.S. Census of
Agriculture. NAIC ascribes a single code to a farm which earns at3@¥%sof the value
of its sales from a single product or activity (see Chapter 2.5.1 for furtplemexion).
As a measure of diversification, this study determined the number of NAICssector
making up at least 5% of the value of agricultural sales in 2007 in a given countgor stat
and compares it to the number of SIC (Standard Industrial Classificatioojsseth the
same minimum level of sales in 1978.

Despite the fact that the Maryland Department of Agriculture and masguaty
agricultural economic development agencies promote diversification at theluralivi
farm level as a way to ensure long-term profitability, the data does not stawekation
between increased diversification and an increase in the value of agriculiesatdhe
county-level. For example, see the results for the four metropolitan counties on the
Eastern Shore (Table 5.3). One limitation of the findings is that the atasisifis are
rather broad, making it difficult to gauge the impact of diversifying into §pdagh-

value crops. Also, this indicator only measures diversification in production and ignores

" The ratification of the North American Free Trakgreement in 1994 prompted the creation of the NAIC
used by the U.S., Canada, and Mexico, replacingehg similar SIC system used by the U.S. prior to
NAFTA.

125



the potentially important role of market diversification in maintaining langt

profitability.

5.4. Commensalism Indicators

The following set of indicators lies at the center of this study’s asabysi
farmland preservation programs. The discourse of farmland preservationipolic
Maryland at the state level, and especially at the county level, has beglapto a
elements of a new vision of agriculture that has developed in American cultuth@ve
past thirty years, expressed as new agrarianism. Many of the agakeattanomic
development programs in Maryland aim to improve the relationships between food
producers and food consumers in order to build a profitable agricultural sector that can
compete with non-agricultural land uses in the marketplace and in the hearts andfminds
taxpayer and elected officials. During the interviews with countyalgural land and
agricultural economic development specialists, the latter commented on ihdtglifh
measuring the effectiveness of their programs with regard to strenmgih@oducer-

consumer connections.

Per capita direct sales to consumers (1978-2007) — Indicator 10

‘Maryland has seven million consumers yet agriculture only gets 5% &ddbdedollars.
How do farmers get closer to 100%?Participant, Washington County listening
session, 3 August 2005 (MAC 2006:72)

The concern expressed above lies at the heart of commensalism’s potential in

supporting a vibrant agricultural economy. So how to answer the Washington County
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farmer’s desire to capture a greater share of the food dollars spetatoyely affluent
Marylanders? An agricultural development organization on Maryland’s Eastere,S
Chesapeake Fields Institute, has provided this answer to its stakeholdelideotl, not
feed” (CFI 2003:7) This is a strategy based on commensalism. Insteadvofg
commodities for the abstract market, grow and produce food for consumers. The likely
consequence of producing food for consumers in metropolitan counties is higher food
prices. However food expenditures in the United States in 2007, as a percentage of
household income are at all-time lows at 9.8% of national disposable income (ERS
2008), a figure lower than that of any other industrialized nation. This figure includes
meals eaten away from the home.

In 2007 there were 5,618,344 Marylanders according to U.S. Census Population
Estimates. In 2007, the per capita yearly food expenditure was $3,778, which includes
meals at home and meals out (ERS 2008). In that same year, the value o&ldisetct s
consumers for human consumption per capita in Maryland was $3.78, up from $2.31 in
2002 (NASS 2007). This amount represents 0.1% of the per capita U.S. food expenditure
in 2007. If direct sales from farmers to consunaetsially represented 5% of per capita
food expenditures, total direct sales in Maryland in 2007 would have been $1.06 billion
rather than the actual $21.22 million (NASS 2007). This extra $1.04 billion would have
increased the entire value of agricultural sales in the state of Maryla&itty A small
shift in consumer food spending toward local producers could have significant mmpact

Maryland’s agricultural revenues.
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Map 5.4 -- Percent Change in Direct Sales to Consumers
1978 to 2007
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Unfortunately, the trend over the past three decades has been a decrease in the
value of direct sales per capita in Maryland (Table 5.4). Only Washington and
Montgomery counties have recorded an increase in per capita direct salesbed78
and 2007 (Census 1978; NASS 2007). In 2007, Washington County showed the highest
per capita direct sales at $18.45, but even this figure represented less than 015% of pe

capita food expenditures in that year.
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Table 5.4 — Commensalism Indicators

Per Capita Direct Per Capita Change Farmers CSAs Markets & CSAs
Sales to Direct Sales to 1978 -2007 Markets 2008 per 10,000 pop
Consumers Consumers 2008 2008
1978 2007
(in 2007 dollars)
Maryland $5.87 $3.78 -35.7% 90 20 0.20
Western
Allegany $5.90 $0.61 -89.7% 3 3 0.83
Washington $12.75 $18.45 +44.7% 2 0 0.14
Central
Anne Arundel $5.02 $1.36 -72.8% 7 1 0.16
Baltimore $6.97 $1.76 -74.7% 7 3 0.13
Carroll $11.11 $9.22 -16.9% 4 3 0.41
Frederick $26.63 $11.40 -57.2% 9 3 053
Harford $6.98 $4.88 -30.1% 4 1 0.21
Howard $10.43 $0.91 -91.3% 3 2 0.18
Montgomery $2.11 $3.40 +61.4% 12 6 0.19
Prince George’s $1.81 $0.98 -46.5% 10 3 0.18
Southern
Calvert $8.42 $2.71 -67.8% 2 0 25
Charles $3.39 $2.48 -26.7% 2 2 0.28
St. Mary’s# $13.25 $7.08 -46.5% 2 2 0.40
Eastern Shore
Cecil $22.66 $12.68 -44.1% 2 4 0.60
Queen Anne’s $33.13 $7.75 -76.6% 1 1 0.43
Somerset $8.87 $1.04 -88.3% 1 0 0.38
Wicomico $6.41 $6.35 -1.0% 2 2 0.43
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Buy Local Campaigns (2007) -- Indicator 11

One way that state and county governments have sought to increase disdct sale
consumers is by establishing “buy local” campaigns supported by a locah¢abeli
program. Local product labels provide information to consumers, a key step in reducing
marketplace alienation between producers and consumers. Buying locavoewwdzsk
as part of a larger phenomenon of “green” or ethical consumption, where the burden of
making the “right choices” in the market economy falls on the individual consurher rat
than the producers. Making the right choices requires information in a markekaltice
often does its best to obscure the history of a product.

Barnett et al. (2005:24) explain hghaceandspaceare understood differently in
the practice of ethical consumption. Place is “the location of clear-cagékthi
commitments, while space serves as shorthand for abstract, alienatietisel The
local food movement is focused on rescaling our food systems to operate in a pkace rat
than across space. The movement subscribes to the belief that “space hides
consequences.” Buying local “reconnect[s] the separated moments of production,
distribution, and consumption is meant to restore to view a previously hidden chain of
commitments and responsibilities” (Barnett et al. 2005:24).

Green/ethical food consumers, in addition to price, are interested in information
on process and provenance. Local product labeling satisfies the provenance question,
though in Maryland there is no mandated definition of local. In Vermont, by contrast,
state law requires that food labeled as local must come from within a 30-diils o&

the point-of-sale (9 V.S.A. § 245).
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Consumers might expect that upon visiting their local farmers’ market that they
are being sold locally-produced food by local farmers. Only in farmer&etsathat
advertise as “producers-only” are consumers certain they are bopadrom a local
farm and not produce purchased from regional wholesalers where the origin is @bscure
At Washington D.C.’s Dupont Circle producers-only farmers’ market (one ofadener
the area operated by the non-profit FRESHFARM Markets), some vendors &ed loca
more than a 100-mile drive away. In relation to the average food miles travelexsby m
food in the U.S. today, this distance can be seen as local, but is more than thrdeetimes t
distance allowed by Vermont labeling laws. The Whole Foods Market grdcary, ¢
which specializes in all-natural and organic products, states that producte ttnatlked
in from over seven hours away cannot be labeled “local’” (Whole Foods 2008). This
criterion still means “local” products could come from over 350 miles dxeay the
point-of-sale.

With local provenance commanding a greater
premium in the food market place, local labeling allows
farmers to accentuate their proximity. As a frequent
shopper in Washington D.C. areas farmers market, | h

seen a limited use of such labels. Some vendors from

Southern Maryland use the regional SMADC-designed

“SoMD, So Good” label. Maryland’s Department of Agriculture has a sinalsling
program for in-state products known as “Maryland’s Best” (seen here). \Borders
use the Virginia Grown label which was created by the Virginia Depattof

Agriculture and Consumer services. Some individual Maryland counties also have
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labeling programs such as Carroll (“Homegrown”), Frederick (“Homegrowa"Her
Garrett (“Buy Fresh, Buy Local, Live Well”), Howard (“Local i@, Healthy
Communities”), and Montgomery (“The Pride of Montgomery County”).

In Southern Maryland, SMADC established its own version of the “Eat Local
Challenge,” a program that started by “locavores” in the San FrarB&carea and
which blossomed through the internet. SMADC's “Buy Local Challenge” asks
participants to eat one item every day during the last week in July which tromez
local farm. Since its first Buy Local Challenge in Southern Maryland in 2007, the
program was taken up by other county economic development agencies in Maryland in

2008.

Density of Farmers Markets & CSAs (2008) — Indicator 12

If the goal of commensalism is to reduce alienation between farmers and food
consumers, then measuring the density of contact points between the two groups can
indicate how strong the commensal network is in a given county. In this study, | use
farmers’ markets and CSAs (community supported agriculture operatioh®) sites
where farmers and their consumers might meet face-to-face, whetewngiean be
asked and answers given. As crucial nodes in building a “geography of regayd” (Sa
2003), farmers’ markets and CSAs also (re-)acquaint consumers to the sgasbnal
produce, and encourage individual households to rethink their menu-planning to
accommodate what were traditional rhythms in our diets. Learning seasdnally and
to preserve the excess bounty of a given crop at its peak harvest, neansguegue,

reduces the ecological footprints of our diets. CSA members often complain of
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monotony with their weekly shares during the height of summer (i.e too much sgdash a
too many tomatoes for too many weeks) (Sedgwick 2008). Yet, ironically, thef thet
global supermarket, with its lack of seasonality, allows people to eat the &ftene

narrow range of foods year-round.

In this study, | combine the number of farmers’ markets and CSAs in a given
county and per 10,000 people to arrive at a density of commensal nodes in the local food
system (see Table 6.4). Community food security organizations, which empdasase
to local food and food self-sufficiency factor in community gardens in their eialgat
They are also concerned with a temporal question -- how many days aeytaneers’
markets in operation? In my analysis, community gardens are not enhancing the
commensal relationship between producer and consumer because the cagwener
producer. | leave out the temporal factor mostly for computational ease.

One more caveat in using this indicator is that the vendors of a farmers’ market in
a particular county do not necessarily farm in that county. In fact, in citgrseand
inner metropolitan counties, the majority of vendors are from other jurisdictimrs.
example, in Montgomery County, Maryland, in-county producers represented less than
10% of the vendors at six of the thirteen farmers markets for which vendors lists we
available (AgSD 2009). Likewise, CSA members often do not reside in the county where
the farm is located and are more likely to live in cenral cities and inner met@opol
counties where space for home gardens is non-existent and there are westfog lis
community garden plots. Nonetheless, these commensal sites are open to bottyin-c
producers and consumers and are a measure of how likely it is for an intra-ffegadn (

local) commensal connection to be made.
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The data shows that there is a link between county population size and the
intensity of commensal sites. The five most populous counties all have fewer than 0.20
sites per 10,000 persons. The five least populous counties average 0.46 sites per 10,000
persons (and the middle seven counties in terms of population average 0.37 sites per
10,000). Perceived inconvenience is a common consumer reason for not shopping at
farmers’ markets and other direct marketing sites (CFI 2004; Wolf et al. 2088). T
populous inner metropolitan counties have fewer per capita commensal sitegy maki

direct links between producers and consumers more difficult and less convenient.

Agritourism Programs (2008) — Indicator 13

Agritourism is a strategy to boost farm incomes and thereby preserkmgs
farms. There are many different conceptions of agritourism in the field Sdimkern
Maryland Resource Conservation and Developm@a04:3) office defines three major
types of farm-based experiences which are often grouped together undeglgtsm
agritourism

e Agritourism - Inviting the public onto a farm or ranch to
participate in various activities and enjoy an agricultural
experience. Agritourism enterprises include bed and breakfasts,
for-fee fishing or hunting, pick-your-own fruits/ vegetables, corn
mazes, farm markets, and much more.

e Agritainment - Providing the public with fun on-farm or on-ranch
activities. Such activities include haunted houses, mazes, miniature
golf, horseback riding, hayrides, and the like.

e Agrieducation - Formal and informal education about agriculture
through signage, tours, hands-on classes, seminars, and other
methods.

" Resource Conservation and Development offices@neprofit organizations operating under the
auspices of the USDA'’s Natural Resources Consemnv&ervice.
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One USDA study showed that income from agritourism were greater in cothdte
were more densely populated and where the recreational economy was dheagly s
(Brown & Reeder 2007). The same study found that the only statistically sagmific
factor in individual farm income from agritourism was net worth (wealthiengagarned
more agritourism dollars). Agritourism is not without its detractors in theudigiral
community, who do not wish to see farms become theme-parks.

This study uses county websites, specifically tourism (in some counties
Convention & Tourism Bureau) and economic development websites in order to assess
the level of agritourism development in a county (see Table 6.5). Many counties have
their agritourism information posted on local economic development department
websites, unlikely the first web destination for someone planning a farnmipay-t
weekend get-away “in the country.”

Maryland’s most developed agritourism program is called “Southern Maryland
Trails: Earth, Art, Imagination” (www.somdtrails.com) and is a projechefSouthern
Maryland Agricultural Development Commission (SMADC). There are failstin the
program, each focusing on an individual county in SMADC's service area -- “The
Heron’s Flight” (Charles), “Barnwood and Beach Glass Loop” (St. Mar{Fe)ssils and
Farmscapes Ramble” (Calvert), and “Turnbuckle Hop” (southern Prince Geangke’s
southern Anne Arundel). Despite the unique coverage that each county in the region
receives in this program, individual county tourism websites do not advertise their
Southern Maryland trail. This failure to highlight these trails is adyta missed
opportunity. The Southern Maryland Trails program is by far the most sophisticated of

Maryland’s agritourism programs. Its glossy, full-color and engagingegoink is 136
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pages long, providing maps, historical and cultural background, and detailed information
about 164 separate sites in the region. The guidebook is fully-accessible on tiet,inter

with separate files for each trail.

Table 5.5 — Agritourism Programs in Maryland

Agritourism Description
Program
Maryland Weak Agritourism opportunities are highlighted not o
the state tourism website, but the Dept. of
Agriculture website, under “Maryland products”

=)

Western
Allegany None
Washington None
Central
Anne Arundel Weak Farmers’ market brochure on Economic
Development website; no section on Conventign
& Visitors Bureau website

Baltimore None
Carroll Weak County tourism website lists some farm & winery
destinations, but through site search, not dedicated

section

Frederick Some Virtual Farmers’ Market website is a guide to
local products; County homepage has link to
“Family Festival at the Farm”; County tourism
website has farms and wineries listed under
“attractions” and “shopping”; no dedicated
agritourism section

Harford Yes Tourism website lists “farms, wineries and
gardens” under “Attractions.” Link to “Harford
County Electronic Farm,” a guide to local farm
products.

Howard Yes Tourism website list farms under “What to See|&
Do.” Has agritourism “virtual tour” video.
However, site descriptions are found at the
Howard Economic Development Authority
website

Montgomery Some “Farm Tour & Harvest Sale” found on the Ag
Services page of Economic Development website
Prince George's Some Participates in SMADC agritourism however np
link from county websites to this regional
program

Southern All 3 Southern Maryland counties participate in
the SMADC agritourism program (“Southern
Maryland Trails”)
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Calvert Yes No link on County tourism or economic
development site to SMADC; farmers’ market g
winery listings; link to county Farm Tour

Charles Yes No link to SMADC program

St. Mary’s Yes County tourism brochures (farmers’ markets,
Amish crafts & products); economic developme
website linked to SMADC marketing site

Eastern Shore
Cecll Yes Two brochures available by request, not onling
(Upper Shore Harvest Directory and Down on {
Farm: A Tourism Guide to Agricultural
Attractions and Events
Queen Anne’s Some Upper Shore Harvest Directory available onlin
Economic development website has link to
Delmarva Chicken Festival and QA Farms &
Services Directory
Somerset None
Wicomico Weak Convention & Tourism Bureau website mentio

Wine Festival featuring local wineries; no other
agriculture-specific sections

Agricultural Education Programs — Indicator 14

In interviews with county agricultural land and agricultural economic

development specialists, all were asked about the availability of edut¢ajopaatunities

in agriculture in the county. The responses showed that interviewees intetheete

guestion to be asking about opportunities for current farmers to learn new business or

marketing skills or to adopt new crops. Overall, the responses were that while

opportunities did exist, there were not enough and that extension staff we&rkestrtoo

thin and under-resourced. Opinions about extension local offices were mixed iloterms

their effectiveness, but the overall mission and support of the University ofavidiy

College of Agriculture was almost unanimously seen as out of touch with tleatcurr

needs of the states farmers, especially those facing pressure from develophe

perception was even more apparent in the listening sessions that informed the 2006
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Statewide Plan for Agricultural Policy and Resource ManagemaAstone participant in
the Wicomico County session put it, “Educators at the University of Maryland oded t
educated” (MAC 2006:88).

Follow-up questions about agricultural education focused on the public school
curriculum. Some county officials were not certain as to the status of training or
education in high schools for students who might be interested in agriculture asra care
The status or health of groups such as Future Farmers of America or the 4-H Club were
hazy. All respondents were aware of Maryland’s “ag tag,” the vehieledecplate
program, “Our Farms, Our Future” which was introduced in 2001. Revenues generated
from this program supports the Maryland Agricultural Education Foundation. A few of
the respondents were knowledgeable about MAEF's “Ag in the Classroom” curriculum
or its mobile science labs.

Another follow-up question was asked — “If a student in high school were
interested in farming and agriculture as a career, what resourcasdable to support
and prepare such a student?” Other than referring to the existence of Futugeskedrm
America or the 4-H Club, respondents were at a loss. A few respondents@&Xpress
disappointment that community colleges in Maryland do not provide agricultural
programs and that the University of Maryland’s agricultural programs designed to
create agricultural scientists and economists, not farmers. Two resporaienitey
knew of students interested in sustainable or small-scale farming lehgistate for
agricultural training and education.

From these interviews, it is clear that agricultural education is not a piiotig

farmland preservation and agricultural economic development programs irahtisyl
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counties. As an indicator of commensalism, the minimal amount of agricultural
education taking place in Maryland’s K-12 classrooms does not provide the foundation
for a greater understanding of the relationship between food consumers and producers.
This lack of agricultural education with respect to the economics, envirorinmepégts,
ethics, and cultural meaning of our food systems continues into the higher education
curriculum. Participants in the state’s agricultural plan listeningj@es expressed
concerns about the lack of public education as to nature and importance ofaaticult
activity in the state. They suggested a better public relations cgmtpabe spearheaded
by the Maryland Department of Agriculture. Participants also called fog man-farm
children to be introduced to agriculture through farm visits, for more vocational
agricultural programs in high schools, and for a return to agricultural educatien at t

University of Maryland (MAC 2006:54-107).

5.5 Findings from the Interviews (June through September 2008)

The evaluation metric raises questions about the efficacy of farmlandvatese
and agricultural economic development programs in protecting current farms and
supporting new ventures. This study itself raised some questions during setoirstt,
open-ended interviews conducted with county agricultural land specialists and
agricultural economic development specialists (for questions asked, see Appendi
The format and small sample (eight interviews) do not lend themselves to givantitat
analysis. Instead, common themes will be presented in this section.

Most informants stated that a primary goal of their programs was to fpastec

much farmland as possible, with some emphasizing the preference for large@asti
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blocks of Class | and Class Il soils. Two of the counties recognized thanhdeethe
beginning of their county programs, there had been a shift in emphasis from preserving
working landscapes to preserving open space. One informant was candid and said that
preserving open space was the goal of the county program, whether or not thesland wa
kept in active production. One informant expressed the goal of preserving landscapes.
Supporting “the agricultural industry” in the state was mentioned as a kegrgoag the
interviewees as well.

When asked how important food production goals were in the county farmland
preservation program, three counties explained that land planners worked citdséhew
agricultural economic development offices. The close coordination was apparent in the
literature (often jointly-produced) and by the fact that agriculturaheic development
staff joined the interview even though the initial request was made to planning
departments. Respondents in two counties made it clear that food production and
increased farm sales were important, but that such matters were handleddontmie
development offices. It came across that there was little coordinationelpetineetwo.

One informant noted that while food production was important, “If all the farmland in the
county were to disappear tomorrow, local people wouldn’t starve. They would get their
commoditiegemphasis mine] from elsewhere.”

There was a split among informants as to who they saw as the primary
stakeholders in terms of their county’s farmland preservation program. While all
mentioned that landowners were the primary stakeholders in these programs,fafly hal

the informants clearly stated that everyone in the county was a stakeholdet edrae
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to farmland preservation. Needless to say, they were also the countieshrilvehic
discourse of commensalism and new agrarianism was strongest in print media.

Local conditions and development pressures dictated whether counties saw
particular preservation mechanisms as effective. Some felts PDRs &sividde the
most successful parts of their programs; others felt they were undutc&milar
differences appeared in the evaluation of down-zoning effectiveness.

What was most telling in the interviews were the differences in stdgassion
for the issues. All respondents were professional, but two approached farmland
preservation primarily as a “planning problem,” something that could be adtlt®sse
zoning and smarter land-use planning and state funds for PDRs. Two other respondents
were very passionate about their work and understood both the land-use and the
economic development aspects of farmland preservation. One respondent was,a farmer
who approached the problem in his/her county with a personal interest, but lacked a new
vision of peri-urban agriculture. Respondents from the remaining three coladie
holistic visions of the future of agriculture in their counties — dependent on land,
economic viability, and a cultural shift in the community’s understanding oftdigrie,
food, and economy. What is unclear is how these differences in the personadities a
perspectives of planning department staff impacts policy implementataparticular
county. What happens when someone picks up the phone with an idea to try something
new and calls the county government? Depending on the county and who answers the
phone, one imagines the conversation and the realm of the possible could differ

significantly from one place to another.
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5.6 Discussion

This chapter has presented fourteen indicators divided into four categories as a
more comprehensive way to evaluate the success of farmland preservegi@ms in
Maryland’s metropolitan counties. It is not the design of this study to develop aganki
system; quantitative data alone cannot establish that one county is betianahother
or that another county’s program is overall less effective than another. Wérideare
many similarities in program goals across the counties, the chall=rgss individual
counties are often unique. The counties themselves also vary greatly in population,
relative location, economic history, and agricultural activity.

It is best to interpret this evaluation metric as a tool to uncover new nslaitis
between land use, economic behavior, and agricultural sector policies. The metric
presents trends over time. It allows for agricultural stakeholders ts dbses
effectiveness of three decades of farmland preservation programs in theirlopunty
showing the changes in indicators which act as proxies for program goals — more
preserved farmland, the continuation of farming as a way of life, greater far
profitability, and greater connections between local producers and consumers. Broad
comparisons are limited. Montgomery County may compare its indicators nvitte P
George’s and Baltimore counties, and Frederick and Washington counties have enough
similarities, as do the counties of Southern Maryland, to permit comparisons between
them.

Mostly, county stakeholders, when viewing the quantitative results of the

evaluation metric, will be comparing outcomes to desired goals withincinenty.
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After three decades of preservation programs that have served as natioralfarode
protecting farmland acres, how will Montgomery County address the factuhag the

same time period its number of farmers under age 35 dropped from 13% to just under
2%7? Or that despite diversifying its agricultural sector since 1978, C@owlity’s per

acre value of agricultural sales has dropped 20%? How will Calvert Coumgsadbe

fact that despite having preserved over 85% of its remaining farmland alsloasst

57% of its farmers since 1978? And how does Howard County reconcile its robust
programs in farmland preservation and agricultural economic development with the fact
that, adjusted for inflation, the value of agricultural sales in the county has dropped 59%
over the last three decades?

Numbers are rarely the answer in public policy, but they often encourage
stakeholders to ask new questions and to reconsider the status quo. The data in this
evaluation metric is designed to provoke such questions. How does the data help gauge
the progress toward MALPF’s statutory objective “to preserve productivesiad and
woodland for the continued production of food and fiber for all of Maryland’s citizens?”
The data in these indicators show that the three counties of Southern Maryland,(Calver
Charles, and St. Mary’s) have experienced some of greatest downward trdmedems
of human resources and farm profitability. These trends are in large r@sponse to
the state’s tobacco buy-out program. As a strategy to maintain its workinglagal
landscapes, the region has adopted the discourse of commensalism to a gezdter ext
than any other part of Maryland’s agricultural community. The next chaptrisea

case study of this effort in Southern Maryland.
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Chapter 6: Case Study — Planting a Commensal Landape in
Post-Tobacco Southern Maryland

Nowhere in Maryland has government adopted the discourse of new agrarianism
and a vision of commensalism more enthusiastically than in Southern Maryland. This
development is an unlikely occurrence since the region’s political culture haalgener
been conservative and the area has lacked a history of countercultural reagaland
institutions that have served as incubators to local food systems in regions such as the
Pioneer Valley in Massachusetts, Vermont, or the San Francisco BayAreaegion is
going through a profound transition in its agricultural sector as a reshi sfdte’s
implementation of a tobacco buyout program. The sweeping effect of the buyout has
opened up the opportunity for new approaches to take root.

Today, few countries hold on to policies of food self-sufficiency or even self-
reliance. National agricultural policies operate in an environment of gialol and
interdependence. In today’s commodity-driven, agribusiness model, rapid shifts in
government policy or consumer command can quickly alter the commercial farm
landscape. For example, the U.S. Congress passed the Energy Independence and
Security Act of 2007, which supported the development of biofuels with public funds and
by mandating an increase in biofuels production to 36 billion gallons by 2022. The
mandated production increase from 2007 to 2008 was from 4.7 billion gallons to 9.0
billion gallons, a 91% increase (GPO 2007). This policy resulted in a record amount of
acreage planted in corn in 2007, up 20% or over 15 million more acres from 2006. Just

as quickly, when market conditions and weather changed, the landscape can change. The
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2007 corn boom in the U.S. became a partial bust in 2008, when corn supply for biofuels
overreached the country’s refining capacity (Birger 2008).

In some instances, government interventions into agricultural marketswean ha
profound and lasting effects on an agricultural landscape. A series of Uial fete
state government tobacco policies have uprooted a large portion of the countoyis hist
tobacco-producing landscapes. Federal and state governments went fromiagbsidiz
tobacco production to paying farmers to transition out of tobacco agriculture. The
catalyst for this reversal was the multi-state suit against thedolocampanies, the
Tobacco Master Settlement Agreement (also known as the MSA) worth $206 billion.
The suit was filed by states seeking to recoup health costs from tobacco aswgami
were found guilty of false advertising and hiding medical studies shotenigighly
addictive nature of their products (Geyelin 1998).

For historic tobacco growing regions, the MSA had a sudden and profound effect.
Hundreds of years of commodity production and agricultural heritage not only lost
government subsidies, but was actively being uprooted. Entire sections of the
Southeastern U.S. were being paid by their state governments to stop producing tobacc
Money was set aside to help tobacco farmers transition to new agricudtiivdies.

Kentucky set aside half of its MSA payment to help develop agriculturahatitezs
(Plath 2004). Similar efforts are underway in North Carolina, Virginia, angl&fal.

As a case study, Southern Maryland offers an opportunity to understand the
cultural and economic role that new agrarian policies have in post-tobacco avges. S
other post-tobacco transition programs have also adopted a new agrarian and commensa

policy approach. However, nowhere are the stakes higher in terms of savingitbefut
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the local agricultural landscape and economy than in Southern Maryland. Not only has
the region’s agricultural cash crop nearly vanished, but this major gamble in the
agricultural economy is taking place at a time when farmers demograypii¢te
pressures of rapid suburban expansion undermine efforts to preserve farmland and
develop alternatives to tobacco.

On the surface, Southern Maryland may seem an unusual region for the
development of a commensal landscape. Its agricultural economy, stretchkintehdyg
400 years, has always been directed toward non-local markets. The nslitagylargest
employer in the region and post-WWII economic development has focused on the
bringing national commercial chains and corporations into the region. The rbgies s
a food culture with the rest of the Chesapeake area, but until very recentipt theen
home to the hallmarks of the “food counterculture.” There are no food cooperatives and
just one natural foods store. The growth of organic farming, farmers markets, Asd CS
are following the national trend, but they are also tentative and dependent oeréecbnc

public effort to bring “non-traditional” agriculture into the region.

6.1 Tobacco-Buyout & SMADC

For a region that has been commercially farmed since the mid-1600s, there are
few histories of agriculture in Southern Maryland. Perhaps it would make datyll s
Tobacco dominated the region’s agricultural sales until the year 2000. Since the
beginning of European settlement, the region’s agriculture has been commmetcial a
export-oriented. The plantation system was central to Southern Marylarg’s ear

economy. Cheap labor, first indentured whites, then black slaves, was a keynfactor i
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maintaining profitability. So, too, was continued demand for the region’s highyqualit
Maryland Type 32 tobacco, especially preferred by Swiss and other Europeatt€iga
companies.

Government intervention in Southern Maryland’s tobacco economy also goes
back to the 17-century. In 1639, the Maryland legislature required tobacco planters to
devote two acres to corn production for every member of their household (BBER
1954:2). In 1666, overproduction of tobacco in the Chesapeake region caused prices to
plummet, prompting Virginia’s governor to call for a ban on production the following
year. Maryland’s governor did not go along with the call. Nature took care of the
oversupply problem, however. A hurricane in 1667 wiped out most of the region’s
tobacco crop, causing prices to rise (Brugger 1988).

The ups and downs of the tobacco market were to continue over the centuries.
Tobacco agriculture exacts a heavy toll of soil fertility and resultsgh rates of topsoil
erosion. By the late 1700s, many tobacco regions of Maryland were unable to support
tobacco production and shifted to grains, especially wheat. Yet the welldisaite of
Southern Maryland were suited to tobacco agriculture and few farmers inithe reg
shifted to grains (King 1997).

Tobacco continued to be Southern Maryland’s “money crop” up until the state-
initiated buyout began in 2000. Nonetheless, the crop had been in decline for a half-
century. Maryland did not rank in the top ten tobacco producing states in 1997, and only
one Maryland county, St. Mary’s, was in the top 100 tobacco-producing counties in the

U.S. (in 108' place) on the eve of the buyout. In 1997, tobacco represented 44%, 34%,
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and 44% of the total value of agricultural sales in Calvert, Charles, and Sts Mary
counties respectively (NASS 1997).

The collapse of tobacco farming in the region was initiated by the Margtatel
government. Using funds from the multi-state suit against the tobacco compiamies (
Tobacco Master Settlement Agreement worth $206 billion), the Tri-County Council of
Southern Maryland, which represents the interests of Calvert, Charles, arah\ss. M
counties, established the Southern Maryland Agricultural Development Commissi
(SMADC) in 2000 to administer the tobacco buyout program in the state’s historic
tobacco growing region. In addition to the three aforementioned counties, SMADC
works in adjacent Anne Arundel and Prince George’s counties to the north. In 1997,
these five counties represented over 95% of Maryland’s tobacco production in terms of
market sales (NASS 1997).

The Southern Maryland Agricultural Development Commission’s stated mission
is as follows:

to promote diverse, market-driven agricultural enterprises, which coupled

with agricultural land preservation, will preserve Southern Maryland’s

environmental resources and rural character while keeping the region’s

farmland productive and the agricultural economy vibrant (SMADC

2007).

SMADC'’s implementation of its mission concentrates on three areas — adatiimgsthe
state’s tobacco buyout program, agricultural economic development and mar&eting
agricultural land preservation (SMADC 2007). In the case of agriculamdl |

preservation, SMADC itself does not have any land use or zoning authority. That power

rests in county and municipal governments. However, SMADC can offer financial

148



incentives to encourage tobacco farmers to enroll their land into conservatioeertse
programs.

It is SMADC's programs to build post-tobacco agricultural infrastmecand
marketing which are the most ambitious and visible to the public. SMADC has
developed several programs and publications reaching out to both consumers and
producers in an attempt to maintain working agricultural landscapes in the repen. T
discourse in these publications introduces a cultural model of agricultural production tha
has never existed in Southern Maryland. This cultural model seeks to build a @dciproc
local food economy in order to maintain a culturally agrarian landscape; it works to
implement key elements of new agrarianism and commensalism.

SMADC'’s efforts in creating a regional commensal landscape is thedotus
next section. The genesis of a commensal landscape in Southern Maryland dwparts fr
the usual mold in that it has been led by government initiative rather than through
grassroot organizations. Nonetheless, the discourse used by this government-led
initiative shares many of the same new agrarian themes and vocabulary used b
grassroots organizations in the alternative agriculture movement. Stilpvieenment-
led transition of Southern Maryland’s agricultural landscape from commaodity to
commensalism is conflicted. Even as the state and local counties adopt a m&am agra
discourse, they are reticent to completely challenge or abandon the discourse of

agriculture as a business/industry that has prevailed in the region for decades.
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6.2 SMADC Discourse analysis

SMADC is an agricultural development commission, so it might be expected that
its literature for public consumption would be skewed toward economic concerns. While
post-tobacco agricultural business development is a key focus, a discourse content
analysis of SMADC'’s website and print material reveals a diverse f#e¢mes targeted
to both producers and consumers. SMADC'’s primary public outreach program is “So.
Maryland, So Good,” a branding and marketing campaign to increase the linksrbetwe
Southern Maryland’s farmers and consumers. The program seeks to educate ®nsumer
on the benefits of buying locally; the same four points appear across their pringland w
materials.

e You get fresher and healthier products
e You get better tasting food
e You support an economy near your home, rather than one thousands of miles

away
e You support Southern Maryland’s rich agricultural heritage and natural beauty
The So. Maryland, So Gogorogram includes a labeling program (below left), a farm

products and services directory, and a tourism gi8dethern Maryland Trails: Earth,

Art, Imaginatior) which links agriculture, the arts, and

outdoor recreation. A key tag line in SMADC'’s
literature is “Your Choice Matters.” This tag line is
used on the SMADC website home page as well as in

print material such as tt#o. Maryland, So Good 14-

month 2008 CalendarIn the opening pages of the
calendar, consumers are told that their purchasing behavior is crucial t@liheofi¢he

regional agricultural economy and landscape (SMADC 2007):
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¢ When you choose to buy eggs, meat and seafood from a local farm, you're
helping to preserve the rural beauty of Southern Maryland.

e When you choose produce from a local farmers’ market, your family is getting
food that’s fresh and delicious.

e When you visit a pick-your-own patch or petting zoo, you're helping local farm
families earn a living.

e When you shop and dine at establishments featurin§ah&laryland, So Good
logo, you know you’ll be getting the freshest and finest, and you’re supporting
your local community.

With each month, the calendar goes on to introduce consumers to the range of
local products available and the positive impacts that are made when theydiuy loc
Most of the highlighted products represent the post-tobacco diversification #hat is
SMADC goal. For example, December 2007 encourages consumers to cut their
Christmas tree at a local farm. March 2008 explains how wine grapes acengepla
tobacco fields. June 2008 informs consumers that local farms sell floral arrangement
(cut flowers are a promising alternative to tobacco). July 2008 introducesuié.tBal
Challenge” (SMADC 2007).

The introduction to SMADC’So. Maryland, So Good Farm Gui2007b:v)
also emphasizes the commensal relationship between food producers and consumers and
ties that to the production and maintenance of an agrarian landscape.

“When you buy direct from the farmer, you are re-establishing a time-

honored connection between the consumer and the grower. Knowing the

farmers gives you insight into the seasons, the weather, and the miracle of

raising food. And when you visit an agritourism farm, or patronize stores

and restaurants that buy local produce, your dollars stay in your

community. ... ‘Buying local’ also supports our local agricultural

economy, preserving the rich heritage and beauty of Southern Maryland as

selling farmland to development becomes less likely. Picturesque barns,

lush fields of crops, and meadows full of wildflowers will survive only as
long as farms are financially viable.”
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This language succinctly underscores the four goals that are embeddefirst the
MALPF mission objective — preserving land, preserving farmers, profitglakiy
commensalism. The language also weds the moral reciprocity of nevaa@rivith
the hard facts of the “rational” market economy. In fact, throughout itstlitera
SMADC maintains this balance between non-market and market expectations.

In theFarm Guideintroduction and in other SMADC printed material, residents
of Southern Maryland are informed that “if every household in Southern Maryland [the
five-county region] spent just $8.00 on locally grown farm products for 12 weeks, $54
million could be invested back into our neighboring farms and economy.” This data only
tells half the story however. By spending this amount (a total of just $96 dofltaiajal
farm products over the course of three months during the growing season, Southern
Maryland’s households would contribute another 81% of the current total value ($66.6
million) of all agricultural sales in the five-county region (NASS 200wr)terms of
direct sales, the $54 million figure is over nineteen times the current total aafiount
direct sales, $2.8 million, in the five counties (NASS 2007).

SMADC's agritourism guideSouthern Maryland Trails: Earth, Art, Imagination
continues constructing a post-tobacco narrative that connects past and prelsiegt wor
landscapes, calling on consumers (tourists) to become agents in the production of a new
cultural landscape.

“The book you are holding is an invitation. ... As you talk to people you

will meet along the way, we think you’ll discover a common thread: a

strong love of the land, a delight in the agricultural heritage that gives this

place its flavor. ... You'll find that people here, while honoring their past,

are forging new lives as well, finding creative ways to blend the best parts

of this rural culture with growth and change. ... So go slowly. Ask

guestions. Get to know the folks along the way. If you have the time,
they'll invite you in, give you a recipe, make sure you sample the wine
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and enjoy the sunset. They will tell you stories and show you this area’s
hidden places” (SMADC 2008b: 4-5).

In case visitors do not have enough time to get inviteBonthern Maryland Trailss

filled with many vignettes, acting as local storyteller. Interspeéamong descriptions of

farm stores, artist studios, parks, restaurants, and bed & breakfast |caigirsgisries of
working landscapes. The tobacco landscape is handled in a single page, “When Tobacco
was King,” a story that gives little detail as to the ways that tobacsoemaoved from

the regional landscape.

“The sweet smell that put a smile on your face as you rode across
Southern Maryland’s countryside, passing barns with boards propped out,
the breeze delivering the scent of the leaves as they matured ... Tobacco
was more than a commodity. It was 300 years of tradition, a landscape
shaped by men’s hands and an entire culture driven by the auctioneer’s
cry. It was a connection to our community, our life’s work and our pride.

There was no doubt: tobacco was king, and the wooden barns that
cured it were castles. But today, its reign has ended. Scenes of rich green
leaves waving in the sun and the weathered barns propped open to the
breeze are quietly disappearing as the region diversifies away from its
tobacco-based economy, and Maryland seeks to become the first tobacco-
free state in the U.S.

But the end of tobacco does not mean the end of farming. In less
than a decade, farmers have moved to other ventures in agriculture.
Today, they are painting our landscape with new scenes. Flowing grains
and hay, fields of flowers and cattle and horse farms flourish where
tobacco once grew. For now, the barns remain, and their rustic presence
serves as a continuing reminder of our past” (SMADC 2008b:65).

Clearly, the post-tobacco transition is seen as producing a new landscape, Usdthnds
olfactory. Farmers are agents of landscape transition, as is SMADC, the quas
governmental organization which is underwriting much of the effort. As this vignette

appears in an agritourism guide, local residents and outside visitors areiul@s\co-

producers of this new, working cultural landscape.
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Figure 6.1 — Tobacco Harvest, Calvert County, Maryland (Photo R.A. Russo 2008)

There is an element of mythmaking in the narrative of “When Tobacco was
King,” and SMADC is not the only raconteur of this storyline (see McGrath 1992, Kline
& Kline 2004). True, tobacco has been “king” in terms of agricultural sales, butaever
an overwhelming presence in the landscape as corn is, for example, in parta.ofriow
1997, just a few years before the start of the tobacco buyout program, only 6,374 acres o
tobacco were planted in Calvert, Charles, and St. Mary’s counties. This amount
represented just 4% of the counties’ combined farmland acres (NASS 1997). Even in
1950, when tobacco was planted on 25,105 acres in the three counties, this area only
represented 5.9% of the total farmland (Census 1950). In terms of the agticultura
economy, however, tobacco did rule. As late as 1997, tobacco still made up 41.3% of the
total value of agricultural sales in Calvert, Charles and St. Mary’s coN#eSS 1997).
Ten years later, and seven years into the tobacco buyout, tobacco only contributed 4.1%

to the three counties’ total value of agricultural sales (NASS 2007).
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The two other SMADC programs that have had the greatest reach in terms of
planting a new landscape of commensalism in Southern Maryland are its twanpsogr
for children, “Cornelia and the Farm Band” and “Kids Cook” and its “Buy Local
Challenge.” “Cornelia and the Farm Band” is the educational program thadesch
website (www.letsgotoafarm.com) and an assortment of materials thatda@
coloring/ activity book. In a note to parents on the aforementioned website, SMADC
(2006) explains that

“Cornelia and the Farm Band characters have been created to teach kids

about the benefits farms can provide to our environment, our economy and

our own health and well-being. You can help by visiting local farms that

are open to the public, patronizing your local farm markets, shopping and

dining where fresh farm products are sold and used, and telling your kids
about the value of farms.”

Figure 6.2 -- CORNELIA SILK

Cornelia is the lead singer and the band's
leader.

Everyone tells Cornelia she is outstanding in
her field.

Hobby: Telling corny jokes!

Message to her fans: “Life’s a-mazing! Keep
exploring all the time. Eat right and take good
care of yourself.”
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Figure 6.3 -- STRAWBERRY FIELDS

Strawberry plays tambourine and sings back
up.

Strawberry is the sweetest band member!
Hobby: Jammin’ with friends
Message to her fans: “Do something new

whenever you can. Why not spend the day at
a pick-your-own farm?”

Cornelia and her crew seek to introduce farms and farm products to children, wireether i
Cornelia telling kids to check out a corn maze, or Strawberry Fields encuyiads to

go to a pick-your-own berry farm, to Mrs. Peabody Pod, who asks kids to “give peas a
chance” and to visit their local farmers’ market to buy local producaigsir from a

farm.” The “Let’s Go to a Farm” activity book also introduces the concept offa CS
(community-supported agriculture) farm.

The “Southern Maryland Kids Cook!” is a program designed for fourth-grade
teachers, the one year in which the state mandates agricultural education in the
classroom. The program “is designed to excite and motivate children about the
connection between tasty foods, nutrition, long-term health benefits and the support of
local agriculture.” An additional stated goal of the program is “to introduce and/or
enhance the awareness of the environmental and natural resource conservdiisrobene
local farms and the importance of supporting this social sector of our comrs letere
they are $ic] lost forever” (SMADC 2003:3).

SMADC'’s educational campaign for children primarily envisions them as

consumers. It does not introduce the idea that agriculture might be a futurdaaaegr
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of their young readers who are not already living on a farm. For children whaedml
a farm, SMADC operates the Southern Maryland Invitational Livestock Expo SMIL
as a way to support farm children and “encourage educational networking opp&tunitie
(SMADC 2008a:10). SMILE is a very successful program, which has spun off from
SMADC and become its own non-profit organization.

SMADC's “Buy Local Challenge” is the other major public outreach initiative.
includes a strong web presence (www.buy-local-challenge.com) asswelhtimaterial.
The challenge asks residents to “pledge to eat at least one thing from arlocal fa
everyday during Buy Local Week [19-27 July 2009].” The theme for the 2008 challenge
was “Healthy Plate, Healthy Planet.” By supporting local farms,gigatnts would be
helping to promote “fresher air, cleaner water, healthier families,ggr@ctonomies,
safer food supplies and a greener planet ... one bite at a time!” (SMADC 2007c). The
“Healthy Plate, Healthy Planet” theme capitalizes on the discougeeh consumption
that has recently increased its prominence in the local food movement. Concerns over
the carbon footprint of the global, agro-industrial food system as a contributor to the
anthropogenic enhanced greenhouse effect has prompted “locavores” to count feod mile
and consider caloric energy budgets when selecting food (Pirog et al. 2001)

The other reasons that SMADC gives for eating locally can be found on the “Buy
Local Challenge” website. They include the following claims (SMADC 2007c):
Locally grown food tastes better.
Local produce is better for you
Local food preserves genetic diversity
Local food supports local farm families

Local food builds community
Local food preserves the rural character and open space

ok wNE

157



These reasons represent common themes in the writings of the alternativiuagrand
new agrarian movements — health, biodiversity, preserving farming as a \ifay of
aesthetics, and community-building (Allen 2007; Freyfogle 2001, Vitek & dacks
1996).

A quantitative look at the SMADC discourse reveals both the constraints and
possibilities inherent in its mandated mission. As the agency charged widgmeniing
Maryland’s tobacco-buyout program, it is not surprising to see the walvdscq
farmer(s) and sipport(ing)as the top three results in a content analysis of the SMADC
website. The only unexpected term to appear among the top ten on the SMADC website
is fun. There are many references to how getting children involved in learning about
local farms and local food can be fun for them and the entire family. Agritqurism
shopping at local farmers markets, the challenge to buy local for anweeéke and
cooking meals with local ingredients are all opportunitiesuor SMADC executive
director Dr. Christine Bergmark, upon learning about the prominence of the term on the
SMADC website, expressed a bit of surprise but quickly went on to say that SMADCs
goal was to change the way Southern Maryland residents currently perceuéagr

and food shopping (as all hard work and onerous chores).
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Table 6.1 -- Discourse content analysis of Southern Maryland Agricultural
Development Commission websiteAww.somarylandsogood.com Approximately
4,200 words. Retrieved on 25 July 2008.

Word(s) Frequency

Tobacco 40
Farmer(s) 38
Support(ing) 31
Fun 27
Land preservation 18
Local farms 16
Farmers’ markets 12
Agriculture 11
Economy 11
Education 11
School(s) 11
Business(es) 10
Enterprises 10
Local (farm) products 9
Diverse/diversify/diversification 8
Marketing 8
Growers 8
Incentives 8
Local community 7
(Agri-) tourism 7
Transition 7
Tradition(s)/traditional 7
Viability 7
Fresh/fresher 7
Consumers 6
Easement(s) 6
Farming 6
Wine 6
Buy(ing) local 5
Heritage 5
Landowner(s) 5
Infrastructure 5
Harvest directory 5
Cooks/cooking 5
Economic development 5

In a discourse content analysis, frequency does not tell the entire stayyysd.c
Occurrence and omission do as well. In the case of the SMADC website, thermzurre

of terms, even once, help define its wide-ranging goals. The terms in6lalappear

159



fewer than five times in the SMADC website, but are still words that are imbitied w

positive sense of what can be achieved in Southern Maryland’s agricultural dransiti

Table 6.2 — Positive words in SMADC website appearing fewer than five ties

Word/Term Frequency
Income 4
Profitable 4
Health/healthy/healthier 3
Taste/tastier/better tasting 3
Value-added 3
Vibrant 3
Rural beauty 2
Rural character 2
Rural charm 2
Alternative 2
Productive 1
Quality of life 1
Values 1

The linkage between land preservation, local farms, and farmers’ marketdendic
SMADC:s vision of creating a commensal landscape and economy, even if the word
commensais never used. This discourse can “create new consenses that open the way to
alternative identities and courses of action. Moving beyond the domination or the
mobilization of resources, discursive power is productive power” (Fischer 2003:81).
SMADC'’s discourse asks both producers and consumers to re-invent themselves in
reciprocal, food-centered relationships. These new relationships potemnadiyto

power to produce new and different local economies and landscapes.

6.3 County Government Discourse
This section looks at the farmland preservation and agricultural development

discourse of the three core Southern Maryland counties (Calvert, Charles, and St.
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Mary’s). The Southern Maryland Agricultural Development Commission is a-quas
governmental organization with no land use authority. County planning departments and
agricultural economic development offices are central to the implementatioa pbst-

tobacco commensal vision set out my SMADC.

6.3.1 Calvert County discourse analysis

Calvert County is Maryland’s smallest county in Maryland in terms of larad are
at 215 square miles (137,600 acres). A peninsular county, with the tidal Patuxent River
on the west and the Chesapeake Bay on the east, water covers 38% of the county’s total
surface area of 345 square miles. There is a strong record of land presem@adbrert
County reaching back three decades. The county has been a national leader in the use of
a transfer-of-development-rights program to protect farmland and foréstlene county
remains among the tops counties in Maryland in terms of the percentage wfaiising
farmland acres in preservation (see Table 5.1).

Of the five counties that made up Maryland’s historic tobacco growing region,
Calvert County has adopted a discourse most directly engaged in creating ensaim
landscape. While participating with SMADC in the development of a post-tobacco
agricultural landscape and economy, recently several county agenciesihaddqgrced
to draft a holistic vision of sustainable agriculture. Calvert County is appvecdt the
programming and marketing work being done by SMADC, but the county feels it is
ready to move to beyond the scope of SMADC’s mandate, according to an intenviewee

the county’s planning and zoning department.
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Interviews conducted in Calvert and neighboring counties showed that Calvert
County was clearly on the leading edge of using a discourse rooted in newnégranma
order to forge its vision of a commensal landscape. In the county’s information packet
given to landowners interested in its agricultural preservation program, shedyendant
indication that farm and forestland preservation and agricultural economic devetopme
are viewed as central to maintaining Calvert’s identity. Each of theadg@regram
brochures (TDR, PAR, Leveraging, and Forest TDR) mention that the opening vision
statement in county’s Comprehensive Plan is to maintain “a landscape dominated by
fields and forests.”

Preservation Newss the county’s yearly newsletter published by the
Agricultural Preservation Advisory Board and written by staff in the Planning
Department and the Economic Development Department. In the February 2008 issue,
more than half of the newsletter is devoted to presenting a new agrarian visiahvimnt C
County. One article is entitled “How Do We Start a ‘Buy Local’ Moverdgand
another is entitled “Rebuilding Farming from the Ground Up.” The first articl
introduces readers to the Slow Food movement, the term “locavore,” and Barbara
Kingsolver’s bookAnimal, Vegetable, MineralThe article closes with the following
paragraph (Bowen 2008a):

Thirty years ago, Calvert County residents had just secured enabling

legislation for the first land preservation program in the state. At that

time, many residents questioned if this land preservation effort was really

needed. The last three decades have proven both the need and the success

of Calvert’s early efforts. Now is the time to start connecting farmers
with consumers.
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In the second newsletter article, readers are asked to consider the aftbe
“get big or get out” discourse of agricultural economics in the U.S. since Worldl Wa
It highlights the externalities of our cheap food policy and quotes new agrarian writ
Wendell Berry in the process. In the form of questions, it presents four chaltenge
rebuilding agriculture in Calvert County (Bowen 2008b) — “1] How do we convince
consumers to buy farm products at a living wage price?; 2] How do we re-teacwour n
farmers to farm?; 3] Where will we find our new farm labor?; and 4] Do we §ctive
encourage farmers to raise produce organically?” The exchange betweerpavdiic
consumer is one of reciprocity that extends beyond the monetary transaction.

On 4 March 2008, the county’s Planning and Zoning Department presented an
interim report on a proposed Calvert Sustainable Agriculture Plan to the Board of County
Commissioners. The commissioners are elected representatives. Theaposseated
that despite the county’s national prominence in land preservation, the statewatagri
in Calvert is very much under stress. The tilled acreage dropped from over 50,000 in
1978, when the county’s preservation program began to 30,000 acres in 2002 (CCPDZ
2008:2). A plan for sustainable agriculture would focus on the concept of “preservation
through profitability.” Such a strategy reemphasizes a goal of pregewvairking
agricultural landscapes rather than protecting it as open space.

In early 2009, the Calvert Department of Planning and Zoning ended its
Preservation Newsewsletter, replacing it with a quarterly newsletter entifledve —
Sustainable Agriculture in Calvert Countyhriveis a product of the county’s
Sustainable Agriculture Working Group (SAWG). In its second issue, the watong

explains the newsletters’ purpose (SAWG 2009):
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The Board of County Commissioners of Calvert County formed

The Sustainable Agriculture Workgroup with members from the Soil

Conservation District, the Department of Economic Development, the

University of Maryland Cooperative Extension Office, the County Health

Department and the Department of Planning and Zoning look for way to

promote agriculture.

In 2008 the County permanently preserved over 600 new acres of

farm and forest land through the County’s Transfer of Development

Rights Program. Calvert has preserved 26,322 acres out of our goal of

40,000 acres. However, land is only part of the equation. A thriving

agricultural community needs economically successful farmers too! We

hope you will be one of them.

Articles in the first two issues @thrivefocus on topics such as agritourism, training for
new farmers, a vision for a county farmers’ co-operative, on-farm pingessvalue-
added food summit, and an upcoming talk by Joel Salatin, a full-time Virginia famder
author who is a leading voice in new agrarianism (see Purdum 2005).

Calvert County government has ventured farther than its neighbors in adopting
the discourse of new agrarianism that informs the SMADC approach. Much depends on
the success of this approach. As can been seen in the indicator tables in Chapter Five,
Calvert County’s agricultural land base and economy over the past three decades has
been among the most battered in the state. While it is too early to tell whatitieeof

agriculture will look like as a result of Calvert’s sustainable agricudntecommensalist

strategy, it is safe to say it will be much different than in the past.
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6.3.2 Charles and St. Mary’s Counties — Discourse Analysis

In great contrast to Calvert County, the other two counties that constitute
Southern Maryland produce a minimal amount of written materials on farmland
preservation and agricultural economic development for public consumption. Both
counties rely heavily on the work of SMADC to market agricultural products and
agritourism.

Charles County’s Department of Planning and Growth Management provides
very limited information on the state’s agricultural land preservation @nogiThere is
no separate section of the department’s website dedicated to farmland pras¢asats
the case in Calvert County) and there is no newsletter addressing the issysutdithe
The only printed material made available via the department’s websgeAigritultural
Land Preservation Program Recertification Report (Rice & Grant 2008)uaament in
remaining eligible to receive MALPF funding and to retain a greaté¢iopasf the real
estate transfer tax for land preservation purposes. The report does nptefseaor
conclusion to set out a broad vision for the farmland preservation and agricultural
development in the county. There is no hint of new agrarianism discourse within the
report. The county’s Department of Economic Development and Tourism website
presents no information on the agricultural sector or agritourism. This latietien to
the county’s agricultural economy and heritage is likely the result of thetohepeis
decision to terminate its agricultural marketing position in 1992 (Rice & GrantZ)08:

The Charles County Comprehensive Plan includes a chapter dedicated to
agriculture and forestry. A county planning commission’s comprehensive plan, hpwever

cannot be considered an easily accessible public venue. In the case f Charlyy, it
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remains the only public document where the local government has expressed any vision
for the future of farmland and agricultural economic development. The plan states that
“because Charles County wishes to preserve its agricultural economgragoe) of the
County is to protect the land resources necessary to support the County's agricultural
industry and enhance its rural character” (CCPC 2006:9-1). The plan alschadtbe t
Tri-County Council of Southern Maryland (the parent organization of SMADC) has
called the tobacco buyout an “unprecedented and significant cultural and econaothic shif
which the region has not “experienced since the advent of European settler€ (CCP
2006:9-4). In the face of this unprecedented and rapid shift in the region’s agricultural
economy and culture, the county’s response appears relatively tepid, with tudtagi
marketing activities, in particular, being left in the hands of SMADC.

St. Mary’'s County, thanks to the existence of an agriculture and seafoodispecial
position in its Department of Economic and Community Development, does more to
promote agriculture. However, the printed material is scarce (oneulgree & Seafood
newsletter from 2005; a brochure on Amish and Mennonite services and products). The
county’s Agricultural Preservation Advisory Board website provides a thige 2208
annual report of the board’s activities. The report does not present any congerts
of the county’s farmland preservation and agricultural development goals.larmenig
Commission’s Comprehensive Plan wording on farming in the county implies that there
is no clear vision for agriculture.

If [emphasis mine] farming is to be retained as an important county

industry and way of life over the coming decades, it will be necessary to

enhance and enforce controls to protect existing farms and areas with

highly productive soils from suburban sprawl, and actively promote

incentives for continued use of these lands for farming purposes. Of
particular importance will be maintaining levels of farming activitiest
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will support the kinds of farm supply centers necessary to day-to-day
operations (SMPC 2003:9).
One of St. Mary’s County’s objectives in its comprehensive plan is to “promotagire
and diversity of agriculture, aquaculture, fishery, and forestry industG&4Ce

2003:86).

6.3.3 Official Discourse on the Amish and Mennonite in Southern Maryland

Given the presence of an Amish and Mennonite community in Southern Maryland
(mostly in northern St. Mary’s County, but also eastern Charles County) angithktyi
they have in the writings of new agrarianism, the official discourse suirgutigem
provides a window on the meaning of agriculture in the region. The Amish and
Mennonite community of Southern Maryland began in the 1940s with the relocation of
families from Lancaster County in Pennsylvania in search of more affertiabiland.
Approximately 2,000 Amish and Mennonites (Plain Sect members) currently live in t
area; Amish are concentrated in the Charlotte Hall area straddling terg's and
Charles border and Mennonites are concentrated in the Loveville area of S. Mdry
community currently operates a farmers market in Charlotte Hall duringyoleng
season, Monday through Saturday. A brochure produced by the St. Mary’s tourism
department describes the other services and products available from the Amish.

While new agrarian writers extol the Amish as an example of living well on the
land, both in terms of environmental stewardship and economic profitability, the/count
governments in St. Mary’s and Charles counties do not view Amish and Mennonite

farming strategies as something that can be adapted to other farmensegidhe In the
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St. Mary’s County comprehensive plan, the county describes how its “farmstead zoning”
(maintaining lots of 15 acres or more) are “not affordable or viable for thenfgrmi
population.” However, the next sentence explains how the Amish and Mennonite
community have made such lots viable. “Farmstead lots are often not viable as farms
however, in the past year, a number of adjacent farmsteads have been purchased by
Amish or Mennonite families, who can jointly farm these using traditional metbods f
profit” (SMPC 2003:25).

Likewise, the Charles County comprehensive plan sees Amish and Mennonite
farming as a world apart.

A number of Amish-owned farms exist in eastern Charles County, part of

a larger community that extends into St. Mary’s County. The Amish

community is an important part of the local agricultural economy, and

particularly valuable in that it is less affected by regional and national

trends in agriculture compared to the broader agricultural community.

(CCPC 2006:9-2)
In the same chapter, the comprehensive plan notes that the small farms of Charty
cannot compete with the larger grain and soybean farms on the Eastern Shore or the

larger beef and dairy operations in Western Maryland. Meanwhile the Amish and

Mennonites are operating profitable, small farms in the region.

6.4 News Discourse

In addition to the new narratives and storylines being woven by the Southern
Maryland Agricultural Development Commission and the county governments, the media
plays a role in shaping the discourse of farmland preservation and agaiccitainge in

the region. In this section, findings from a discourse analysgashington Posrticles
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are presented. Using Lexis-Nexis as the search engine, “land pres€ritaticapture
bothfarmlandandagricultural land) and a county name (e.g. “Charles County”) were
used to set the parameters of each of the three searches (one for each coarttygje Th
period covered the three decades since the founding of MALF in 197 AVdstangton
Postis the newspaper of record for the region, especially for policymakers and
government officials.

Calvert County experienced the greatest amount of coverage, with 2%article
following the struggle to preserve land in the county (see Fig. 6.4). Promimasat ter
across these stories includacco, farmers, development, growth, rural, zoning,
planning, populationanddevelopment rightsThere was a spike in coverage in 1999
and 2000, with the topics converging around three main issues — 1] Calvert County
government tries new ways of raising funds for farmland preservatioeoh&¢co
growers see an end to their way of life with the Maryland tobacco buyouiaoidr3]
conflicts between new suburban residents and farmers. The other surge in coasrage w
in 2003 and 2004 when the primary themes were — 1] Census 2000 figures confirm
Calvert County still leads the state in rate of population growth; 2] Caoenmty
Commissioners seek to curb growth through stricter zoning and a moratorium on current
transfer-of-development rights program; 3] concerns over traffic, schmetorg and
construction; and 4] preserved farmland area in the southern part of the countgbecom

preferred route for new natural gas pipeline.
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Figure 6.4 Articles concerning land preservation in Calvert County appearig in
the Washington Pos{1978-2007)

12+

10+
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@
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to
1997

The coverage of land preservation issues is Charles County eitt@ngton
Postis less than that in Calvert County over the same time period (1978 through 2007).
In total, there were 22 articles (see Figure 6.5), yet much of the landvatesenews in
Charles County did not involve farmland. Just ten of the articles mention farmland or
agricultural land preservation. There was no year in which there was arspieerage
of farmlandpreservation. Coverage of land preservation spiked when there was a
challenges to the loss of woodlands or forests in the county. In partidashington
Postcoverage during the period 1998 to 2001 focused on the land use debates in western

Charles County along the Potomac.
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Figure 6.5 -- Articles concerning land preservation in Charles County@pearing in
the Washington Pos{1978-2007)
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The land preservation news in Charles County centered around non-agricultural,
forested, waterfront lands ripe for development along the Indian Head Highwepcorr
(Mayland Route 210) and the major employment center at its terminus, the NdaaeSur
Warfare Center. The/ashington Postoverage (Kasubick 2001; Reel 2000a, 2000b,
2000c, 2001a, 2001c; Shields 1998, 1999; Trejos 2001) pitted the state’s Smart Growth
agenda, county planners, and environmentalists against local landowners, business-
owners, and town government. The latter group argued that in the Indian Head area,
Smart Growth meant No Growth.

Curiously, theVashington Postoverage in Charles County did not focus on the
loss of agricultural land, especially in the wake of Maryland’s tobacco buyogigon
for Southern Maryland. The tobacco-buyout and its affects on farming and rural

landscapes were a central component of the spike of articles (tétggtran about
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Calvert in 1999 and 2000. The year 2007 was the only year in whi€loghean more
than one article (but just two) highlighting the loss of farmland in Charles County. One
article (Rucker 2007c) reports on the donation of farmland to conservation easgments b
Paul Facchina Sr., a construction company owner who has benefitted from the county’s
rapid growth. Facchina is also a publically-regarded conservationist who has place
more acreage under permanent conservation easements than any other in Mahgand. T
other article (Rucker 2007a) covered Charles County’sabdual economic
development summit. At the summit, Governor Martin O’Malley noted the importance
of “land sustainability” in the county’s future economic development. An unsceentifi
poll of attendees about key issues facing the county showed that many ofrfth8d@a
county leaders at the summit were evenly split as to the importance ningtai
agricultural lands in the county — 32% said it was “highly important,” with another 32%
saying it was “minimally important,” and the remaining 36% claimed & \ma@oderately
important.”

The main finding from the newspaper coverage of land preservation in Charles
County is how disconnected the articles were from the agricultural landscdpe
economy. What is unclear is whether this lack of connecting land preservation to
agricultural change and economic development in the county was a bias of the

Washington Posteporters or of the newsmakers themselves.
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Figure 6.6 -- Articles concerning land preservation in St. Mary’s Count appearing
in the Washington Pos{1978-2007)
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St. Mary’s County logged the fewest stories in\tfishington Poswith respect
to land preservation, just twelve over the study period (Figure 6.5). St. Matgsatis
from Washington, D.C. (it is not formally a part of the Washington Metropolitaa)Are
may explain the reduced coverage the county receives. Howevéfadiengton Post
does run a weekly “Southern Maryland Extra” section to subscribers in the threesount
The two years that saw the most coverage were 2004 and 2006. In 2004, all five articles
dealt with a proposed sale of state-owned forestland to the president of aoB=altimsed
developer. Then Governor Ehrlich was criticized for the proposed deal, which was
eventually dropped, as “a sweetheart deal” for a political supporter. The &3@aatof
land had been purchased by the state the year before to protect the trantsgmope
The proposed deal would have allowed approximately 50 acres to be developed, in
exchange for some of the land to be donated to the county as a site for a new school and

for the remainder to be placed in a conservation easement (Mosk 2004).
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In 2006, three articles looked at the increased interest and funding to preserve
rural land in the county. As in the Charles County coverage, the state of agriculture in
the county was largely ignored in these stories, despite the fact that theylfonubke
preservation of farmland. The articles reported on the county’s purchase and
preservation of a 169-acre parcel to act as a buffer against development moving south
from the Patuxent Naval Air Base and “securing the parcel’s rural cegrécak 2006);
growing interest by county land owners in the MALPF program and new courdgmesi
who do not want to see further developments (such as their own) (Zak 2006a); and the
preservation of two rural legacy areas, by which county commissioners canhstiow t
“being pro-Navy and pro-business and preserving farmland are not mutudilgie&”

(Zzak 2006Db).

On the whole, the discourse of farmland preservation presentedWastengton
Posthas largely been out of touch with the new narratives and storylines being adopted
by the region’s land preservation and agricultural development specialistaig Ehei
past decade, tHeosthas carried articles chronicling some of the post-tobacco transition
in Southern Maryland. These stories appear when “land preservation” as akeywor
search is replaced with “agriculture” in combination with “Southern Maryland.hdn t
pages of th&Vashington Posfarmland preservation and agriculture rarely share the
same story, despite the many efforts of SMADC and county governments in 8outher

Maryland to make this connection.
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6.5 Evaluating the Success of the SMADC Approach

The Southern Maryland Agricultural Development Commission has an
unenviable task. Its mandate is to transition the region’s agricultural econttnone
which will find profitable alternatives to tobacco as a cash crop as walkasrve
farmland and rural landscapes in the face of intense development pressurer tm orde
achieve these goals, SMADC's strategy has been to work on changingttial cul
understanding of agriculture and food among regional farmers, consumers, and
government officials. This is no easy task. Southern Maryland is not a region with a
cultural history that predisposes it to SMADC's cultural message. Due &batve
geographic isolation until WWII, there existed a strain of self-reiabat one lacking
the cooperative organizing and social capital that can be found in regions where
alternative and local food systems have taken hold from the grassroots. Tamverc
these economic and cultural challenges, SMADC was given just $78 million of
Maryland’s $4 billion award from the multi-state lawsuit against the tobacco coespa
Approximately 70% of SMADC'’s yearly operation budget goes directfgrtoers as
buyout payments (buyout recipients receive payments for 10 years). Appelyidtio
goes to agricultural land preservation, with the remaining 15% supporting all of the

remaining SMADC programs and its four full-time staff (MLIS 2004).
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Figure 6.7 — Cover of the Southern Maryland Agricultural Development
Commission 2009 Report. Photography throughout the report supports the
narrative of a future full of new opportunities in preserving the long-stamling rural
character of the region.

o1 the Tuture

Southern Maryland Agricultural Development Commission 2009 Report

As shown earlier in this chapter, SMADC has developed a substantial amount of
print media designed to present a new narrative of agriculture in Southerandarps
a marketing and public relations effort, SMADC has been successful, everomghe
term outcomes of its campaign are still unknown. From 2001 through 2008, SMADC
accomplished, in addition to the materials outlined earlier in this chapter, theifgl

(SMADC 2009):
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e Participated in 4 research grants and 8 feasibility studies

e Awarded 14 innovative small grants and 18 Southern Maryland Farm Viability
Enhancement Business Plan Grants

e Conducted workshops at 16 conferences

e Led 10 field trips for farmers to neighboring states to see best practices

e Gave over 90 presentations in the region

SMADC's 2009 reportfFarms of the Futur¢see Figure 6.4), presents the
accomplishments of the commission in the face of recent budget cuts due toiacsthte f
crisis and also in preparation for the post-buyout era. In this report, the SMAD(S staf
clearly establishing the need for the commission to continue its work weeltladt
administration of the buyout program begins to wind down in 2010, with all buyout
payments completed by 2015. Changing the culture of farming and food in the region, as
a way to promote agricultural economic development and preserve working landscapes,
is a goal with a long time horizon.

Analyzing a few of the indicators used in this study over the period from 1997 to
2007 provides a baseline from which to measure agricultural trends linked to SMADC’s
mission. Using the three sets of Census of Agriculture (1997, 2002, 2007) data provides
a useful short-term glimpse of the effects of the buyout on agriculture in Souther
Maryland. The 1997 Census of Agriculture provides a snapshot of Southern Maryland
before the tobacco buyout begins in 2000. The 2002 census takes place in the middle of
the buyout application period (2000 to 2005). The 2007 census is the first conducted in a
post-tobacco Southern Maryland and a first glimpse at whether SMADC progems a
helping to plant a new, commensal landscape and economy in the region by keeping
farmland in profitable production. The following tables present data over this ten-yea

period for the three “core” counties of Southern Maryland.
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Table 6.3 — Land in Farms (acres)

1997 2002 2007
Calvert 33,450 30,032 26,443
Charles 55,928 52,056 52,147
St. Mary’s 71,890 68,153 68,648

All three counties lost farmland between 1997 and 2002, but surprisingly, Charles and St.
Mary’s counties added a small amount of farmland to their landscapes betweem@002 a
2007. Calvert County saw continuing erosion of its farmland, even as it was beginning to
develop a sustainable agricultural working group and plan for the county. By 2008,
Calvert County had gone well beyond its neighbors in adopting a discourse of
sustainability and commensalism.

In terms of the number of farms (principal farm operators), Calvert Cousty ha
experienced a 21.5% drop in the past decade while Charles and St. Mary’s haWy basica
held steady (Table 6.4). In the latter two counties this is temporarily gocd ridwe
2012 agricultural census will be telling, as the ten-year buyout payments gwiltheir
phase out in 2010, ending in 2015. How many farmers will give up their farms once the

payments cease?
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Table 6.4 — Number of farms (principal farm operators)

1997 2002 2007
Calvert 349 321 274
Charles 410 418 418
St. Mary’s 621 577 621

As older farmers exit the stage, are there younger farmers in the pipelake
their place? The percentage of principal farm operators under age 35 is aoproxy f
several challenges to farming as a way of life in peri-urban aseasl@ble 6.5). Even
though, as a SMADC staff member pointed out during the interview | conducted there,
young farmers are not always the one bring new capital and innovations to timésregi
agricultural economy, | would argue that the number of young farmers is a gahge of t
health of farming as a “way of life.” If the majority of would-be farmbave to wait
until their 40s or 50s to realize their dreams, many will be lost along the walglleMi
aged, change-of-career farmers might bring money and new ideas into the loca
agricultural sector in peri-urban areas, but it seems precarious to build a plan for the

survival and revival of agriculture on this demographic.

Table 6.5 — Percentage of Principal Farm Operators Under Age 35

1997 2002 2007
Calvert 6.3% 1.6% 0.7%
Charles 9.3% 2.4% 6.2%
St. Mary’s 9.8% 7.3% 11.3%
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In Table 6.5, we see that from 1997 to 2002, the number of young farmers
dropped rather significantly in Calvert and Charles counties, but less so in 6 Mar
counties. The drop in all three counties could signal that fewer young people saw a
future in continuing with the family tradition of farming with the demise of thhereés
cash crop. Also, the demographics of the Amish and Mennonite (Plain Sects) community
of northern St. Mary’s County and bordering areas of Charles County must be factored
into the increase in young farmers in these two counties from 2002 to 2007. The Plain
Sects community did not participate in the tobacco buyout, and some have expanded
production by switching to burley tobacco (Rucker 2007d).

To be expected, the value of agricultural sales in each county dropped off
significantly from 1997 to 2002 with the removal of tobacco as a cash crop (see Table
6.6). In 2007, all three counties had higher sales than five years earlier, withalear pe
grain and oilseed prices the main factor. Charles County, also saw an imtrease
livestock sales and St. Mary’s growth in sales can also be attributed toeasam

livestock, vegetable, and floriculture sales (NASS 2002 and 2007).

Table 6.6 — Value of Agricultural Sales (in 2007 dollars)

1997 2002 2007
Calvert $10.0 min  $3.7min|  $4.1 min
Charles $14.0 min $7.4 min|  $8.9 min
St. Mary’s $27.3 min $14.1 min| $15.9 min
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In terms of increasing the value of agricultural sales per acre of faipile data
closely follows the trend in sales (see Table 6.7). But it is important t@rnbé&teven in
the years leading up to the tobacco buyout, Southern Maryland’s cash crop wamgbringi
in less than half of the per acre average across the state. Lancaster Benmdy|vania
has been added to this table for comparison; Lancaster County has the second highest
agricultural sales of any county east of the Mississippi River, at justavaitlion in
2007, though it does not have the highest per acre value (NASS 2007). Lancaster County
is a metropolitan county with a long agricultural history as “the Garden Spohefica”
(Walbert 2002), with an agricultural landscape and economy that typifies contisransa
In large part, this reputation is attributed to the fact that the county is cousidere

cultural hearth of North America’s Amish and Mennonite communities.

Table 6.7 — Value of Agricultural Sales Per Acre of Farmland (in 2007 dollars)

1997 2002 2007
Calvert $297 $124 $153
Charles $249 $142 $171
St. Mary’s $379 $206 $232
Maryland $787 $894
Lancaster (PA) $2,525 $2,520

In comparison to Lancaster County, or the state average, Southern Margtastiigy
agricultural landscape can be considered underdeveloped. There is great potential in

increasing the value of sales per acre. In Lancaster County, in additioratgetsiairy
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sector (32% of sales in 2007), the relatively high value is achieved byicagnhidirect
sales to consumers, creating value-added products from on-farm processing, and
maintaining relatively robust meat production in the face of urban encroaciNfAes
1997 and 2007).

Finally, as a measure of commensalism, the ability of SMADC to incoaaesz
sales to consumers across the decade is unclear from the data (e.g.Coalntrt. The
lesson to be learned here is that there is significant room for growth inftniq aé
indicated by Lancaster County, PA). St. Mary’s County is strong in this cgtagdr
perhaps its strategies could help its neighbors. For example, Charles @aghttring
back its agricultural economic development position. St. Mary’s also hastargrea
density of farmers’ markets and CSAs per 10,000 population than its neighbors, but the
statewide data and the example of Lancaster County shows that geesiéy does not

perfectly correlate with increased per capita direct sales.

Table 6.8 -- Per Capita Direct Sales to Consumers

1997 2002 2007
Calvert $4.21 $8.24 $2.71
Charles $1.76 $1.81 $2.48
St. Mary’s $6.31 $9.20 $7.08
Maryland $2.20 $2.66 $3.78
Lancaster (PA) $15.91 $17.03 $18.50
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Summary

Taking a snapshot of Southern Maryland over the past decade (with data from
three agricultural censuses) suggests that a post-tobacco collapse oftthieiea sector
has not taken place, though the future is uncertain after 2015 and the end of buyout
payments. There are some glimmers of hope, empirically in Charles andr@$s M
counties, and at least rhetorically in Calvert County. The commengadistazh in the
region could be responsible for improved indicators since 2002. Future funding for the
Southern Maryland Agricultural Development Commission beyond the buyout is
uncertain. With no clear commitment to a multi-faceted agricultural @sgno
development and farmland preservation program, the future directions of farnteg in t

region are unclear.
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Chapter 7. Conclusions and Discussion

This study set out to establish a new way of evaluating the success of Mayland’
farmland preservation program. It has done so by showing that farmland preservat
policies (in their drafting, implementation, and evaluation) are a cultura¢gsothe
outcomes of which create and sustain a particular social space and tatisaape.

Often the results are not those which were originally intended, prompting local
communities and governments to revise and rework policy implementation. The intent of
Maryland’s farmland preservation policy has remained constant over the past three
decades, regardless of changed policy mechanisms and procedures. Theiyore, t

years after a statutory goal was made, how effective have Marylanaignd

preservation programs been in reaching this goal? To ask this question is ®imple;
answer it has proven to be more difficult. This concluding chapter summtnzes

findings of this study and discusses possible ways forward for farmlandvatese

programs in Maryland. It also suggests future research directions raites &tydy.

7.1 Empirical Findings and Discussion
To reiterate, the first statutory goal given to the Maryland Agriculiuaab
Preservation Foundation by the state General Assembly is

To preserve productive farmland and woodland for the continued
production of food and fiber for all of Maryland'’s citizens.

Throughout this study, | have interpreted this goal to have four inherent components — 1]
preserving acres of farmland; 2] maintaining the number of farmers wohergnd; 3]

maintaining the profitability of food production; and 4] promoting commensalism by
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reorienting the agricultural economy and landscape to support new, reciprocal
relationships between producers and consumers and the land.

This study has shown by an analysis of quantitative indicators, that
Maryland’s state farmland preservation program

e has achieved moderate success in securing a productive agricultural

land base
At the same time, the indicators show that the program, over its first thizsdedec

e has not been successful in preserving farming as a viable “way of life”

¢ has not stopped the erosion in the value of agricultural sales

e has not reversed the marketplace alienation between producers and

consumers in the state.

In terms of preserving farmland, Maryland can be considered successful wéh som
gualification. Certainly, in terms of total acres preserved, at approxynd&@,000 from
1977 to 2007 (Conrad 2008), Maryland has protected more farmland than any other state
except Pennsylvania. Nearly 25% of Maryland’s farmland acres as of 2007 are
preserved. Despite this record of preservation, Maryland still lost almost 5681880 a
over the same time period, losing 1.1 acres for every acre preservedi{ees.Th
According to the MALPF goal, farmland preservation is for a distinct purpose —
continued food and fiber production.

Protecting the state’s capacity for production, measured by the totalofalue
agricultural sales in inflation adjusted dollars, has not been successful. From 1978 to
2007, the overall value of agricultural sales in Maryland dropped 28.4%. Only three of

the seventeen counties included in this study saw agricultural sales nskigyeriod;
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among the fourteen counties that saw sales drop, they did so by an average 51.6% (see
Table 5.3). Profitability, as measured by agricultural sales peoataemland, fared
better in Maryland, dropping 8.8% from 1978 to 2007, with five counties out of the
seventeen experiencing increases. Only three counties recorded salge jp¢
farmland over $1,000 — Cecil, Somerset, and Wicomico, all on the Eastern Shore. Even
at this rate of profitability, agricultural uses have a hard time competthghe price
developers might be willing to pay per acre; the statewide average aoquisist per
acre of farmland for MALPF in 2008 was $6,759 (MALPF 2009).

Securing the productive capacity for food and fiber on behalf of “Maryland’s
citizens” has been unsuccessful. The state’s diminished farm sales havedeed th
large in-state processors for national markets and have been failicgntaimtheir
market share of the consumers’ food dollars through declining per capita diesct sa
Direct sales of farm products (per capita) to consumers for human consumption in
Maryland decreased 35.7% from 1978 to 2007, with only two counties seeing increases
(see Table 5.4). The state’s producers and consumers have become more al@nated f
each other in the marketplace, as measured by per capita direct saldse past three
decades, despite the proliferation of farmers’ markets across thedtatg@and and
most of its counties can be seen as unsuccessful in getting producers and calmsumers
support each other in mutually beneficial ways. For producers, this would mean a “sell
food, not feed” approach and to develop cooperative approaches to marketing and
processing in order to compete locally with national producers. For consuners, thi

approach requires that they forfeit real or perceived conveniences at thepne-s
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supermarket and also abandon the lowest price as main driver of food purchases, no
matter what the external costs.

The MALPF objective as stated does not explicitly focus on the human resources
needed to operate a productive agricultural landscape. TheSga@évide Plan for
Agricultural Policy and Resource Managemadtresses the concern, but presents vague
recommendations in tackling the problem. The report recommends the state “provide
coordinated program of technical assistance and funding for the next generation of
farmers,” specifically in land acquisition. Also, as an action item under the
recommendation to “increase awareness of agriculture by the public,” thegtigfor
the promotion of agriculture as “a viable career opportunity and lifestyle GMA
2006:37).

Will these recommendations be able to “preserve” current farmers anad™“gr
future ones? While Maryland lost 21.5% of its farmland between 1978 and 2007, it lost
31.5% of its principal farm operators (farms) over the same time period (Slee5T2).

The number of farmers under age 35 dropped from 13.8% to 4.8%, with the average age
now standing at 57.3 years. Until recently, agricultural economists and plarswereds

that if farming could stay profitable, it would retain farmers and attractomes. This
assumption ignores the factors in America’s popular culture and educatioeah $iyat

work against young people seeing agriculture as a “viable career oppoatuahit

lifestyle.”
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7.2 Theoretical Findings and Discussion

Social theory, as written and argued by academics, will not energiakeqslder
focus group to reconsider local agricultural land use planning and economic
development. However, the understanding of social processes, space, and place that
result from academic scholarship can and should be applied to problem-solving and
policy-making. This study has shown that theories on the social production of sdace a
landscape are relevant to the task of farmland preservation and agricuitunainec
development in metropolitan areaBhe failure of farmland preservation policy in

Maryland is the failure to take culture seriously.

7.2.1 The Role of Theory: Farmland Preservation as Cultural Landscape Planning

In the suburban and peri-urban spaces that are the loci of farmland preservation
efforts, there is minimal articulation between the three types of spaaks as described
by Lefebvre. Theonceivedagricultural/rural spaces of county and state bureaucracies
and the culturallyperceivedor everydayived spaces of individuals intersect in terms of
experience, but fail to connect in terms of planning. In the United States, landiage pol
rarely attempts to harmonize the different narratives associate@aadh type of space
into a coherent attempt at cultural landscape planning. In Europe, national planning
agencies have been working on harmonizing these spaces for at least a tieteaal
programs have informed the Council of Europe’s 2000 European Landscape Convention.
The Convention acknowledges, among other beliefs, that “the landscape has an important
public interest role in the cultural, ecological, environmental and social fields, a

constitutes a resource favourable to economic activity and whose protectionemantg
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and planning can contribute to job creation” and that “the landscape is a key edément
individual and social well-being and that its protection, management and planning entalil
rights and responsibilities for everyone” (CoE 2000a). Perhaps the advaneed sta
European landscape planning is the result of operating in societies in whichmecade
discussions of landscape theory and social spaces continue to be robust.

Land use planning in the U.S. still regards landscapegesdactand not as a
process Enumerated policy goals seek products, end results that can be seen and
measured. But preservimgprkinglandscapes, by their very nature, is a process.
Therefore, if current cultural and economic processes are resulting larfdrioss and a
decline in the agricultural economy, one cannot expect to preserve the same processe
and achieve a successful outcome. If the spatial and cultural interantrmesropolitan
areas are determined largely by market economics (“business as ubealsired
agricultural landscapes as conceived and perceived by multiple stakeholteositiviue
to disappear in peri-urban areas. A communally-desired and appreciated landBcape
not issue forth from actions grounded in short-term, rational economic selfsintere
Landscape as process is what Rose (2002:462-3) alludes to when he describasdandsc
as being the result of how they are “put to task,” that “the only thing thatritieckape
everis is the practices that make it relevant.”

The failure of policy in the U.S. to acknowledge the culture in agriculture and in
the economy has created peri-urban landscapes that may look agrarian, lesiearé t
not in practice. Some communities have been taken to task as being elitist fogw@nt
preserve landscapes for mostly aesthetic reasons (see Duncan & R00&§ even if

the community has come to an agreement on the cultural value of doing so. For gxample
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the Norwegian Ministry of Agriculture in the 1990s began paying farmers tatanai
certain environmental and cultural features on their farms. Instead of lantsvage
“an aesthetic by-product of agriculture [it] becomes the product itsedftt€n 2004:404).

Most farmland preservation programs in the U.S., however, call for the
preservation ofvorking or productiveagricultural lands. This is a cultural decision that
requires real discussions about economic relationships between producers andrspnsume
the role and responsibility of the state, and human stewardship of the land and
responsibilities toward the natural environment.

Peri-urban areas in the U.S. often do not have the social capital nor the institutions
needed to serve as the foundation for difficult conversations about values and shared
goals. Nonetheless, a promising example in Calvert County began lasiityetre
founding of a forum called a “Civil Discourse for a Sustainable Calv@itié monthly
speaker and discussion series explores “the intersection of economic, social, and
environmental topics pertaining to sustainability. The goal is to foster undengjami
to discover common values in order to nurture a sustainable community in Calvert
County” (CIC 2009). Its meeting place (and co-sponsor) is the CalvertaCeitrary
and its other lead co-sponsor is All Saints Episcopal Church, a community 8ktaee
1692. These two institutions have the social capital and reach to bring togethexr divers
groups to engage in meaningful conversations. Recent topics have included sustainable

agriculture and food systems.
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7.2.2 Possible ways forward

One way that local cultural landscapes could be better connected to land use and
food systems planning in the U.S. and Canada is through food policy councils. Today,
there are nearly fifty local and state food policy councils in the United SGRSEC
2008). Food policy councils bring together various groups involved in the production,
distribution, preparation, and consumption of food. Examples of food policy council
initiatives include conducting local food resources audits, producing maps and other
publicity for local food sources, connecting underserved residents in “food déserts
areas with full-service grocery stores, getting government aggeand local institutions
such as schools and hospitals to purchase from local farmers, and setting umtgmm
gardens and farmers' markets (CFSC 2008).

While they represent the potential institutionalization of commensalisine at
local and regional scale, it is still too early to gauge their impact ocudtgrial
economies and landscapes. Only three U.S. food policy councils have been in existence
greater than ten years — Knoxville (1988), Hartford (1991), and Connecticut (1995). Few
of the food policy council mission statements explicitly include farmland masen
within their “foodshed” among their goals for promoting community food security. A
exception is the Connecticut Food Policy Council, which links farmland preservation
goals to their food policy initiatives.

The State’s Farmland Preservation Program has the goal of saving

130,000 acres of farmland, including 85,000 acres of land classified as

having prime and important soils. This amount of acreage would enable

our local farm industry to meet 59% of the demand for fresh milk and 70%
of the demand for fresh fruits and vegetables in the state (CFPC 2002:3).
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In the MALPF program, there is no such explicit linkage between land and production in
the implementation and evaluation policy stages, even though the wording of its first
statutory objective suggests otherwise.

In linking food production and consumption with farmland preservation, food
policy councils require a wider set of individuals, groups, and institutionsitwvbleed
as stakeholders in the process. Farmland preservation policy in Marylanyg igngeés
consumers (“eaters”). The drafting, implementation, and evaluation of potiey &m
landowners, farmers, agribusinesses, departments of planning and economic
development, conservation non-profits, and residents who feel they have a personal stake
in the loss of a particular parcel of farmland to development. Local consumtrs
daily quest to answer the question “What'’s for dinner (or breakfast or lunck)?” ar
overlooked as the possible solution to the precarious status of agriculture in peri-urban
areas.

“Consumers have little direct input into the farmland preservation

discussion. [Much of the literature] is written from the point of view of

the outside expert, often an agricultural economist or planner, who is

interested in managing urban growth. Little is written from the point of

view of urban consumers who usually end up paying the bill for land

preservation and wondering what they are getting in return” (Blobaum

1984: 56)
If food were central to farmland preservation policies it could alter the dominant
discourse in agricultural economics which describes “traditional farmsgt@aving and
raising agricultural commodities for markets. With a “farm-to-farkterstanding of

food chains, economic opportunities might appear in the new producer-consumer

relationships.
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The cause and effect between strong producer-consumer relationships and public
support for farmland preservation is also umeasured. Though only one county in the
Northeast U.S. breaks into the top twenty in the country in terms of the markebtalue
agricultural sales (Lancaster County, Pennsylvania), the picture is viemgdtfwhen
considering the value of direct sales to consumers. Out of the top twenty cautiies i
country in terms of direct sales, nine of them are in the New England and the Mid-
Atlantic (NASS 1997). Strong farmland preservation exist in all of these areas,
suggesting that support for farmland preservation is greater where cogasumarore
likely to buy directly from farmers.

Food policy councils historically have been urban in their origin and interests. |
order to effectively develop a commensal landscape and food system, they with need t
better acknowledge the new agrarianism that underlies much of the alefoati
system discourse in peri-urban areas. New agrarianism places greassnooh
reciprocal responsibility through everyday actions. “Eating is a pdlgatd By
breaking down the producer/consumer divide, new agrarianism calls on consumers to
also become co-producers of an agrarian landscape and economy.

Another clear way forward in preserving farmland and agricultural ecesami
for U.S. local and state governments to adopt the European approach to landscape
planning (see Vos & Meekes 1999; von Haaren 2002; Palang & Fry 2003; Selman 2006).
To get a sense of the level of European landscape planning, below are the dudyjeste

actions devised by the Landscape Character Network, a group of scholars and planners i

" Lancaster, PA (#3); Worcester, MA (#4); Burlingtdt) (#5); Chester, PA (#13); Suffolk, NY (#15);
Middlesex, MA (#17); Hartford, CT (#18); Berks, R#A19); Ulster, NY (#20)
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the UK interested in the assessment and implementation process resoitirtge

European Landscape Convention (LCN 2008:11).

Actions by governments individually
1. recognize landscape in law

2. integrate landscape in policy
Action by all, for all landscapes

. identify landscapes

. assess landscapes

. set landscape objectives

. protect

. manage

. plan

. monitor change

The essential supportive context
10. promote education and training
11. raise awareness, understanding and involvement
Action by governments collectively
12. co-operate in Europe

O©oOo~NO O Ww

The actions outlined above by the LCN would need to be adapted to the U.S. context, in
which the concept of an economically productiwerkinglandscape is often assumed in
farmland preservation policies (as evidenced by “right-to-farm”)Jawsits work, the
Southern Maryland Agricultural Development Commission has focused sigrificant

creating a supportive context for its vision of a commensal landscape.

Changing culture

Farmland preservation policies in Maryland, despite their mission tacprote
farmland and the agricultural economy, do not seek to fundamentally alter the culture
which has led to this current crisis. Cultural changes require new dissouese

narratives, new storylines, new imaginaries. Only within the past decate, resnt
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cultural politics of food as reached into county planning and agricultural economic
development offices, has a new discourse of peri-urban agriculture emergeidnblied
with the discourse of new agrarianism, which challenges the current nariate
storylines used to explain why more of the same (the dominant discourse) valteachi
stated goals, when three decades have shown it to fail.

What do Maryland farmers lose in deciding not to work cooperatively in value-
added processing, distribution, marketing, and retail? What do they lose byraxtepti
current expert discourse and policy storylines that come from land-grantsitieger
departments of agriculture, and market capitalism? How might farmerg the
regarded themselves first as members of a political and economic commaugeitydoa
food (commensalism) rather than as “independent businessmen?” SMADC has asked
consumers in Southern Maryland to rethink their economic identity (in terms &f right
and responsibilities) in the context of protecting the agricultural economy arstdgued
of the region. Are farmers being asked to do the same?

As new agrarian essayist Wendell Berry has asked in several ofdys,esghat
is the economy for?” In advanced market capitalism, we have become passit®iobje
a global economy over which we have no control. We have become “victims” of the
economy. Instead, new agrarianism argues for a new cultural understanttieg of
economy. The economy is a cultural construct, which we created and support and which
should ultimately serve us, the “commonwealth.” Geographer Gibsoni@Graha
(2003:126) argues that our “economic imaginaries” are diminished by having liz&gna
the belief that we can no longer make or manage the economy to our personal and

collective benefit. “A reluctance to engage in economic experimentatoan e of
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perceived futility, or for fear of repression by the all powerful economybéesme a

form of unfreedom, a discursive enslavement.” The Southern Maryland Agricultural
Development Commission’s commensalist, post-tobacco strategy haseataivée

steps toward changing the cultural assumption that “the economy is no longer ... a sphere
of decision” for the average person (Gibson-Graham 2003:125). AftéYailiy choice

matters”

The Next Generation

Cultural shifts such as those envisioned by new agrarians are dependent on
changes in our educational system. Specifically in terms of agricudtiweational
opportunities in Maryland do not serve the goals of farmland preservation and
agricultural economic development programs. Currently, K-12 agricultural esluaati
much of the state is limited to a brief exposure to farm activities in the faadie.g
High schools in Maryland’s metropolitan counties, through their meager or nderngxis
educational or vocational opportunities in agriculture are not preparing or enogurag
another generation of Marylanders to consider the possibilities of a prefitat|
meaningful life in farming. Community colleges, with their reach into evenyecaf
the state, also largely ignore the educational and training needs of potentedsf and
employees in the agricultural sector. Three of Maryland’s sixteemaaiity colleges
offer two-year horticulture programs, while just one offers an agriculbusiness degree
and another an equine studies degree (MDACC 2009).

Finally the School of Agriculture and Natural Resources at the land-grant

University of Maryland mostly educates its students to become agri¢dtigatists,
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economists, and policymakers, but not farmers. The Institute of Applied Agricatture
the University of Maryland offers a two-year program with six majorsgiavide a
rather limited view of agriculture (Golf Course Management, Landscape Ielaead,
Equine Business Management, Turfgrass Management, Agribusiness Management,
Ornamental Horticulture).

The Maryland General Assembly’s ad hoc, and now defunct, Agricultural
Stewardship Commission issued a final report in January 2006 which contained several
findings that highlight the future challenges to the farm sector in ttee Stme of the
commission’s key findings is the need to attract and support young farmers. Bigpura
young people to take up farming is seen as a way to support the state’s farmland
preservation goals. The commission found a lack of educational opportunitidgat te
institutions and through the University of Maryland’s Cooperative Extension, forcing
students interested in such programs to leave the state (ASC 2006, 14-16).

In light of the commission’s findings, the Agricultural Stewardship Act of 2006
established an Agricultural Internship Program at the University of lsladyl Also, the
University of Maryland (UMD) has created a dual secondary education andliagalc
education degree similar to the one offered by Virginia Tech, which was singled out
the Agricultural Stewardship Commission’s report. The College of Aguicudnd
Natural Resources (AGNR) at UMD is also offering a 4+1 program leandliad/tasters
in Education for students and certification to teach agricultural educatidmofe t
students who are graduating with a bachelor’s degree in agricultural sciaGd¢r (

2008, 3).

197



Maryland recently joined the Growing New Farmers (GNF) project, whastest
in 2000 with a four-year grant to the New England Small Farm Institute in
Massachusetts, along with collaborating organizations in other Northedates s
Maryland’s Department of Agriculture, three county economic development digthori
two units of the University of Maryland, the Maryland Organic Food & Farming
Organization, one foundation, and one regional USDA Resource Conservation &
Development office have joined as GNF consortium members (NEFSI 2009).

The implementation strategy of Maryland’s Statewide Plan for Agri@lltur
Policy and Resource Management (MAC 2007) assumes that the greatest tmarrier
attracting new individuals to enter farming as a career are finartd@lever, during the
agricultural stakeholder listening sessions that informed the statewideéh@eswas
evidence that significant cultural, educational, and experience barrieesxa#ds
Farmers voiced a desire for more resources and smarter policies be pukintg m
farming an attractive career for young people. Chief among their dicggewere to
make farming more profitable through reduced taxes and paperwork, to equip young
people with the knowledge and skills for a new era of farming through improved
agricultural education in high schools and colleges, and to engage in public refations
and that the farmers themselves need to take responsibility for their amagelf-
promotion (MAC 2006, 58-107).

This recent acknowledgement by the state that its educational curricotim a
business development programs are neither attracting nor training thenesdtgpn of
the state’s farmers is hopefully not too little, too late. The new culturaicsadf food

have encouraged many colleges, often among the country’s elite institugidesetop
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programs in sustainable agriculture and food studies, with experiential educatioh pa
the mix (Carlson 2008). Unfortunately, the institutions with the strongest losastieh
as community colleges and high schools, have been slow to innovate. With fewer and
fewer Marylanders or other Americans being born and raised on working, fdren
future of agriculture will be dependent on developing the desire, skills, and disposition
needed to become farmers in the unique and challenging environments of peri-urban and
urban agriculture.

New agrarians are critical of our educational systems, especidtigrregucation,
for offering “one major” — “upward mobility”(Jackson 1996:3). The fact that
understanding agricultural systems is no longer considered an integral paralaalitse
general, or even a geographic education, rankles the new agrarians. Edisatdnes
not end at age twenty-three. Like so many efforts to effect culturagiehadults are
often seen as an after-thought, “too set in their ways.” Ignoring adult or continuing
education opportunities creates a situation in which change must wait argen@ration

or more for new ideas to filter in, when urgent change is often needed sooner.

What is it about the Amish?

One of the unexpected, but intriguing outcomes in both the qualitative and
guantitative analysis of this study, is the apparent link between some paoxiicegtors
and the presence of Amish and Mennonite communities in a particular county. Four of
the counties in this study have established or growing Amish and/or Mennonite
communities — Washington (mostly Mennonite), Charles and St. Mary’s (Amish &

Mennonite), and Cecil (new, mostly Amish). The one set of indicators where the
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presence of the Plain Sects shows up clearly is in the people indicators. Foreesiimpl
four counties saw increases in the farmers under age 35 indicator from 2002 to 2007.
Cecil County in 2007 had 28% more farmers than it did in 1978 and Washington County
experienced a decrease of less than 4% (compared to the 32% decreasietatewli

while Southern Maryland counties experienced some of the biggest drops in farmers
because of development pressures and the tobacco buyout over the 30-year period, St.
Mary’s with the largest Amish and Mennonite settlement had a 29% drop compared to
Calvert County’s drop of 57% (with no Plain Sect community).

More importantly is the fact that Amish and Mennonite offer an alterngtte,
conservative and reassuringly familiar, cultural road map for re-igaginagricultural
landscapes and economy. As previously noted, in the Charles County comprehensive
plan, it states, “The Amish community is an important part of the local agridultura
economy, and particularly valuable in that it is less affected by regiotalaional
trends in agriculture compared to the broader agricultural community?CxD06:9-2).
Nowhere does it go on to explore why the Plain Sects are less affected lnyidhalre
and national economic trends and what that may mean for other farmers in the region.

The Amish hold a respected, but not uncritical, position in new agrarian writings.
In answering Berry’s question, “who is the economy for?” the Amish answi@risur
community.” Berry (1986:212) writes:

Whereas our society tends to conceive of community as a loose political-

economic mechanism of mutually competing producers, suppliers, and

consumers, the Amish think of ‘the community as a whole’ — that is, as all

of the people, or perhaps, considering the excellence of both their

neighborliness and their husbandry, as all the people and land together. If

the community is whole, then it is healthy, at once earthly and holy. The

wholeness or health of the community is their standard. And by this
standard they have been required to limit their technology.
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Noted for their refusal to adopt modern technologies which will disrupt theilyfaml

communal values, new agrarian writer Bill McKibben (2003:166-8) ironicatjyes that

the Amish are masters of technology.
The Amish are the most technologically sophisticated people on this
continent, the best at picking and choosing among innovations, deciding
which ones make sense and which ones don’t.... The larger society at the
moment has a primitive and superstitious belief that we must accept new
technologies, that they are somehow more powerful than we are. Which
makes the Amish in some ways the most modern American subculture—

far more modern than some fellow with a cell phone who doesn't really
like how it changes his life, but has one just because it seems “normal.”

In choosing these two observations about the Amish, | wish to emphasize Gibson-
Graham'’s idea that the dominant narrative in our society is that the ecoadiné
technology that comes with it) is not within our sphere of decision-making. Méat
Amish and Mennonite communities show us (and what county planners observe but fail
to recognize) is that it is possible for communities to claim agency in dategiie
rules of the economy. The reason why Charles County’s Amish population is “less
affected by regional and national trends in agriculture compared to the broader
agricultural community” might be that they participate in those trends wieméfits
them and develop alternative arrangements when they do not. They are active
participants in shaping their shared economy and landscapes.

No, Marylanders do not all need to live like the Amish and Old Order Mennonites

in material terms in order to have vibrant, local agricultural landscapesandneies.
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However, the way forward in peri-urban agriculture and farmland preservatiohena

adopt their “new order” thinking about economic agency and decision-making.

7.3 Future Research

This study has introduced a new termommensal landscapeinto the
landscape literature. | expect to conduct further theoretical and eshpiodk on the
concept. Other future research plans are likely to result when | send aoprégis
findings to the county planning and agricultural economic development offices which
participated in this study. | hope to receive useful feedback and construiticrene

which will help me refine my evaluation metric.

7.3.1 Theoretical

As an extension of the new agrarianism push to “put the culture back into
agriculture,” further work on emerging new narratives of agriculture, edlyea peri-
urban areas, will create opportunities to expand on current theories of landstdipe a
social production of space. Commensal landscapes and economies require new ways of
thinking about farms, farmers, and farming that take into accodnt@ttury realities.
For commensalism to exist in a metropolitan environment, farming must be conceived i
ways that go beyond the isolated family farm and the farm as an isolateddsusink or
swim). Agriculture and food systems have rarely, in the course of human history, been
allowed by the state to be completely abandoned to vagaries of the marketfofmtbé
subsidies, market interventions, health and environmental regulations, the state’s

presence in agriculture is quite pronounced. Therefore, the dominant discourse of
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agriculture that idealizes the self-reliant, family farm is not éffean the highly
competitive land markets of metropolitan areas.

In some New England towns, where land use decisions are made at a very local
level, farmland has been set aside for “community farms.” Weston, Masséshuse
metro Boston is a well-known example. In Weston, the community farm usesalocal |
(much of it volunteer) to produce apples, cider, and maple syrup for local consumption.
It also runs a vegetable CSA (community-supported agriculture) operation anceesfarm
market. It includes a large educational component (Donahue 1999). In Maryland, the
state and county governments have invested significant sums of many to purchase
development rights (not the actual land) from farmers. Since 1977, MALPF has spent
$490 million to protect 268,100 acres (MALPF 2008c). Can a model of community
farms be adapted to states with land use regulated at the county and stéteGaretbe
narrative of agriculture as “a way of life” change so that commuaity$ and markets
are farmed and staffed by teenagers working after-school, post-retireemeors, stay-at
home parents, all under the management of a full-time farmer? Will comesungi
willing to cooperatively take on the risks and benefits of food production? How do
current community farms operate and can they serve as new models for local
commensalism and landscape preservation?

Finally, planning theory must also be opened up in order to understand where
peri-urban agriculture might head in the near future. Zoning laws in the U.S. have
continued their attempt to simplify complex places — this area is onlyendsit] this
industrial, this agricultural, and this parcel is commercial. For the peatidelandscape

planning in Europe has been using the term “multifunctionality” to describe the
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countryside — as a site of production, consumption, cultural identity, aesthetics, and
ecological services (OECD 2001). Inthe U.S., there has been a call for sghlatansrs
and communities to embrace “place complexity,” specifically in suburbas éelb
2008). Kolb launches a defense of suburbia, noting that it is already more complex than
its developers envisioned, and that the solution to the problems of suburbia is by making
it even more complex.

Some critics seem to be claiming that the only solution to sprawl is to ban

it completely: stop all development on farmland, stop building highways,

revoke all tax policies that favor sprawl, and implement other all-or-

nothing measures. Such critics have little use for attempts to ameliorate

sprawl, and nothing to say about already existing suburbs. They resemble

those who opposed all attempts to lessen the misery of nineteenth century

industrial workers in the hope that increased suffering would push the

workers toward total revolution (Kolb 2008:144).
Planning theory currently sees urban development and agriculture in peri-urisasee
zero-sum game. With urban farms sprouting up across cities in the U.S. by taking over
abandoned lots created by human and capital flight (to the suburbs), planning theory
needs to move on. Cluster (conservation) developments have been used for some time in
smart gowth developments — residential units are placed on smaller lotsven aaycel
of land in order to allow a certain percentage to remain open space. Will futiee clus

developments incorporate farms? Perhaps, but only if the discourse of agriculture

changes to provide new avenues of research and practice.

7.3.2 Empirical
Several empirical research questions are raised by this study. Do food policy
councils (i.e. regional food systems planning) have a positive impact on farmland

preservation and agricultural economic development? A comparison between those tha
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use a commesalist discourse and those that use a more tradition food sesnaitysdi
would be especially interesting. Alternately, would the commensalist apprpdch b
guasi-governmental Southern Maryland Agricultural Development Commissioioitse
effective if it also took on the community-based decision making-structure firesde
the food policy council approach?

Finally, a study comparing the Southern Maryland experience with the sngfact
commensalist approaches to agricultural economic development and landscape
preservation in other post-tobacco regions would be informative. Does metropolita
non-metropolitan location make a difference -- economically and cultunatheisuccess
of the approach? Does the structure of the approach matter as much as theediseours
does a top-down, centralized commensalism undercut the approach)? For example,
Kentucky set aside a much greater percentage of its tobacco-award moauely tow
agricultural economic development. Its program set up 118 County Agricultural
Development Councils, many of which are working toward “getting a LIFEbeal
Integrated Food Economy (Plath 2004). Using the experiences in Kentucky, Maryla
Virginia, Tennessee and North Carolina in adopting various levels of commensalism but
in different geographic and socio-economic contexts would help shed light on policy

effectiveness.

This study’s analysis of peri-urban farmland preservation has joinedatult
geography’s ongoing discussion with respect to landscape as symbol, processselisc
and practice. Working the land for economic advantage, telling stories alwut it t

grandchildren, drafting comprehensive plans in county planning offices, preserving
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farmland for aesthetic purposes, or buying from a local vendor at the $amaeket —

all of these actions shape the landscape. The tension between the placeledsness a
cosmopolitanism of urban and suburban food consumers and the groundedness of
agrarianism is fertile soil for cultural analysis. Yet, out of this tensiew, ties between

urban consumers and peri-urban farmers are being created, recreated, areardngt

The agricultural landscape and economy that results from this interactidargely

depend on the choices made by communities — to envision the economy as a realm of
decision-making, to understand landscape as a community process that lcoméom
common purpose, and to see food-centered reciprocal relationships as a reason to come

together at the table.
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Appendix A

Open-ended interview questions with county agricultural land peservation and
agricultural economic development staff in Maryland. (June — Septembe2008)

1. In your view, what are the primary objectives of County’s agricultural land
preservation policies?

2. Which groups does this office view as the primary stakeholders in the farmland
preservation?

3. How important are food production goals to the county’s farmland preservation
efforts?

4. What do you consider to be the most successful aspects of the county’s agricultural
land preservation programs? Greatest room for improvement?

5. What programs exist to attract new farmers? What about agriculturatieduc
opportunities?
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Appendix B

Washington Postrticles used in Chapter Six discourse analysis

Calvert County

Allan, Hannah. 1999. Calvert Asks to Borrow 20 Million; Land Preservation Tops Bond
Proposal to State. 18 Nov 1999, Southern Maryland Extra, p.M03

Bombardieri, Marcella. 1999. Tobacco Funds to Help Farmers Grow With Tinaes; Pl
Calls for Land Preservation, Transition to New Crops. 18 July 1999, Southern
Maryland Extra, p.M01

Larsen, C. 2006. Letter: Please Don’t Pave Paradise. 30 Apr 2006, Southern
Maryland Extra, p.T02

Layton, Lyndsey. 1999a. Calvert Backs Off Tax Plan; Legislators OpposdiNal
Estate Levy. 24 Jan 1999, Southern Maryland Extra, p.M03

. 1999b. Calvert Board Considers Tax to Save Land; New Levy on All Properties
Would Help Preserve Rural Space. 10 Jan 1999, Southern Maryland Extra,
p.M01

McCaffrey, Raymond. 2003a. Calvert Board Acts to Curtail Growth; Zoning Rules
Changes Help Limit Housing. 20 Nov 2003, Southern Maryland Extra p.TO1

. 2003b. Moratorium Lawsuit Dropped by Landowner; Commissioners Move on
Policy Restrictions. 13 Nov 2003, Southern Maryland Extra, p.T03

. 2003c. Calvert to Process Rural Land Cases; Plaintiff's Preservation Bid on
Agenda. 2 Nov 2003, Southern Maryland Extra, p.T03

. 2003d. Litigant Allowed to Preserve Farmland. 26 Oct 2003, Southern Maryland
Extra, p. TO1

. 2003e. Judge Extends the Ruling on Preservation of Farmland. 19 Oct 2003,
Southern Maryland Extra, p.TO1

. 2003f. Court May Curb Changes to Farm Preservation Law. 16 Oct 2003,
Southern Maryland Extra, p.T03

. 2003g. Zoning Revisions Fine-Tuned; Calvert Looks to Slow Rate of
Development. 11 Sept 2003, Southern Maryland Extra, p.T03
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. 2003h. Preservation Incentive May Hurt Planning Efforts; Calvert Program on
Hold for Now. 21 Aug 2003, Southern Maryland Extra, p.T03

. 2003i. Calvert Eyes New Curbs on Growth; Commissioners Seek Stricter Zoning
Rules. 10 July 2003, Southern Maryland Extra, p.T03

. 2003]. In Calvert, More Limits on Growth?; Tighter Controls Needed,
Commissioners Told. 26 June 2003, Southern Maryland Extra, p.TO1

. 2003k. Calvert to Update Growth Plan; Board Expects to Hold Hearing in
December. 20 Mar 2003, Southern Maryland Extra, TO1

. 2001. Calvert Leads MD with 45% Increase in Population. 22 Mar 2001,
Southern Maryland Extra, p.T01

. 2000a. Growers Face Fork in Tobacco Road; Buyout Forces Hard Choices on
Farmers. 28 Dec 2000, p.BO1

. 2000b. Clash Emerges in Calvert as Rural, Suburban Meet; New Residents Move
In, Butt Against Old Ways. 6 Sept 2000, p.BO1

. 2000c. Calvert Considers Plan to Preserve Rural Land. 3 Feb 2000, Southern
Maryland Extra, p.M03

McCaffrey, Raymond and Susan Kinzie. 2004. Butcher Coming to Calvert Market. 19
Feb 2004, Southern Maryland Extra, p.T02

Paley, Amit R. 2004a. Expanding Area Fought to Resist Pace of Change. 20 Dec 2004,
Southern Maryland Extra, p.T01

. 2004b. Pipeline Plan Severs Farmers’ Faith; Preservation Status Makes Calver
Land More Attractive to Developers. 9 Nov 2004, p.B04

Prouty, John C. 2000. Local Comment: Preserving Calvert; Land has Value Other than
Money. 13 Aug 2000, Southern Maryland Extra, p.M06

Rucker, Philip. 2007d. End of Era for Maryland Tobacco; Hughesville Auction is Silent
for First March Since 1939. 1 Mar 2007, Southern Maryland Extra, p.TO1

Shields, Todd. 1999a. Growers Grim on Crop’s Future; MD Farmers Hope for
Compensation from Tobacco Settlement. 25 Mar 1999, p.B04

. 1999b. Land May Be Saved as By Product of Town House Rules. 28 Feb 1999,
Southern Maryland Extra, p.M03

. 1998. The Open Space Race; Rural Legacy Grants Would Give Counties the
Edge in Preserving the Past. 8 Mar 1998, Southern Maryland Extra, p.M03
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Trejos, Nancy. 1998. Keeping the Farm in Calvert; Tour Showcases Land Untouched by
Builders. 23 July 1998, Southern Maryland Extra, p.M0O1

Charles County

Editorial. 1998. Preservation Prescience. 24 Aug 1998, p.A18

Kasubick, Sal. 2001. Land Preservation Suffocates Indian Head's Growth. 20 May
2001, p.T20

McCaffrey, Raymond. 2004. New Season for Growth Debates; Charles, Calvert
Proposals to Limit Development Resisted. 22 Feb 2004, Southern Maryland Extra
p.TO1

Partlow, Joshua. 2003. Commissioners Join Rural Zoning Critics. 9 Nov 2003,
Southern Maryland Extra, p.TO1

Reel, Monte. 2001a. Md. Buys Land on Potomac; Residents Rallied To Preserve Parcel..
25 Sept 2001, p. BO7

. 2001b. History Pitted Against Houses; Deal Deemed Threat To Site Where
Doctor Tended Lincoln's Killer. 22 May 2001, Metro p.B04

. 2001c. Land Trust Negotiates To Buy River Site; Mining Firm May Sell
1,224 Acres. 17 June 2001, p.TO1

. 2000a. In Quest for Pristine Shore, Md. Must Surmount Mining Venture—
and Some Lawmakers' Resistance. 28 Aug 2000, p.B0O1

. 2000b. Indian Head Debate Draws Packed House; Economic,
Environmental Concerns Aired at Hearing. 13 July 2000, p.M01

. 2000c. Indian Head Sees Doom In Land Preservation Bid; Downzoning
Called Threat to Economy. 9 July 2000, p.M01

. 2000d. Charles Funds Farm Preservation; $100,000 Should Double County
Inventory in 1 Year. 19 Oct 2000, Southern Maryland Extra p.M01

Rucker, Philip. 2007a. Summit Affirms Charles As Force in Area Economy;
Diversity, Defense Industry Called Growth Assets. 25 Oct 2007, Extra p.01

. 2007b. Zekiah Easement To Improve Watershed; State Board Approves 19-Acre
Deal in Charles. 24 June 2007, Extra p.01
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. 2007c. Conservation Boosted by Donations In Charles. 11 Jan 2007, Southern
Maryland Extra p. TO1

. 2006. Proposal For Mine On Farm Resisted; S. Md. Town Seeks To Save Rural
Feel. 5 July 2006, Metro p.BO1

Schneider, Howard. 1990. Md. Plans to Buy, Preserve Parkland; Development Pace in
State Prompts Move. 13 Feb 1990, Metro p.FO1

. 1988. Increasing Development of Md. Farmland Sparks Concerns. 6 Nov 1988,
Metro p.BO1

Shields, Todd. 1999. Land May Be Saved as Byproduct of Town House Rules. 28 Feb
1999, p.M03

. 1998a. Md. Triples Funds for Chapman's Site; $15 Million Set Aside to
Buy Tract From Developers, Glendening Says. 29 Mar 1998, p.M04.

. 1998b. The Open Space Race; Rural Legacy Grants Would Give Counties an
Edge in Preserving the Past. 8 Mar 1998, Southern Maryland Extra p.M03

Trejos, Nancy. 2001. Mining Company Drops Court Challenge. 8 July 2001, p.TO1

St. Mary’s County
Editorial. 2004. Protecting Maryland’'s Land. 29 Nov 2004, p.A18.

Mangaliman, Jessie. 1999. Delay in Land Use Revision Could Cost St. Mary’s Millions.
19 Mar 1999, Southern Maryland Extra, p.M03

Mosk, Matthew. 2004. Md Contractor Defends Deal as ‘Good Deed’; Environment
Would Have Benefitted from St. Mary’s Plan; Executive Says. 8 Dec 2004,
p.BO8

. 2004a. Ehrlich Defends Land Sale Initiatives; Parks, Forests Safe, Md Governor
Says. 24 Nov 2004, p.B0O4

. 2004b. Ex-Officials Protested St. Mary’s Land Deal; Advisor Warned Ehrlich of
Ethical Concerns. 30 Oct 2004, p.B0O1

Shields, Todd. 1998. The Open Space Race; Rural Legacy Grants Gives Counties an
Edge in Preserving the Past. 8 Mar 1998, Southern Maryland Extra, p.M03

Trejos, Nancy. 2001. Smarth growth Urged at St, Mary’s Summit; Glendening Battles
Suburban Sprawl. 8 Mar 2001, Southern Maryland Extra, p.TO1
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Wagner, John and Kinzie, Susan. 2004. Possible Land Sale by Md. at Issue; Fiscal
Analyst Fears Bad Deal for State. 1 Oct 2004, p.B05

Zak, Dan. 2006. St. Mary’s Buys 169 Acres for Preservation; $2.5 Million Deil is 1
Step in Bid to Shield Land in Rural South. 13 Aug 2006, Southern Maryland
Extra, p.T09

. 2006a. Interest Surges in Saving Land; St. Mary’s Seeing Record Rexjuests f
Agricultural Use. 18 May 2006, Southern Maryland Extra, p.T03

. 2006b. Funding Pledged for Land Protection; 2 St. Mary’'s Areas Receive $1.8
Million. 29 Jan 2006, Southern Maryland Extra, p.T03

Zapotosky, Matt. 2007. St. Mary’s Simplifies Land Use Program; Transferable

Development Rights Easier to Calculate. 12 July 2007, Southern Maryland Extra
p.SMO01
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