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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
The Problem

It is often stated that a part of the consideration paid
in & transfer of fmrm real estate 1s based on‘the loestion of
the fara in question. By specifiec definitian, location means
the relatlansiip of the farm to other things for example, the
distance from an urban arlrural merket, the type of road upon
which the farm 1s located, and the distance from roads of
variens.types. .

It appears that a study vihiich would determine, as nearly
as possible, the amount in dollars or the proportion of the con-
sideration which migh?'be~attributed to location would be Of,

. assistance to farmers, tax assessors, farm credit appraisers,
;;ana hl wéy departments in thelr efforts to place & value on
f 1anﬂ. | | )
”'_v Snch factors as productivity of the Soll, and in Oklahoms
| 'possibilitlcs of sub-surface development, have a great influ-
:fence on land value. It is lmpossible to entirely control these
? faetors and therefore the results will be‘limited by the extent
't5cﬁhiéh th@y can be controlled., Even so, it should be pos-
sible to obtain results which will indieate the relative im-

portance of loeation in land prices.



| History

 ﬁo W0fk on this particular problem or of 1ts nature has been
“done in Cklshoms. Studies have been made in other states of the
,féffect Of,?oad type and distance to market on land values, and
»éignifiCant relationships have been shown. Most of the studies
.iﬂ other states, however, have been parts of a larger and broader
study and the methods used entirely subjective in that value
difference were based on farmer opinion rather than selling price.

| charlesaLf Stewart,l ig'a summary of previous studies in
ﬁarigus states, upon the value of location to rural land shows
varying results from the various states depending largely upon
the ﬁype of fafming conducted in the area. Vhere a largs per-
centage of the crﬁpg grown were of a perishable nature the effect'
of & good lecation greatly enhanced the value of the farm.
Stewart reports that in one su?h study made in New York, a study
_whi@h_included the whole state, Dr. W. M. Curtiss of Cornell
‘University found that the added veluation to the land of a hard
.ﬁgrfaced'raaé.was between 43-51 percent of the average per acre
7valn£. The actusl dollar increase was between 16 and 24 dollars
per acre., ?his extremely high propartioﬁ seens’ definitely to

reflect the type or freguency of use of the roads in this area.

4

] lcharies L. 3tewart, "Farm land values as affected by road
- type and distance," Journal of Farm Economics, Volume XVIII,
Ho., 4, lovember, 1956.
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In another such stv&y on "Facterﬁ Affecting Farmers! Farn-
Ings in Boutheastern Pennslyvania,“® Dr. M. 3, B, Bzeklel re~
 y®rted Lﬂ@ results . f arm organization and practice among dailry
;“ﬂarmers @f the Piedmont Platemu repleon of the Atlantic Coast.

‘ TJQCS of roads were d951gnated according to a %code” as
»éo 10@5" (1) 8¢ State! raaé concrete or asphalt; (2)“@3@&&&@
ffroad (3) brok@n stone, gravel or slom, water bound; and (4) dirt
raad; He concluded that on the average for each inecreasse of one
| unit of raad type index ﬁhe?e was a8 decrease of $56.73 in farm
yalue per acre, and for each incresse of & mile in distance from
. £own a decrease of $5.47 per acre. All of hils changes in value
were in units of dollars rather than percentage changes, The
changé in value for various rgad'ﬁypes and miles from town were
given~also as a variation from an average of all land with other

- factors being‘the same‘anﬁ was shown as follows:

- Concrete, asphalt, or mmcadale--=wmw~—s—e=Plus $24,50

Broken stone or gravel ~~~~~ e mmw PSS 8,00
DlI"b‘"'-"""" e ke e . b . . 7T S o e "‘"‘miﬂus 6 ’90

‘4

BeVl»tiGﬂa from average value per acre, other factors being
the same, were sho@n to be as follows for the va?ious,miles dis-
 _t?gt frmh towm: 0, plus $8.11; 1, plus §5.20; 2, plus $4.00;
'3,,minus.ﬁ4.go~ 4, minus §11.70; and 4, minus §1%.20.

¢. L. Jorﬁan.remssted on, "Factors Affecting the Selllng

'rrlce of Farm Land With Special Reference to Champaign County,

# M -

“U. S. Department of Agricultural Bulletin, 1400, April, 1926,
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.f1111n01g, 1910—1987 w3 He sought to lsolste the influence of
::tﬁm fDll@Wlnﬁ faetors on,lﬁe faxm .Vajue af bull&ln&s per acre,
;{tyﬂe af 1and- cro& yield, dlstance frem market, sizé of adjacent
,¢c¢fy or v1llage ana type of road upan nhich locateu. Parms on
;,paygdwroads showed an averasge selling price of‘@lﬁ.?% an acre more
‘"ihaﬁ’those on dirt roads.,'This ws for relatively:high*priced
grain land and only econstituted a 7;6 percent differential. Those
aﬁuoileﬁ'réa&s showed a differential of 511.36 over dirt roads,
& 4.6vpefgent’gain.'.

© The foregoing s%udi@s"shéwiwn&t has been done in.vafieué
[gsﬁ»*‘t a ﬁemonsbrate that the walue of loeations depends, at

vleast Lo some extont upon Lhe tyne of 1armlng carried On.

7 o Procedure

~ The Oklahoma Agricultural Experiment Station fiies already
1'5@ﬁtained’ﬁata on all bona fide land transfers in Jackson County
for the yearsilgglfég;"Thesg;datahwere tgkénffrom the offieial
records,?f‘the County Clerks foiee_at the County Sourt-Ho?se B
.at Altus, Oklahoma., The data i@cluded.acreége transférred, total
‘}gtgted}cénsié§ratign, cash paid,vgaftgage balance, the feﬁe;&l,
7fré#enue,stampj the proportion of ﬁineral rights transferred, and
the leg&l:QQSC?iptiaﬁ of'the farm, In instances when the con-
‘»siﬁeratian wa s not aiV@n and the sale apparently was & bOﬁa fide
1‘trap aetlon, th@ consideration was estimated from the revenue

stamn .

4

i, S. thesis, unpublished. University of Illinois, 1928.
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, Thc above information together with the type of road upon
g;which the farm is located and the distances to be used was coded
??Qndupunched on cards used with Internatiana},Business gachines for
:5ﬁ§¢hine sorting and caleulation. Road typ@; distances, and other
‘fééfé not‘already‘included,in the origimal data were taken from
:'an Dk ahéma State Highway Departmeﬂt-cbuntj map. Soil boundaries

‘Were then drawn in on this map so tﬂat when a farm was 1ocated on

the map only a little time vas needed to determine the cvalltv,
‘TQQL type, and distances of each farm from good roads and markets. .

i An 1rrigatlon project which starts just n@rth of the Jackson |
 }C@unt} line and @xtenas south into the county affects about 1/5
iiqf the;entire'data and transfers with;n this area were removed
j fr§§fthe study. These sales were excluded beeause of the 1ikeli-
i;hcqé tha£ land loeated in the irripgated area wéuld»b@ relatively

fghighuiﬂ.value irrespective of some of the other factors. This

 'is>a case where any one of the factors related to value may
fset the stﬂer by heving great emphasis plﬂced»oﬂ it. For
;vthlé remsgn all farms within the irriﬂatﬂd areas were excluded
 _fron.the study.-vFor thls reason too, those sales transferring
 1¢ 88, than fifty percent of the mlnerml riﬂhts with the land were
| i exeluded. o R
|  ” The possibilities of oil and gas development in a given area
?LWll3 have an.lnflveneb on the price paid for a particular tract
oi land. Agrlcultural‘values may become relatively unimportant

-When there ig some likellhood of *oil play® in the area. Previous



studies? have shown that in areas where oil and gas development

is mrlerny. a high proportion of the mineral rights are more apt
to be separated than in an area of little oll and gas activity.
Jackson County has a very low proportion of separation which indi-
cates little speculation in mineral rights. A study published in
19445 indieates t.nat:. quality ctmsidored; about a dollar less per
acre was pald for land in Jackson County with half the minerals
than was paid when all minerals were Intact. It would seem logleal
to assume that if only those sales were used which had at least
50 percent of the mineral rights included in the transfer one

of the factors affecting land prices would be greatly minimized.
Those transfers with 50 percent or more of the mineral rights
transferred were used in this study. The scarcity of data for
smaller fractional parts prevented an analysis of this type of
sale,

: The reason for using only those sales where 50 percent or
mare of the mineral rights were transferred is that in an area
with high potentialities for sub-surface resources the mineral
rights transferred with the land are likely to be some f_mctim
part of the mineral fee. If all of the effects from oll and gas
development could be eliminated the results would be more repre-
sentative of agricultural valnes; and bring out the location wvalue.

* v ’

401iver E. Davis, M. S. thesis, unpublished, Oklahoma A & X
Collepge, 1950. : ’ ¥

5R.
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'fErag the same line of thinking, if o eller considers the pos-
if%ibility o? mceivinh VEery 31+tle income from leasing or actnal
,f@eructlan from the svbh-surface, he will be 1ncllnea to transfer
73&17 @f the mineral rights. On the other hand, there is always

'th@ guestion of vhat may happen in ft?i?ﬂ to sub-surface develop-

+

- ment.  Therefore, 1if the buyer and seller can either secure or
;‘retaLn, whichever the case my be, Tifty percent of fﬁe nineral
:'riﬂhtg, it freguently is considerved a "break even" point. That
}is,‘uﬂe seller feels that if he retains half the minerals he will
ndt'r?gret having sold the farm if oil should ever be dlscovered
con 1t, énd;the buyer feels that he has enoug h of the nineral
rights to protect him in case of discovery.

Soil quality, one of the greatest factors affecting agrleul-
»jtural,land value; is the most diffienlt to control. If wes first
ﬁelieved that if farm sales were distributed over the county
at a faiPTy miforn rate, the gquslity fazctor would tend to cancel
_1ﬁself out beecanse there would be approximately an egual number
  0£ f&“ﬁs sold on various soll qualities, In other words, there
would be as many farms for each road type on the good solil ag
 were on medium or poor soll. However, prelinminary ecaleculations
.13haweﬁ this assvmption to be false and an attempt was mode to
| '¢1assify*the soll on eaech farm. .
 _ '>_Alsqil elassificatlion map for Jackson county was obtained
,»frémﬂtha:Soil Conservation Service and each type of soil wes
“,igtéfpfeted by a soils analyst for relative gquality. From the

:;1is§ed types of soil the land was divided into three quality
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groups; good, medium, and poor. In most of the tables the land
\;Salﬁ,will appear under one of these classificatlons. By plaeing
 Vtﬁe land sold for each,f&fm_transfer into one of these groupings
Jit,islheii@ved that quality‘diff@rences will largely'b@_cantrolle&.
The soil types as designated by the Soil Conservatlon Service were
‘transferred to the county road map in order that land quality for
éachrfarm could be ecoded at the time other information was being
obtalned., | )
- .. The data for farm sales were avallable for the years 19@1-49;
uiﬁht Eéc§'se‘of extremé changes in land value f{ron the year 1946
thrbugh 1949 price and lccationvrelationships-for these years
will‘net be shown. Farm sales during this period not only wers
affectedvbyfchanging land values but preliminsry snalysis showed
that much greater emphasis was placed on the productivity of the
soil'aué'to very high prices of farw products., Had these factors
:»remain@ﬁ in a constant ratio on the various roand types the effect
fﬁould not be harmful to the results of the study. However, "
';‘thisﬁﬁasvﬁat the case and buyers were paying, in the years 19%é~49,
prices for land on the better soll that were unheard of in
-Jadksenvabunty¢‘ Therefore, data for the years 1946-49 were
-‘rémq?@ﬁ from the study on the basis of the following conclusion:
;ﬁhsnggre&t emphasis 1s placed on any one factor affecting land
‘iﬁalues~£ﬁ@ other.factors included in this value tend to becone
. iesé im@0rtant and perhaps of little Importance in determining
 that velue. -

R '_1The vwwrious types of road were groupéd into three classi-

ﬂ'ficatith?- all weather, luproved dlrt and unimproved dirt. The



+

a1l westher roads included pavement, biLUJlnﬂuS dﬂd gravel. The
imprﬂveﬁvdirt would be & good road in fair ;eatLeA, but my or

y” gt be passable in roiny seasons. The wnimproved dirt road

\ould.b@ considered as the unkept or unattendea. These wndout b~
eély are aaosaolb in fair weather but very rough, and in disagree-
aole weather probably impassable.

nrepared, cach sale was

 _APtcT the map to be used had been
1Qcated from the legal description given and
iﬁfarm@ﬁieﬂ placed on & coding sneet. TFrom this coding shest,
?c date were punched on I.D.IL cafds s0 that assbfﬁmemts and
eontrols could be had Tor any desired combination of land sales
in vg?iaua thgO“lea; according to road types, distance To two
marrats, mineral rights tranﬁferre@ and the year of the sale.
fT.e Cﬂrﬁﬂ'wryﬂ then ran through the type 407 I1.D.iL. mehine and
;ffh« &esired informmtlop for the particular run tabulated or
| 118%@ds
"fhe various gualities of soil s are outlined on the wmap of
_‘JgGkSoﬁ éounty ghovm on pa ge ten In order to uhOW’ulStleUthﬂ
:_ﬁhféu shout the county. Eaeh land transfer used in the study is
élsb,désignateduon the map showing the distr ibution of the sample

for the county and on each soll type.



FIGURE 1., A MAP SHOWING
DISTRIBUTION OF LAND SALES
STUDIED, JACKSON COUNTY,
OKLAHOMA.
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CHA¥TER 1T

Thé Relationship of Road Type and Lana‘Price Per Acre
There were 564 usable sales of farms in Jackson County during
the period 1941-45 involving some 535,000 acres of land. Table
I shows the relationship of the per acre selling price of land
to the type of road upon which the farm is 100 ted with the factor
of land guality controlled or gt least partially controlled.
During the perlod studied, there were 193 sales of farms
oﬁrthe best qualityl of which 37 or 19.1 percent were located on

an all weather road. The o1 sales Included 4,418 acres for a

‘ﬁbtal consideration of $197,400 or an average price paid of
44,72 per acre. Uost of the sales of good quality land were
if&fﬂa on an 1iﬁr@ved airt lodd. In 112 sales some 156,281 acres
J 0r0ufut 656,084 with an average price paid of 339.07 per acre.
33@armf with good guality soll sold for an average of $32.18 per
_%Cf@ m@n on an unimproved dirt reha.
a  The decline in price pald for the good qualitv land between
'fﬁe,threexxoad types is iairly ¢en51stent with s somewhat 1arger
 §écha$e from théfimprove& dirt‘roéd to the unimproved dirt road.

“The fact that there 1s a greater decrease from improved dirt to

_unimproved dirt road rather than from all weather roads to

L 1Jhen relative quality.of = farm is designated in the
FallewinL ﬁnﬂl“cla it refers to soil guality alone.
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' Table I. Relation of Rosd Type and Land Price Per Acre, by
Relatlve Soil fuality Jackson County, Oklahoma, Years
. 1941~45

Road Type

Soil . All Weather :
Guality : Ho. : Acres : Size : Consideration : Ave. Per:
B _ . Unit +  Dollars 1 Acre
Good %7 4,412 119 197, 400 44,74
Hedlwm . 58 8,800 151 282, 410 32,09
 Poor 4 797 199 21,940 27.53
Total 99 14,009 142 501,750 28 .88
Soil | _ Improved Dirt o
Guality : Fo. 1 Acres 1 Size : Consideratlon : Ave. Per:
Pt : Unit : Dollﬂrs : __Acre
Good 112 16,281 145 536,024 32.07
. Medium 171 25,318 148 741,574 £9 .30
Poor 20 3,997 199 52,575 13.15
Total 303 45,590 150 1, 430,175 31.37
S0il 1 , , Uniaproved Dirt :
Guallity: No. @ Acres : 3ize : Consideration : Ave. Per:
R : Undt :  Dollars i Aere
Goaﬂ &4 5,858 112 168,875 52.12
’ Ledium 21 11,006 121 269,582 24,49
Poor 27 3,240 120 41,750 12.89
5]

CTotal 162 19,504 120 480, 207 24.62
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on unimproved dirt roads sold for 341,750, an average price of
31R2.89 per acre; twenty-six cents per acre less than the value
. of‘iané,on improved dirt roads. As mentioned earlies, the $27.83
‘fpaid for the poor land on sll weather roads is not reliable because
of having only four sales in the sample. One farm with exception~
'}éliyAgaéd improvements could raise the average per acre value of
”'311 fou?‘farms enough to make the results higher than 1f there

had been;a larger nuﬁber of sales.v

The small difference in the price per acre of poor gquallty
land on imgroved dirt roads and uwnimproved dirt roads, relative
‘to the tremendous deecrease from the all weather road, leads to
.‘the belief that poor guality farms wey command a relatiﬁely high
priee only 1f located on an all weather road simply because of
::this Jocation factor. That is to say, the poor guality land lo-
cated on the dirt roads have reached a minimm price and location
'becbméé an‘imp0rtant'factor in the selling price only if the land
is on the best type of road. If the land is low in productivity,
"fmi‘f of the emphasis my be placed on its location.

The sverage acreage size of the unit sold does not vary
‘greaﬁly @n‘the_varisusltyﬁes of roads or soils (Table I). It
%as.first"thﬂught that the averare size of farms might be smaller
On,thé;better‘roads, but actual computation shows this te be faise.
On the good soil, the average size is the same on the 211 weather
'rbéﬁs,aﬁﬂlan the nnimproVeé_éirt roads with 119 seres. Farms on
improved dirt roads averaged 145 acres in sizé; For the medium
qnality group, the farms on unimproved roads actually had fewer

acres, 121, than did those on all weather roads with 151 acres.



Table II.

Deviations From Average Price Pald on Improved Dirt Road

Soil 1 . 3 Weather _ : Improved Dirt Unimproved Dirt =
Quality: Ave. Per: Deviation rrom: Index: Ave., Per: Index; Ave. rer: Deviatlon From: Index:
: Aere 1+ Improved Dirt: i Aere y here Improved Dirt: :
Good 44,74 -5 .67 115 39.07 100 32.12 ~6.95 82
Hedium BE.C@ =279 110 29.30 100 R4 49 -4.,81 84
Poor ””.SQ -14.38 209 13.15 1co 12.82 - .BB 28
Average 35.82 4 45 1l4 1. 37 100 24.62 =675 T8
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» This,doas not coniorm with the ildes sometimes advanced that the
average size of tracts are smaller on the better roads and that
the smaller the unit the higher the average price per acre.
llost farms sold during the period were loeated on an improved
dirt road; 54 percent of the sales and 57 percent of the land.
Disr@garding'quality of the land and based on the average price
per acre paid in these sales, the data indicate that on the average
a premium af_gé.@ﬁlper acre was paid for land on an gl weather
road, table I1. On the average, land on an unimproved dirt road
was disccuﬁt@a $6.75 per scre. Using the average price pald per
i}écfé»qf'the model group, (farms on tmproved dirt roads) as a base
;:inaéx'cfwlaa, land on an'all weather road had an index of 114.
 On the ﬁnimpreVed airt roads the index declined to a low of 78,
| The data show that more 1s paid for lsnd in ezch quality
group when it is on an-all weather road. Good land on an all
WGatﬁér road sal& for %5.67_@@? saere above the average for good
land on improved dirt roads. The Index, using again the average
-price paid for land on an improved dirt rozd as 100, inéreaéed
”:ié iiﬁ. I7 the sale of good land was on an unimproved dirt road
it'hrought $6.95 less than the asverage for good land on the im-
.gfav&d dirt road. The index decrease to 82 indicates that the
‘5i5advantage of an unimproved road is greater that the advantage
| Qf an a1l weather road when the improved dirt 1s used as a'st&ndardFu
‘ .The~app“rent‘advanta§@ of an all westher rosd over an unilmproved
iﬂﬁirt,mad for the good guality farms is $512.62 per acre. |
. Farms of medium soil guality sold for an average of 329.30

¢

per acre on improved dirt roads and, being most numerous, are used
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‘:gsva standard for comparison. Farms on all weather roads sold for
en average of $2.72 per acre more than those on improved 4irt roadsv

'-or‘aﬁout 10 percent above this model group. The deecline from the

» the unimproved road was grester than the premium

,]naié,fo?,lgcatinn onn an all weather road. The decrease was $54.81

o

3fbriw Gcclinﬂ in the index to 84. The apparent advantage of all

”ﬁnoﬂfher ?oads over unimproved dirt roads is §7.60 per acre for
medium @uallty farms.

The'a#érage selling priece per acre Tor the poor quality farms
on 1mproved dirt roads wm $lé.15; This figure is'uéed as a stan-
&ar@ . Farms of this quality on an all weather road sold for 327.53
per %ﬁfe or xlﬂ;uf above the standard, Poor guallty farms on an

'unﬁrprovel road sold for only twenty-vix cents per acre below the

standargg, ‘The apparent. “§VAntage of aﬁ q'Ll weathar road was
“l Gé‘ﬁer‘acre over an unlm@roved dlrt road. The deviation fron

Y

w_the»index“@f‘laﬁ on the improved dirt to the unimproved alrt_raad
'i' h rdly noticesbl @,d@eliniﬁg to only 98. Iowever, the irndex
 ii§gréa5ea to 209 moving to the all weather road.

J ',While,the relia%ility of sale pr c 5 of poor guallty ISEESY
% 551ﬁhé'a1l weather roads may be limlted because of the scarcity
?fﬁsal«s, there is some evidence, at least, that location as to
r@ad typevis more important for the poor guallty farms than for
'thosé of higher quality. The data ﬂhoﬁ'that-in,the case of the
two groups of higher guallty farms, those located on unimproved
f roa@51So1d for about three-fourths as mch per acre as those
1§catgd on 811 weather roads. In the case of the poor gquality
farms,vthese located on either improved or unimprbved dirt roads
saldifor less than half as much per acre as those on an all weather

road. .
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- One ba 1sle weakness of the foreg going FTigures lies in the
” faci that the data can be eross classified in only two ways;

per scre of esch @u%lity groap Dy road type on which it is

“‘C}

. price

1ocatef.':y0r instance, there is no way of knowlng the distance

"to a better a“ ofthose farms located on an unimproved dirt road.
As will be shown later, the price paid for a farm varies with its

distance to an all weather road or more s&eeifically to a hard
B o«

[4:

urfaced road. It might be that numerous farms on the dirt roads

¢

are located within s, perhaps, two or three tenths of s mile of an

B @ll_weathef road, The data as shown in tables I and II do not,

- therefore, show the exact signigicance of location as to the type
of road on which it 1s found. It is felt, however, that the volume
of sales 1is great enough that the1averages and’relatianships ar-

rived at are reliable.




CH&F; f;.;R III

Land Prices and Distance te Pavement

In testing t ¢ location detOf on the value of Ind by distance
to b@v*wont only those farms located on improved dirt roads were

used.‘ The number of farms located on the unimproved dirt roads
was so small and sinee the majority of these farms were more than
four miles from pavement they were omitted. Had they been used,
the average price for land under four miles of pavement would not
,hdve megn lowered subsbtantislly.

The general relationships of the price of land per acre at
‘varyln distances from pavement can be seen in table III. The
nuiber of farms in each distance group 1s substantial ané at the
séme time the variation in the average size of farms 2s you move
»_farther away Trom the pavement probably is not great enough to
influence price. It is belleved, therefore, that differences in
'price shown refleet the value placed on location in rel&tlmn te
}P§VQmeﬁt.

- The decline in the average price per acre

By

O v

)

P

away frow the pavement can be seen better with the use o
namber. The model group ineludes those Tfarms located & - 3.9
miles from pavement and is used as the base. oving from the

base to a grester distance frow pavement there is a very low rate

.

-of decrease in the averasge price per acre. ¥Whalt decrease there is

probably can be alt least partially, attributed to the fact that

~as one moves farther away from the pavement he often is also

an index

bt

land as you move
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}ling farther,\vzy from other things which influence price. From
‘"floe ‘ted at the model distance to the farms 9 - 11.9 miles
omly 10 p@ints‘ There wagz another
‘ fs,deeilna for the last class intervals, but here the drop
b¢§roﬁaéiy is due to the open end class; that is those farms that are
."14 ﬁil@ or more may Include many farms that are as far as 15 or L
Q 16 miles from pavement.
| :fFar those farms less than one mile from pavenent the aVeragéu
: ﬁyice pervaéfé was 544.77 with a price index of 134. The price
in@exffOr:the:secoﬂﬁ clﬁés_intarval was 109 with an average price
péi@ ,” Ho6. 50 per acre. In moving away from the pavement down to

4rthe m@acl (BToup, which was a total of four miles or three class

"s, bhere was a decline of 54 index points or H11.27 average -
-f?éff&cre,‘ This would give an average decrease of $52.80 per acre
@er'mile within a distance of four miles 1f the decrense had been
;é@ﬁstaatgfﬂﬁewever, when average decline per acré per mile is cal-~
‘éﬁiated betfeem each class interval the largest deerease is fouﬁd
inf&avinr from the first class interval to the second. Hef@ there
,{is 2 reducflon of 25 index points which means about 74 percent of
ufthe degrea sg found within the first four miles ocours within the

'7rst two mi,ws.’ The data indiecates that the effect on price of

-QlccatiOE ef kna in IewhtiOP to pavenent probably is confined to

X

;virhlm bout four miles and that the grestest inflvence is within
’ tmo Ull s of pavement, The Pplthdnbhiﬁ of price and distance to
»a vemnnt for farms of the two top soll quiltlec follows “10597J

Esy

the&c ﬁan@ral relationshins. T ros with poor guality soll were

:~not analy~ 2@ sinece there were only 20 farms on improved dirt roads



Table III Relationshlp of Price Per Acre and Distance to Pavement
of Land On Improved Dirt Road, 1941-45

Distance ; Vo. z,Acres i Consiﬁératian i Aﬁe. Per Acre ; Index ; Average :
-miles 3 3 : ~dollars- ! =dollars- : : size of :
. . S . _ 2 : Unit
Under 1 15 1,829 81,609 48,77 134 122
1-1.8 40 5,182 186,960  $6.50 109 128
2-3.9 77 18,824 409,667 §5.50 100 159
4-5.9 . 36 4,678 143,815 31.81 95 120
6-8.9 . 46 6,501 201,204 30,95  og 141
0-11.9 46 5,160 165, 620 30.16 90 118
12 or more 28 1,909 105,200 £26.91 80 140

e



: 1a1¢ iz inte thils category. These farms were so scatbered that
‘oglygtwb or three farms were included in each distance group.

’fﬁglf”bx 211l the poor guall ty ferms were more than five miles
;frgﬁ”pavem@mza”

" 1§ ﬁh@ first section'cf taeble IV where the soll quality Qf’
;@he,fgrms is good there is a tremendous dec?@ése in the price per
'aéfe for the first mile from pavement. The seven sales under 1
mile from pavenent sold at an average of $50.80 per scre conmpared

- with an.?" per acre paid in some 20 ssles at a distancé between

-1 al d 1 9 @iles from ra vexemt. This was an average reductlon Iin

(D .

1§fic of 89.45 per acre or o decline of nearly one-fifth. The

decreasafram»the first to the second elass Interval is slmost three
times the amount-ofudecline;batg,en anywbther of the class intervals
v the good odil¢ The EQCFQﬁ ses after the fLPSt sharp break are

,_COQﬁerutivcl bm?11 and relatively constant throughout the range

V-Oi;ph@ date, Only once did the ﬂvtraﬁ price pver acre fall o
décrewgc»im moving from one c¢lass to another class farther from
the pevement. The average price of those farms 6 to 9 miles from
pavemapt was $34.24 per acre and the next class which Inelude thcsb

-5 te iz .milcs IPﬂﬁ ngmhuﬂb was ”dé-?@ per acre. This would seem

tho 1ndlcate yhﬁt after & certaln distance 1s recched there tends

tb be little if any relationship between price and distance to .
pavement., However, aflter a certain dlstance from the pavement is
reached the probabllity is much greater of having a poorer location
in rel.tion to other factors such as an urban market. "It is
belleved, therefore, that the tendency for land prices to continue

decre%ging’as distance from the pavement increases may not be due
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entirely to being Purther from the pavement but may also be an

BNy 2

-~ indicator of a noorer location 1n regard to markets. In other

words, say within 3 or 4 miles of pavement, most, if not all,

_jgffﬁhérdg ase in price probably can be attributed to the in-

e

7ﬂcreasing ai etqnce from pavement. Beyond this distance the con-

V‘tlnueg QGC?ﬂd e in price might well be 1acrew51nﬁly attributed to

fftAﬂ 1ncr@a81ﬂg dlot&ﬂCb to either an urb or. a rural market.
_ On thc medtum wality soil the same general price relationship
laabtern is ioilcv@d as that of the good soil. The one deviation

Ls LHe lﬁrg@ decreage found mowing from the f&rms'in»thefQ;tb 11.9

'il dlstaﬁce interval to those 12 miles and over from pavement.
” Tne ecllnﬁ hevo Was 15 7 per cent or $4.50 ner acre. The explans-

ighest

l_)

tlan i@r this is that Ln@ mjority of the ales in the i

istance category were censiderably more than 12 miles from vavement.

£35

Thi%‘L,rab,ﬂecilne onn the medium soll farms at such a great dis-
}tancerfrom PAVEen 3ﬂt.iu not shown on the farms of good soil cuality.
it may be that,f - farns with less rroductive soil buyers give
'mgre atteation to location and pay a ameh lower price per acre for
3}t§eg§éofly Jocated farms. Why the arop is so sharp on the mediﬁm
s0il and not on the good soil cannot b plainea.outside‘@f the
@ductlve UOSSlbllltin of th ‘qoil. This idea has beén suggested

‘Qt}o research in the field.

e..';} ‘_3

b

:.,:v”Ch%”10¢ L. Btewart, "Parm Land Valuss as AfTected by Road
Type and: Jlstqnce,” Journal of Farm LCOﬂPQLCS Volume XVIII, Wo. 4,
Fovembor, Q36 ,




Table IV. Relationship of Pricg Per Acre and Distance to Pavement
of Good and Hedlum Quality Land on Improved Dirt Road,

;§@1-45

' Distaﬁceg, Good Cuality | L | g Mediunm Quality ' v

- =miles~ : No.; Acres: Consideration: Ave. Per: Index: Ho.: Acres: Consideration: Ave. Per: Index
. : - i =dollars- : Acre L : . —dol}ars- i here b
Under 1 7 1,085 51,859 - $50.20 132 8 790 29,750 37.66 122
1-1.9 BQ',23442 99, 500 40.75 107 20 3,680 87,460 | 32.63 106
£-5.9 94 ‘ 1753209 37.99 100 43 7,612 “254;567 30.79 100
4-5.9 16-.1,980 78,700 B6.72 g7 20 2,698 76,115 £28.21 92
6-8.9 15?  ",_, j 77{?5Q" 34.84 90 31 4,230 125,454 zé,ig 95
9-11.9 _13fi%ff 41,850 34,70 91 3% 5,954 113,770 28,92 94
12 or morels 37,100 25.24 67 14 2,795 68,100 24,58 79

)

Fied
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The same large decrease in price paid in moving from farms
less than a mile to those between one and two miles Prow pavement
are present for the mediwa soil as they were for those farms on

S

oil, The decline wo.s $5.02 per acre or 13.4 per cent which

o
o]
&
foks
6]

- is comparable to the 18,9 per cent on the good soil. It is not as

‘

large, bnz it 13 Lal se enough to lnuicat@ the same preference.

:f”ne dpcre“”e betuee the following class intervals decliined until

o
g
&

no deeroase was present between the 4 tn 5.9 &LlQb from the pavemant
group and the ollow1nr dlot&ﬁC@ 1nterval Thla is two miles
nearer the | vemeut than wms the V1rtu171 stationary price ro-

‘éord@d‘fsf icfms on tu9 WOOu'fuil. “h@ decllne 1ﬂ”pr1co between

.;tysbc ¢”TES Tocated 6 to © miles and those  to 1% miles'from

wgaﬁemtﬁmis %éry small. “1t0¢ b}ls cane the very large decrease
lVéf;viQQsly &eseribea. |

| _1¥‘céma 5*3 the percentage decrenses i price between farms
'of the bwo tyﬁea of soll and moving'by class intervals éwav'frem
the pavenent it my be sald that they aroaaently are following
the s&@e‘%rend; Both have & very larg e decrense immediately after

i

‘the first mile from the pavement. This seems logleal as a buy@

3,

may reason that if he must trﬁv 10 5 then & milé on o dirt P@ad

jkit'is;éf course‘a ent disadvantzgc, but if he has to %ravel Lwo
ies on & dirt raaé it is,nét a smeh grester lnconvenience to

“ﬁfgvelrth?ee-milesw;fin other words, the farther he travels on a
.éirt raaﬁv thegmﬂre;he becones indifs e?cnt tﬂ the inconvenience ﬁf
_brave1¢1ir a'mile farther to’get to av@mcnt. Then after a ertﬁln

distamce from the pavenent is'r@aohe@, varying somevhat between
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entirely indilferent towrd travelling
ol &ecre&se then appears to sitart

ﬂedium s0il, not necessarily due to

5 the 1stance to other things. In

& 5w0rﬁst,iﬂvt>wa rarticular county if you are located 18 miles
- or wore Trom the mavement you are several miles from any type of

3 T 1ding center.

'.~K.?rice of‘iDV 99 ner acre was paid for t@nse farms on good
“uaa"%v'sail_lpcated 2 to 3.9 miles from b@vpment._ The coﬁcanﬁra~-

thQ of Parns here made it the loglical place for the base lﬁdcﬁ.‘

Thig ﬁlgt&nGC'Q?Sﬂ contained the greatest nuzber o of faﬁg sales on

Lt

the medivm soil and wms used for the base index. The,three class

ﬁG”Vin Jﬁc@te& the grea L st dlstaﬂce from the pavement on the

- good 501l had lgd@zes ef'ﬁu, 91, and 87 respectively. This shows
‘»tﬁmt dﬂfﬂf these ek b} located over six miles fraﬂ ?Lvemen% the

prlca per o acre did not change anprc01£bly with a cﬁange in dlsul
tance. The sanme trend was present for those farus on ugdlu& soil
over 4 miles from pavement but under 12 wiles. However, thera s
ava@eline‘in price of tﬁﬂge'fﬁfﬁ< with mediuJ auml1ty soil over
pav euunt to an index of 79',
,,;Ebving.nearar the'naVement on.the good soil from the inéex

 St§3dar@‘o: 100, farms. lese thaw one mile from pavement nad a
priée index @fflgﬂ, mmre:tn§n Ehf@@~f@&fth8_@fvthi8 B2 point
increase in t?e ?"G index wms bebtween those fﬁrm 1 to 1.9

mile of pavement and those under one mlle. In the over-all

spread in price paid for those farms over 12 niles and those
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less than one mile from pavement, 55 percent of the spread was
between those farms under one mile and those 1 to 1.9 mile off
cavement,

The inecrease in price of farms on the medium soil moving
nearer the pavement from the price used as & standard followed the
mme pattern as those on the good soil. Of the 22 point increase
s of the d.miex; only a little less than three-fourths of the difference
bcmirred in moving from the farms one mile from pavement to those
: ‘J._éss than one mile of pavement. Wh?.le this 1s not gquite as large
percentaze-wise as on the good soil, it still seems to indicate
that those farms located within two miles of pavement are influ-
enced more by the pavement than those a greater distance than this
from the pavement.
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CHAPTER IV

L&Pd Values and Diatance to Urban larket

This cha?ter will show the relatlonships existing between the
' aver3ge price per acre of land and the distance to #n urban mrket.
,The urban market in ncozﬁj 2ll cases 1s the ccunty seat of Altus.
ixhe few eyceptians are those farms 1ocatca in the extreme south-
'wostern corner. of the County which are, in general, nearer to
thugn&hr.Texau-a.town sinilar in size %o ﬁitus.,v
;ﬁ‘“‘ ”he chantcr is broken dovn into five distinet division in ’
€fan eifeﬂt co determine uhe eﬁfect of various facktors. howm first,
j’iﬁ-l&bl@ Vy is the relation of distance to urban mrket and land
avalue neﬁ acre for d]l road types and all soil types combined.
Jﬁuccon& in Tnble VI, is shown the relation of distance to an urban
market and land price per acre for all road types for only those
‘ férms.locatedon good guality soil. The third seetion is an analy-
;_Sia of all road types but us%ng only the farus W%thlme&ium quality
R 5@11; Seetion four and five, Tebles VIII and IX, sﬁaw the rela-
 )iibn of distance to urban market‘and land prices peri&crevby road
fbt"pc, also controlling the qualiﬁy of the wil.

AnJ relatlonshig between the average size of the.farm and dis-

tanee to market does not seem to be great encugt T to account for all
the difference ih price paid per acre. It my, however, be & con-

,Jtrlbublng facbor. Another possible contributing factor is that

ffther@ were no @acr-quﬁllty farms sold that Lere uﬂder 1z mlles lrom =



Table V. Relationship of Distanece to Urban Market and Land Price Per Acre
' For A11 Road and Soil Types, 1941-48

.

EX 3|
-

Distence : No.: Acres: 3ize: Conslderation: Ave. Per:_Dollar Decrease @ Index
mﬁiles t : ¢ Unit:  ~dolilars- H Lere ¢ Interval: Totol o

¢

Under 6 34 3 774 127 91, 64 51.66 155

14
.

e
A

44 4,828 110 mad, 539 48 .41 ~5.85 5,25 129

g

-1l 100 11,420 114 446,925 5914 -7.87 12.52 117

¢

170 23,528 138 785,880 53,58 =5.76 18.28 100 -

15-17 118 16,797 142 447,970 £26.67  -6.71 24.99 80

W

18 or morelSd - 19,666 158 4%, 817 £21.55  -5.12 50,11 &f

o
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an urban market. A majority of the poor quality farms sold was
18 miles or more from an urban market. This greater incidence of
poor gquality farms in the greater distance groups undoubtedly

| caused the average per acre price as shown in Table V to be some-

what misleading but not inwalid,

ALL FARKS

In order to study the relationship of land prices to location
with respect to an urban market, all sales of farms were first
divided according to distance to such a market without regard to
quality of soll or road type on which the farms were located. The
- dollar decrease in price i;aid moving away from the urban market
1s relatively constant between the various class distances.
(Table V.) This indicates that location value may be in dollars
rather than in Percentage of total value. The figures show that,
percentage-wise, the rate of decrease becemes greater as the dis-
tance to market increases. To illustrate, the decrease in price
paid for farms less than six miles from market and those farms six
to .e:lgh't mii_es from market amounted to about 10 percent. The de-
crease in price between those farms 15 to 17 miles from market and
those over 18 miles from market‘ amounted to about 19 percent in
Sp:l'.tel of the fact that the dollar decrease was virtually the sane.

For practical work in the field of land evaluation it would
seem that the dollg.r decrease would mean more than the percentage
decrease. That is, if it were indicated that a particula.rlq lo~
cated traci}: of land was worth so much more than the average, stated
in dollars, it would offer something tangible with which to work.



Tne weighted average prices per aere shomm in Table V are

‘fﬁinflnénced,directly by the nurber of sales on various soil types

r thelr ratio to one another. For exanple, the average price
?éﬁw&hré of the farms slz to eight miles from market 1s higher
'f,fban if lb were & simple average, because the greater nuiber

:fOf 5alea of hlgner guality farms. The rather constant decline

‘:'_'qnp 1n,Labie ¥ 1s caused to some extent by variatlons In the

fnumbcr of sa¢ea of farﬁs of ﬁlf’erant soil types at vary&ng dis~
tances irog thk Jarhct 5he eflecp is to give a Ceeline in price
lsﬂmewhat mcre vniform %haﬂ.is Shawn for a parﬁieulaﬁ soil.qﬁality -
‘gféug alone. The ese Geviations at varicus distance by different

- 8oll types arelshewm in Tables VI and VII.

There are no farms nearer than three miles to an.urban market
beCLUbC of the irrigation aresa sarroundlng Altus. Therefore, the
flrst claas 1nterval might be considered as being three to six

'mlleo,from the marﬁet‘ {(Table V.) Takinr the average price paid

'here ana subtraetlﬂg from 1t the average price pald per acre for

. those farﬁs fifteen to seveﬂteen miles from town, the total decline

}over the range could be obta ined. The reasgn}fsr-using those farms
flfteeﬂ To beventeen miles 1ﬂst@aﬁ of those over éighteeﬁ miles

s ko z llou a. de i‘ita thside‘diatagce. The widest Upread in dls—
f‘tance trom market would De Lourteen m11eu} _The difference in_prlee
:rﬁer' crc waia Ior Largs les3 than‘six mllea as cotpareéVwith those
:_la to ¢7 ull 2g Trom th  market is 924 99 per acre. ﬁividing thié
“?4 99 b thc dd tance of fourtcen miles it shows the average dollar
decline, without con51deration of 011 tyﬁ or road tjpe to be a

;a,

78 decrease per aere for each added rnile of distance. Because
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a;of V“qutlﬂnu in the average decrease for different road and soil

wes thl figure is useful only as a generalization.

i

Lhe cwgblnatlan of the various soil types and road types

}feaﬂSQS'“he‘in&«x’numbers‘ta decline in- a rath@ﬁ'uniform'faShian

ﬂ;JQlewggan lraﬁ.tzc market. The uniformity, w iile it may be

wast ol l ading probably 1s not invalid. A uore valid rela-

 tio ﬂshlﬁ probabLy is that showm in Tébles VI, VII, VIII, and X

7 ﬁha'e tn ata shown in TabTe V are broken down into the V"TlDuS
’Seil-grgaps‘an&‘raaa types. The unllgrmlty,cf the‘price decline

~ largely disappears When}the'data,are'broken=ad@n"iht@ soil types.

- The model group is those farms 12 to 14 niles frow an urban

Lut and they ‘sold for dn avcrage wclghted arlce of §33.58
fﬁgor acr- : T}e average price paid for this group of farms is used
'ab a sf&n@ari with an index of lOD. PFarus 18 m;les or more from

f}@h;,market_raaehsa.a low with an index of 65, while the farms

jﬂgéaféﬁt_to,ﬁ&rket have an index @f 155,

ffaoas SGIL.QU;LITV FARYS
“1f_ clatlonsh v of distance to urbﬂﬂ mariet zﬁa.lamd ﬁrlce

v"for *he gooa guality farms on Lll types of ‘roads com-~

'7:ﬂhcmn in Tﬂbie VI.  The average price ?aid per acre

’f dec reasea onstantly moving avay froa the market but at verying

Thls is ta be coatr&stcd to tn@ more uniform rate of

;Ldecreaae shama ia Teble V. The hlghest per: aere value was the
mgraap_under { milcs distance to aa urban market and decreased to
a lowfof $32.33 per acre at the class interval 15 to 17 mlles

vfrom an uvban.market. The decrease from.tne first class interval



Table VI, Relationship of Distance to Urban Market and
Price Fer Acre For Good Guality Land, 1941-45

. . » . *
Distance 1 No.: Acres: Size of: Consideration: Ave. Fer:_Dollsyr Decresse: Index
-miles- : : Unit : ~dollars- ¢ Acre : Interval: Total:

. Under 6 7 769 110 43, 250 56.24 1585

6-6 27 2,091 111 158,175 52.88  ~3.536 3.56 146
37 4,502 124 206, 659 45.00  -7.88  11.24 1234

60 5,590 143 311, 870 36.25  -8.71 18,95 100

£5 5,330 118 172,300 52,55 -5.96 25,91 89

T omove 97 8,767 140 129,635 BA.4)  -2,08°  21.35 95

&)
(]
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"uas les; pronnunced than from the second to the third class inter-

l, The greatest dollar decrease between distance lntervals was
8 il, This aecrea 3¢ 1s iou1u between 9 to 11 miles and 12 to 1&
T:fil—' frOL an uwrban market. In contrast those farms of medium
‘°'”ué it? uOll sho Lho ereatest dollar decrease between the first
Cl&a& L?terval th ose %rms under Six miles of ﬁr%aﬁ_market, and
the gecond class lntefvaT 5 %o 8 Liles from an urban ﬂ&””“t;
wt The smallest dollar decreaae for farmg vifn good sol] was
@B.”G per @cre between the inte *val under six miles and the inter~'
ﬁél éix tgi@iéhé miles from mafket. There Wwas an agyual inerease

ln't 3varag@ pnr~acr@ price movxn from the 15 to 17 mile inter-

f‘v al. to thc 18 &ile and over intmrval.

The variatiou in prlce pald fﬁr farms with good soils at
.stﬁteu interVﬂls fron mgiket is unlike that shown for all soils
cemb3ﬁ ed. Fram,approximatelv 8 miles te an urbﬁn market to about
14 mllcs the prlce of land had its grc&test ner acre value decre se.
It h%é the 10ﬁst PET acre value 6ecrcase mder & mi*es of an uroaﬂ
'MMTTQt.' ;hLS vcula indicate that with;n & certainvdiStanca of an
urban market, in this case under & miles, that the buyers of good
quélity land‘d@,mct show great preference sinee they were willing

:,to §ay only a small price differential for land within this range.
ASﬂVou'meve from.B miles to approximately 12 to 14 miles from an
urban market th@ maximim disadvantage of loecation is shown by
the price pnid. After a dlstance of ebout 17 miles from,an urban
méﬁket.was reached other factors apnareﬂuly caused the per acre

value to incréasé. The one particular,factor might be the nearness



“x"t@ﬁa:rural market, After a cert&iﬂ dlstance is renached from an

'Vld;n,market a numﬁcr of the sales may be very near the smaller

ruraj mwrkets Wﬁlﬂﬂ would tend to have an offsetting effect upon
‘tng uacrb351¢£ per acre value of land in moving away from the ur- = -

f;%@ﬁ,maﬁk@t,_ Tﬂls would seenm to be the logleal explapation Tor

| this sudden increase in land values after following somewhat of

ﬁa%téfﬁ;;‘ uparemtly after 14 niles from an urban mrket is
e;ched tﬂe dﬁstance f&ct@r begins to lose¢ importance butb up to
51that:dlstamce it‘becomes increesingly important.

" Tnere was a tbtal decrease in price paid for land on the gesé
'tsoils of* near¢r 84 G0 ner aere in moving irom those farus uﬂ&ef‘i'
»“-mlles.from an urban maricet to those 15 to 17 miles away. aéince
V_ﬁhere:wefe no farms loeated nearer than three miles from an urban
”}méfke»‘the deerease of'@aé.ao per acre occurred within a 14 mile

- f&hge. Oﬁ.the average, then, prices faf:geod guality land de-
”¢reaséd_abouﬁ $1.70 per acre for each mile iIncremse in distence
"ﬁo an urban markeb. | ' ‘ |
ﬁsiﬂg the averépk price nald for lanﬁ,located 12 to 14 miles
 ”d1stance from on urban market, the model group, &s a standard for
comp"ddeﬁ,oomc relations may be more c¢learly shown. The average
prlco led per acre for farms in thls group was $536.29. uov1nz
fcloser to the mafkeﬁvthe~index rises, not at a constant rate, how-
'évsr$ until & high of 155 is reached at those farms less than six
‘miles of an urben market. Thisvinde4 feﬁched the same level as
 th&tHfbunﬁ fOriall soils combined, Those farms 15 to 17 nmiles
from‘thé urban merket had the lowest index, 89. The incresse in

price paid per acre from herce to the farms over 18 miles or more



(&)
(9]

et cauSFQ the index to raise to 95. Both of the latter
ably above that found for all soil

ider
is a strong indication that prices for faras

QQQQ Uhu4LtV soils are not so subject to the influance of loca~

" :=-,28cm L,TT%.T ITY FARL
| Tbc decrcaoe of tme ner acre va?ue @f land on » nmediom soll
mcvinﬂ awey frcm an urban uarkmt fa? all road types combined is
shmwn 1n T@ble VII. The PUW@tionsblp here conforn c¢losely te
those farmg located on good soll shown in Table VI. One of the
,’ezecatwans being that after a certain dlstance frog m:rket is
re&chea on the farms of zood quality the price per acre 1narease&
'_mé&eratelr, vhereas ’Qn medium guality farms the price per acre
.céﬁtinuédwto decrease thrﬁughovt the uholﬁ range of distance,
1 ‘ The gre Wto t'decrease in price per acre on aedivm soll was
"fré@ those Ia f&s unﬁer G miles of the’urﬁan mrket to the secami
¢u35 *ntewvaj fa?*s 6 to & miles from'tb@ wmarket, The decrease

LS

o idn price per acre here was $12.82. Tt will be remeibered that on
 the farms of good quality soil at this same distance was shown

-513@3t deerease per acre. This is o further indication

'*t at»on tae botter 5nlls th price per -acre of land'hons up for

fga3g?eater i'taaee from fbe urb@n market Lhan,does land of mcalum'

Seilvﬂuﬂllt Whe sther this is due to the soi ehl quality itself is'

jﬁdifficulf to Qﬂy It 3uy‘rcfjcct 8 com;tnwtion of thc type of
:”iaralng curfi@d on and tn@ pﬂoﬂuctiOQ Chm130t3riutiCQ Of tue oOll

;typesrf In ath@r Word:g a buyer W117 be v1111ng o pay more per



o3
1

K

“ac%c reAutlvexy speaking, for a farm locs ted on the good 5011
. at 1 greater distance from the urban market than for farms lo=-

;ﬁa 1ke élstances on the mediunm guality soils because of the

; udVEﬂtLFO of Wav1n land with a greater range of péSsib;lities@
}fIi_a buyer purchases a farm of medium soil he apperently places
‘more emghaols on mearneaa to an urbsn market, withiﬁ & eertain
{jramge,vbecause of a limitation in alternative uses to which the
?llarm Cﬂﬁ be pub.

Sight

Th@ tot&l decreoas e in pT i re paid for farms with medium quality

2 SQils waﬁ‘about $22.50 per acre in moving from those farms under

1;&1x:ml}es from an urban marﬁet te those 15 to 17 miles from market.

1x;n uhe 14 mil@ range, the avsrqge decerease per mile was about 31. co
-per acre. Over the entilre range the average decrease per acre per
mlle of increase in dlstance actually was lower than for the good

o guality sollﬁ. However, over half the total decreasa in price
“occurred between the first two distanece intervals. It is for that
reason that location appears to be more lmportant for those farms
ﬁiﬁh medium 30115,

Lo Liﬂh at the farms on medium guality soil by *h way of

 _hP index, the model group again appears at those faras 15 to 14

  m11e <1$om sarket., TUsing this group as a stondard from wnich to '

: eompaPé,>it is found that 103 sales were made at an average value
éf $BB 60 per acre. This group was given an lﬁﬁEK of 10@. Hoving
farther away from the urban market the index declines to 79 at farms
15 to 17 miles dilstance and reaches a low of 62 at farms over 18
mileg from the market. Noving toward the market, from the model

¢

group, the increase is gradual until those farms under & miles are



Table VII. Relationship of Distance to Urban Harket and Price
Per Acre for Hellum Quality Land, 194145

Distance : Ho.: Acres: Size of: Consideration: Ave., Per:_Dollar Decrease: Index
-niles : ¢ Unit @ ~dollars- 1+ Acre ¢ Interval: Total:
: : . 4 : ~dollars: : :
7 ’

Under 6 7 1,005 144 48,792 43,15 148
6-8 17 1,847 109 66,364 35,93 -12.822  12.22 110
9-11 8% 6,828 108 840,266 | 35.19 -~ .74 12.96 108
12-14 103 13{991 136 456,130 52.60 - 2.59  15.55 100
13;}%,.‘ 67 10,187 152 260,970 . 2B.68 - 6.98 | 22.57 v,?é
18_§? Moré 6% 10,613 168 214,357 20.80 - 5.48  27.95  ﬁ52

31
o3
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i
‘ ’i

\ Here %he index 1unﬂs Lo 148 from an index of 110 on

tm 8 miles of t;@ ufban rarket. This 38 point &1f-~.
;,1ﬁéthe xﬂdex wrbers of these two groups on the medium
Cﬂ more nronouwnced than for the 11ke dis tupbeg onn the

While the index for those farms on nedivm soll failed

2

vb? .ﬂw'gavem index g@iﬁts to show a perc @nt ge increase as great

tHog on £ood CUAllty seil@ they dropped to a very low index

EA

8

f_f@-;ﬁ farms mest digtantly located from market. The index de-
vciiﬁé %8 index points between those farms 12 to 14 niles from
mrket to those farms over 18 miles from market. For this same
‘distance én the good guallty soll the index moved from 100 down
' to 5. | |

It can be seen that the price per acre on the two different
:séi1 qualiti@s move, generally in the same direetlon, bub the rates
afé far frqm‘unifarm. The indications as shown here sre, that
,in-geheral,_the 1ocaﬁion factor as rmlﬂted to an urban mawket thc
siZe'of the @na'used, has greater influence on the dediam soll
:££rW~ that on the good soil farms conforms with the findings in
i an ea 1ie¥‘ntudy DYy german eeono nists.t The German Agricultural

»_COUPCll

been keeping financlal and mANAE genent records for in-
dividual farms for varving terms of years, 1927-88. Records for:

‘thnse farms were analyz ed for the purpose of aseertaining economie

vv‘

Qharaﬁteristics of farms located at various distances from town.

An analysis by quality of soil indicates that for soils of medium

!

“and poor guality the rate of reduction in net receipts for each

4

IStewart, Charles L. OP. Cit.
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: unit‘bf ;}é§?nce from town was higher than for good soil.

L //

é\.u Rﬁnj TYPES /

\

}‘Am ALYST

A8 aul@s VI and VII lana prices as affected by distance
‘\

j;fr m an uvbun maf{et on different quality forms were shewn.

,'Tehleb VIII and IX show how land prices are affected not only
by%alstance of farms with various soll gqualitles, but also thqse
- bh”ﬁiffereﬂt road types. The breakdown in distonce are for tho

~under 10 miles to marked, from 10 to 19 miles, and those over 20 miles

to market. HNore exsct relationshlps dould have been shown if smaller

¥

clagss intervals could have been used, bubt to have done so would

have piven such a sz2ll nupber of sales in each proup that SVGL3F@S

would have had little lignificance. |

No attempt'will b@wmade,tp,COmﬁare the déta within s given

'lest nee from towns Lotwcon the gavticular road types upon which
  ﬁIe;farm5,are located, because the data, as complled, do not lend
ﬁ thémé¢ives,to this type Qf'cmmparisonq That 'is, while 1t is kKnown
{ éﬁ.what type of roéd.the-farm is loeated, it is not ﬁnown the number

of miles one must travel over dirt or any othef type of road to

_'reach ﬁmarkeL from e“ch farm For\ﬁhoﬁe farms 10 to 19 miles

¢ram an urbﬂu E@i&@t ti

.5 a definite -relationship indicated
~ between road types and price, but the relationship shown probably

 }cann9t be reiied upon beeause of not knowing the distance traveled

n any . U3°L¢cvlnr type road, (table V).

A Parm located on an all-weather road in all probebility will
have an all weather roand the entire distance traveled sinee the

gaom roads nearly always lead to a towm. It is reasonable to
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bollevc, Enerefor@, that all operators of farms on all-weather
glfrOst would trave& over a roaﬂ of uﬁlform goodness that csuld;bc

rav 11@& under a@y weather conditioné: -Por this reasch, it would

\

- seen that Lhu number of miles fram ﬁarket uould shom less 51:nl-‘

i \
Y

”ilcancL on sale ﬂ;lces on farms on an ail~wegtnar road than would

l //
/f'

i‘ulbtanqé an anJ Other type of road. That is;\yle price paid for a
i87£ la mlies from the urban market on an all»&éather road probably
not decr eas @55 eh per acre per mlle as a 1lke farm 15 miles '

f”IfDJ n.urhan market on an improved dirt rﬁad, n%rficularlg if one

;'na& to uf&VLl a large portlon of the distance on a dirt rosd. A

Eialﬂllﬁi f&l@tanSalQ tends to héld true 1n favor of improved élrt

;groadg over UﬂLEPTGVG& dirt roads. The following discussion deals

ih_tne.cnange in selling price bebtween f%rms’ufder 10 miles from
iféh urban market and those 10 to 19 miles from the market on each

‘_n&rtLCulqr LJ;e oi rosd.

'%here was an average price per acre of %54.73 paid for good
quuqlitv land.loeaued on an all-westher road less than 10 miles
f:iva an vrban mrket. At a aisﬁané@ 10 to 19 miles from an urban
'markeﬁ Z7 sales were recorded aveﬁaging 544,60 per acre. This
‘is ] @ecfease of $10.13 or about 20 percent moving from those farms
leag than 10 miles %o bhOaO 10 to 19 miles from an urban market.
hedflj 50 percent more was paid for gcod quallty land on im-
proﬁe@‘dirt roads under 10 miles from an urban mrket eo mpared to

the average price il or those farms 10 to 19 niles from market

g.\

on the same road type. The difference in the average price was

~ mnearly $18.00 per scre. The percentage decline for each mi



Table VIII.

Relationship of Distance to Urban

3
[xy]

arket and

Land Price Per Acre by ROAD TYPE, Good Quality land,

1941-45

ROAD TYPE

Distance: _ Al Ueather , . :
-miles- 3 Ho.: Aeres: Size: Consideration: Ave. Fer Acre:
o : i : Unit: -dollars- :  -dollars-
Under 19 1C - 1,078 108 59, 000 54,73
10-19 27 5,548 131 157,990 44,60

« Qver 20

- Distance:__ Tuproved Dirt ,
=miles- @ No.! deres: 3ize: Consideration: Ave. Per Acre:
. : : : Unit: -~dollars: ~dollars-
Under 10 28 3,147 112 171,750 54,58
10-19 88 12,3%4 140 451,624 36.62
Over 20 é 300 133 13,850 16.56
Distance: Unizproved Dird 7
~niles~ 1 Ho.: Acres: Slze: Consideration: Ave. Per Acre:
el : : Onit: ~dollars~ ~-dollars-
Inder 10 9 214 101 44,383 48,49
10-19 27 3,360 124 100, 350 29.8
Over 20 8 984 128 24,200 24.59




- inerease in dlstance could not be Obt&iﬂﬁd because of lack of d&u&,

ean be estimated. Toking the outer limits of the class inter-

o
“
)

Ermﬁ& of 19 miles is possible, that is, within the first
1538 iﬁﬁervﬁls. Within this 19 miles, land values per acre
f}&@é?easeﬂ §18.GG malkeing an average decrease of zbout 25 ecenbs per
Vacrc per mile

On the all-weather road the decresse for Lhe 19 mile range

totals 310 1 er acre or about 53 cents per acre decrease In price

R
Por each mile increase in dlsbance.

- As would be expected the deerease per mile on an all-weather

i

33

road is smaller than the decrease on an improved dirt road. If

w

b

’

one is located 15 miles from an urban mark@b on an all-weather road,

the disadvantage of traveling this distance 1s not as great as one

(‘

trqvellng a llke distance with at least part of that distance on an
imprcved dirt road.v

The sawme relationships exists for the unimproved roads v1th
62‘percént'mg?e per acre being paid for farms under 10 miles from
- urban markelt than n those 10 to 19 miles from the market. This re-
presents.am average decrease In value per mile as you move avay
,frOM tue urban market of 928 cents per acre, This figure is only
_ a‘little greater than that found on the'iu@roved dirt raa@é, The
fe son for this could be due to the fact that perhaps only a re-

latively short distance is travelled before fariers located on

. MIt is realized that this assumes & constant rate of decrease
.Wﬂlch way bc ful%e. It does indicate a relationship.
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~ Pable IX., Relationshirp

of Distance to Urban Market and-

k3
N & . o g s o . N & s o
Land Price Per Acre by ROAD TYPE, iedium Guality Land,

1941-45

ROAD TYPER

*

Distence: 411 Westher

-piles~- ¢ No.: hores: BSize: Lonsideration:
: : : Unit»e ~dollars-

Ave. Per Acre:
~doliars- ¢

Under 10 13 2,017 155 79,091
69

I

10-1% 36 4,948 137 152,

Pz
-3

20 or more 7 1,700 242 A2, 750

%9.21
| 30.83%
25.15

»

Distance: Inproved Dirt
~-mlles~ ¢ No.: Acres: Size: Consideration: Ave. Per Acre:
: 2 v Units -dollars- 2 ~dollars-

Tnder 10 15 1,920 128 64, 006
C10-12 132 19,967 151 598,210
20 or more22 3,285 147 - 80,550

3%.54
29.96

Distance:__ Unimproved Dirt

~piles~ 1 lo.: Acres: Size: Consideration: Ave. Per Acre:
H H , : Unit: =dollara- ¢ ~-3ollarg- ¢

47 O o688 - Bh 1,280 PR

Under 30 T 3 55 » 250 28.99

10-19 63 9,159 145 239,062

20 or more 6 1,039 173 12, 250

26,10
11.79




C'per acre was 339,21 compared to 580,83 per acre for land in 56

;gSales’an the same Lype of road 10 to 19 miles from an urban merket.

';bf_ﬁhasé\farmﬁ over 20 miles Trom an urbhan market an average pfice
;iﬁéﬁlacre{of'$35.15 ws peid. Only 7 sales were in this category
,#ﬁ@#§1i@g'1760 acres, on average of over 240 acres per sale.
| The higher average price of $8.38 per acre for farms under lQ,
miles as compared to those 10 to 19 miles from an urban market is
 §?@@&@% ?ercentage wise that the decrease on the good soil. The
percentﬁge decline on the all-weather road for medium soil is 21l+4,.
ﬁhereas, the decline on the good soil was 12 percent. The dollar
‘:&éereage is preater on the good soil having a reduction of $10.13
pef acre compared to the 38.38 per scre on the medium soll. I
location value ig thought of as being a certain percent of the total
value, it should be k pﬁ in mind that the dellar decline for the
higher guality land could be grester than for the poorer cuelity
land even though the percentage decreag&lin the price is less.

Therefore, percentage differences must be used with caution.

The medium guality land loecated on improved dirt roads and
under 10 miles »f an urban markel sold for $Ud.34 ner acre, &5 com-~

pared to $29.96 per acre for land 10 to 19 miles from an urben

‘market ond with 132 sales. The dollar decresse, 53.%8 per acre,

9]
€3
8]
fo]
&
)
i

. 1is less here in woving away from the urban market than on an

A

147}

The percentage decrease was only 10.1 moving from the first clas
interval to the second. As previously explained, the relisbility
of this is not to great as there 1is no way of knowing the number

of miles travelled on . the improved dlrt road before reaching an



' slikweather road which in most cases goes to t“@ urban marxet.

A price of $28.99 per acre was pald for 121& on unimproved

ﬁﬁirt'rééds less than 10 miles from an vurban market. For those

w

,-zrzs 1 fo 19 miles from an urban market on wwimproved dirt roads
the average ice per acre was 526,10, This is & decline of 32,09
r 9.9 aercept, whilch is gbout the same WCTCOQL&HG decrease as was
found on the lmproved &irt roads.

”The Parms sold a8t a grester distance than 20 miles from sn
urban market are insufficlent in nuwber, on most.road types, to
place much confidence in the results. However, on the improved
dirt Toads where the number of farm sales was sufficient to be of
50me'use, the data 3haw that land over 20 miles from‘the urban
';market sold Tor 35. 7S less per aecre fhan those farns lO to 19
miles from market, and @u. 36 less than fPOaO located within 10
miles of the urban merket. This is a decrease in price per acre
of 16.7 percent from those farms 10 to 19 mlles from mmrket to
those eover 20 miles from an urban merket.

The date indicate that the ~ome relationships are present
on bhﬁ med 1uu soll aﬁ?were}pggsemt on the faras of good soil.

)

Howev&r,:;ﬂ noving away from the urban merket on the good soil a

s

tilonship v wa 8 shown in the smount of percentage decresse .in

of land depending upon the type of road on which the
farm wasvlaeatea, In other words, the sale on the good soil showed
that in moving away from the urban market the greatest decrease

in priee per aere was for those farms on the poorer roads and ﬁhe

‘

least deerease on the better roads. The sales on the mediuvm soil,

‘

shown in table VI, do not show this relationship of an increasing

rate of decrease in poing from thc farms on better roads to the



L5 on poorer rosds. The explenstion for this must lie with the

ity ofthe soil. or inadedusey of the data. No other ex;lanstion

va s sbated sariier, relotionshirs between the price per
> L » &
roads probably should not be compared beecavse of the
datn. Ewven so, bthere 1s sn indication of such =
£
In tables VI and VII the Iindicetions are that

- under 16 niles of an urbsn mrket there is little attention given

Tery near to sn ell-weather roed. As one goes

g from an urban market there aprears to bhe a distinet

o - PN * P 'y < > & o Zr,
@R prices pald and road btypes This ceniirms the

regard to an urbsn market, the road type may not
be so lmportant. If poorly loeated, over 10 miles from an urban

r

£

market, read type is more important.



1}Land'Values,ﬂnJ Distance to PUi 1 awzzct

éﬁémiﬁaﬁimn of the @rice paid for l&nﬂ,af varying dis-

fa¥ct

BN i : 3,
ﬁaneeé'ilnd a rulal mrket, sh 0TS relatiﬂh hivs similar to thosge
found for an urban mrilket. Iﬂ the anslysils of pricevpaiﬁ for land

distance to PuraW HEPKPL QLlJ those faras dn’improved dir

ied as one finds but few of the bebtter LQ“d surround-

@
et
@
@
& I’
f"'\
-7.
C' ¥

 ’30@£; e
11&@ most of the towms considered as rural
'buying'point important enought to be shown on @ nighway mep wes
é@nsidef@d a rural market. Oniy those farmsof the two higher soil
auélit? grouﬁs are considered as land sales on lmproved dirt roads
oi ﬂvor ow@dwty farms are too few to allow valld conclusions.

t Thg general relati@ﬂships of land price 7erva, re by distance
_tQ a fﬁr&l'ma?ket are showm in tablg X. The mé&elxgréup of farms

tance the

(f)

are those '3 to 4,2 miles from the market. At this dic
for lond ves “Wé.7a per acre, which is nsed as
s elass Interval to those farms 1naer one mile of

index incressed to 143 and the moaa¢ price

815,05, This increase accurredjwithin 5 miles

so In moving away from the market to the base,

~iha prics paid for land deeremsed, on the aversge, at a'rﬁ%e of
LV.QW per agre per mile, OF this'$15.65 decrease ir uGViPQ avay
'frem the market 85 peréent af xhe_denraﬁ ;e occurred betiween the
‘flrst dﬁd.scconu class interval or under 2 milesof the market.

Therexore,:fgr those farus 10@&%9@; two miles up to five miles

I



only 15 percent of the

= farm 1s over tw

]

It‘anﬁzars romAthese dats that i
\uf mder five TLl@S from a rural market distanece means aﬁi‘

5¢tt7¢ to the purchaser. A dlstance above five miles apparently

is considered uwndesirable by most purchasers as the index dropred
to 72 for the 5 to 6,9 nile interval and to 8% for land seven miles
Gromore froun markeb,

ﬂClP are CC“{llJ werlnesses, however, in this generazlization.

L
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the variation In the relstionshins shown

Teble XI shows the nwrber of farms, the totzl acres, the con-

sideration, and the sverage prilce p@r acre of land located on the
three types of soil., The elass Intervals are meh smaller than

the class intervals used for the analysis of distance to an urban
market, The reason for this being that most farms are not over

6 or 7 miles from a rural marketb.

“On the zood soil the land under 1 mile of town sold for $54.44

{oper acre, while those farms 1 to 1,9 mile from town sold for only
e. This is a decrease of $2.50 per acre. Lfter the
iy
first interval, decroases bebween the elass Intervals nre relatively

small until the farms located over 7 miles from a rural morket are
&3 of farms over 7 miles cannot be too relisble
as-avgui&é?to_r ﬁtive values because of the open end diStribﬁti@n;
In fact, of the 5 sales in the group ﬁhfue of thewm were 10 milesg

ural market, The percentage decresse here,

s
6
#y

or more from bt



Table X.

Relationships of Land Price Per here by Distance
to Rural Market, 1941-45

.' » ‘Q * .
Distance : MNo. 1t Acres : Consideration : Ave. Per Acre 1 Index
«miles~ 1 H ! ~dollars- 1 =dollars- 3
Under 1 12 92, 489 49,83 145

l“j. 09

&
12 AV ) B
N N
.- « L~
(51 B ) B
o 0 O
[ 1 B

262,390

-
@)
(433
93]
i
a

18



© Table X¥I. Relationship of Land Price Per Acre
: '~ by Distance to Rural iarket on an
Inproved Dirt Road by
" Land Cualities,
1941 -45

52

Distance: ‘ Good GQuality v
-niles~ ¢+ Ko.: Aeres: Consideration: Ave. Per Acrer Index:
s H : ~JoL1ars- ~-30llars- 2
. ) ) ) g v
TUnder 1 11 1,198 64,894 54,44 140
~1-1.99 16 1,072 48,180 44,94 116
8-2.99 13 1,089 65, 880 AD4R 104
B5-4,99 &5 4,205 162,950 2877 1o

19 is,718 98,330 36,18

-7 or more 5 | 498 13,700 27 .51

PN, .

g Yedium Cuality

~dnllarg

: Ho.: Acres: Consideration: Ave. Per Acre: Iz
: : : : ~dollars 1

5 404 20,770 51.41

16 82,0707 68,810 52.95
i N i .

BT 5,449 181,735 CB5,.55 88
82 13,143 151,361 34,54 100
¥ ¥ .
43 6,966 . 160,890 £5.10 &7
. P : ¥ I3
% or more 20 - %,382: 89,050 - 20.48 59
.. Distaneer Poor Cuality _

v -miles~ 1 No.: Acres: Consilderation: Ave. Per Lcre: Index:
. S H : : ~doilars- .t ~Gollars- 3 :

Under 1 2 280 5,885 - 26,20

2.0

( Table XI. cont. on page oy
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Table XI. Continued

-

Distance: Poor Quality
-miles- : No.: Acres: Consideration: Ave. Per Acre: lndex:

3 : : =-dollars- -dollars- :
1-1.99 :
2-2.99 2 240 4,000 16.67 130
3-4,99 3 580 9,250 15.95 124
5-6.99 5 1,120 10,150 9.06 7
7 or more 9 1,877 24,100 12.84 100




s

between those farus 5 and 6 mlles of rural market and those over
47 Mllbo, WS 25.7 per cent. It should be emphasized that this
j'urap £ nearly percent in selling price did not occur in & two

eirval but was spread over at leasst a four to six

or

‘710“ three uile in

&) ¢c'¢mtbf al,

The-nearly 20 percent decrease in land prices for good guality

B

o

solls within the first mile indicates the impoftance 2 buycr attaches
ﬁé 01@5@ pr0Kimity to a rural market. The secdﬂd distence into rval
@ay be cqnsiﬁered as the first sharp bremniﬂg point of land V@lﬂ@u
due to added coﬂvrnlanhog offe “e§ by these farms under one mile of
i From the second class intervnl dowin Lo the fifth

a?ylng'smallef decrease, both dollar ané»pereen—

pr@seﬂﬁ; Duyers were relatively indifferent when

located from two to five ailes from a rural market.

y‘must travel more than seven miles to a rural

market 1t appears that they mmst be comrensated by paying a mch

Farms loecated on o medlum bype soil show 1he same large de~
ereases at approximetely the same distances from the rursl merket.
The decline within the #irst two miles is even greater here than
on land of good quality. The decrease per acre was 518.46 or 35.9

percent,., This agaln indlcates that forms on medium soll have more

errhasis placed on location than do those on good soil. This secms

to be more particularly true Tor farms within one mile of a rTural

JdTJcb- The value of loeatlon on medium solls ig further emphasized

e

by the fact that only slightly wmore per acre, $3.08, was pald
'fﬁr“t%og9 fﬂmia on good s$oil which are less than one mile from the

&

aro&n mavket thqn was pald for those farms on medium soil with the



‘same location. Thiz mekes it snpear as if buyers are more interested

LT

j;Jn ?ﬁﬂatien than on the productivity of the soll within one mile

';of‘taﬁ'uwrhcﬁ The margin here, under one mile of 2 rural merket,
5b@twé@n the two soll types 1s smaller than at any other distance

in the elbss intervals,

a

_After uhQ large ﬂocli e from the first class interval on the
”m@dlum SOLl thre 1?&09 per acre showed no decrez2se at all until
{jihedistunce‘oﬁ five miles from the rurel markets wms reached., At

“distances of 2, 3, and 4 miles the indifference of buyers s pre-

3

sent as it wes on the good guality land., There vas less than a
dcllars differsars per acre.of'the three distances. If they have
»ftc travel 3. Llles to a rural merket one more mile is not silgnifi-
caﬂt within this range of indifference. :

" The second sharp decline in pries paid per acdre is evident

=

at the class interval of Farms located at 5 to 6.9 miles from a2

rural market or one class interval sooner than for farms on the .

quallty ﬁaiw, ~The decline here in price per SC“G was 2.

cent, This is & somewhat smaller decline than wes experisnced
a@,thé“élaSS interval neérer the rural market. |

The distance intervals showing the two sharpest declines in
::lahd prié@ on the mediﬁm soil are comparable to those on the good
'SGil; but are even mOTe rronounced. However, in the final
anzlysis land prices, regardless of snil tyne, seem to follow a
‘more or less set pattern in'relationship to distance. First there
Qis a period, measured in miles, of sharply declining prices in
the immediate surrounding land of a rural market. This is shown
v _ . )
by the pronounced p@réentage decreases in price. Following this,

w1th somewhat varying dlSu?nPeu from 2 to 6 miles from the rural



Ji
oy

2

m&fket;'is found an areg of more or less indifference to loeation.

,fit'ii w1tn1n these distances thﬁt the buyer may feel that if he

1”st travel 2 miles to market, he may as well travel 3 or 4 miles.

o fhe second large break appears after a bertviﬂ dlstance is

| *;feacnedn d@mendlng oni the quality of the farm, where the incone-
i ven1enee of trﬂvelzng too far is reflected in the price bajﬂ%s‘are_v
:ﬁillgng to give, This final bresking point comes somewhat eloger
ﬂ,%é Fﬁe fur s marﬁef onn & medium soil as compared to the good 5011& 
In mhef words, 1f he is buying good soil he may be willing to
We %ﬂe inconvenience of traveling just a 1little farther to a
'_rufal market,

The deviations from the model graun of varlous distances from

ial-market are also shown in table XI. Average price of farms
i;iééé%ed 3 to 4.9 miles from town are nsed-és s base. The price
index of the better farms had its high, 140, on those farms less
 "tn%n one mlle of tewn.v‘The increase to 140 from 100 was a father‘
» cgﬂstant rise with the greatest spread of points between the
R first two class intervals. Com mparing this to the medinm soil
Vchan ge ﬂovin from the model group nearer the rural market In the
f_lnde until reaching those farms less than one mile from town where
tTEﬂundO”S rise is shown. The index reached 150 for those Parms
undez one mile of town vhleh'ﬁfzigher by 10 points than the like
sules on a %ood soil. | | “
S Jﬁlle the index on the m@dium soll incrc sed to a higher
g¥ie¢el hear ahc market than on Ji good soll, it also reached |

;_a¢lowerlp0intvmoving away from the standard. The index for the

'better farms resched a low of 71 at the same distance where the
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Hedium soil farms had an index low of 59. This wider spresd

© in the index on the mediuwm soil within the data range further

indicates that farms on mediuvm soil were more susceptible to the

factor of location in determining land values.
v On the poor soil the model group was the sales fartherest
from the market., The low point on the index scale was at those

farms 5 to 7.99 miles from town with an inerease to 204 at those

’

farms lesse than one mile of town. The sparse data on the poor soil

#

makes it unwise, however, to place much reliability there, even

thaugh theitrémd was compareble to the other soll types.



CHAPTER VI

Summary and Conclusions’

The_stuay of location as a factor in determining land

.1uéé“i5'one'mut easily seperated from other priaeldetermining B
 &Lacbor$, 'Cﬁntrcl dvei some of the more 1mportaﬁb factors, however, |
‘haq allowcﬂ results which seenm to aave VRlLdlty. |

The rela nshl, of land value and-locatlnn wa s aprroached:

534’r@;i ms;affected_by the type of road upon which the land was

tﬁl‘eaﬁéd;msecanﬁ~ the value of land as affected by the distance
L'frnm deeé roads thwrd the value of land as affected by the

;3ﬁlstance‘irom an urban markeb: f@urtn, the value of land as affected

f?hf théiéiéﬁaﬁce from & rural mavket. Positive relationships were
{ffounaufor:each of therappfaaches, The f@llowing conclusiens are
based on this study of land transfers in Jackson County, Oklahoma:
l. Land lacqted on an all-weather road sold on the avezgge
of $4.45 wmore per acre than land located on an improve d
dirt road. The land on an unimproved dirt road sold for
an average of 58.75 less per ascre than land on en
improved dirt road and $11.20 1@53 per acre than iand
on an all-weather road. The differences in the aversge
prices pald for land on various road types also varied
with the soll quality.
.Tha greatest variation was on the poor qﬁalityAland where
314.38 mbre per acre was paid for land on an all-weather roda than

land on an improved dirt road. The difference between the prices



i .
3

fJﬁali 19r poor €uﬂllt¥ lend on an improved dirt road and an

& ﬂn1nprnvcd dirt road was very smnll. This indicates that poor gqual-

rﬁland sells for the higher per acre‘price only when located
; :
» ff%@ better roaaa. The selling price of good guality farms
?éideviwte& wore than the price of medium quality farms in moving

\

iro@'tze average to an,all~weaﬁher road and also to an unimproved

roa e

4

’ggz. In Lhe analysis of distance to paved roads, 1t wes found

that the price of land locsted within four miles of & pave-
mént had.anvaverag@ decrease of $2.80 perfacre with each
additional mile.distance. The relationship of price and
distance to pavement for farme of the two top so0ll gual-
~ities'clos@ly follows these general r@lationships, but
are somewhat larger on the good guslity land then on
he me&iuj guality land &ltﬁlﬂ this range of four
miles from pavement. However, the decre&se on ther
medium quality land W s greater when the entire range
‘of data was considered. '
Farms with poor quality soil were not analyze d since there
 Were onlJ 20 farms on. improved dirt roads falling into this
 “¢aueger. ,Thesa farms were so scattered that only two or three
farmsvwére included in each distance group. Half of all the
.pOO” qua 11ty farms were more than five miles from pavement..
B In moving. avaj from an urban ﬂarket land decreszsed on
the avewage at a2 rate of $51.78 per acre per mile within
TP it
17 miles of the urban market., The varlation in the

decrease here betwcen 0011 gualities is not great, but
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on the medium quality soil the decrease within the 17
. <mi1e range tends to be concentrated in the first class

v*ii tgfval or on land that is wnder six miles of the

 [@$”§@@. The»decrease'in price per acre hare was 512,22,

&q_

/ . . .
xg@¥farms of Eood/quﬁlity soll at this same distonce
¥ :

how the smﬂllesm decrease per acre, 35.56. This is a

~

UEUfihcr 1ndlcmt1ﬁn t}ax on the better soils, the price

" per mere of land holds up for a greater distance from

e

7 the nrbgp marxet than does land of nmedium scil.ﬁuality.
|  4. 'The per acre price of 1qnd decreased on the average of
- $%,01 per mile within a five mile distance of a rural
* market, The decrease per:mila was greater on the
medium-auality land than on the good guality land,
‘evpn though the entlre decre&se on the medium solil waLS
within the first two miles of the Five mile range. The
(goo& guality land tended to decrease at a more uniforn
rate between the various distances. |
 Another shary decline in the price for land is evident at
thcae farms 5 to 6.9 milés from a rural market. The reason for
this decline is . probably due to the fact that if a farm is this
far from a 1Jra‘ market his loecatlon to other price determining
- factors is very bad.
5., The poorer the guality of land the greater the influence
of a good location., In most of the analysis made there
wes an indieatlon that location is notvsa important to
th@‘ﬁetter quality land as eampared,to the medinm and

poor quality solls. The poor quality land in nearly
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