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FORWARD
This report represents a major step toward enhancing the public's understanding and appreciation
of limited resource farmers in Southern Maryland. While broadly aimed at documenting
outreach initiatives undertaken by the Soil Conservation Service, it presents a comprehensive
view of the myriad factors that affect the disposition of limited resource farmers to soil and
resource conservation and new agricultural ventures.
It is our hope that the data and conclusions contained in this report will inform the planning and
policy making processes in Southern Maryland, and encourage creative partnerships that will
result in improving the viability of limited resource farmers and increasing their participation and
contribution to the regional agricultural economy.

Mortimer H. Neufville, Dean
School of Agricultural Sciences
University of Maryland-Eastern Shore

ii

CONTENTS
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
FORWARD
TABLE OF CONTENTS
LIST OF TABLES
LIST OF FIGURES
LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

i
ii
iii
iv
v
vi
vii

I.

INTRODUCTION

1

II.

PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES

2

III.

METHODOLOGY
Definition of Limited Resource Farmers
Procedures for Conducting the Survey

3
4
5

IV.

LIMITED RESOURCE FARMERS: AN OVERVIEW
The Conservation Title of the Food Security Act and
Limited Resource Farmers

6
11

V.

PROFILE OF THE SOUTHERN MARYLAND REGION
Physical Conditions
Characteristics of the Population
Agriculture in Southern Maryland
Racial and Ethnic Farmers in Southern Maryland

13
13
15
15
17

VI.

OUTREACH AND INFORMATION TRANSFER TO LIMITED
RESOURCE FARMERS IN SOUTHERN MARYLAND
SCS Outreach Augmented By Paraprofessionals
Results of the Outreach

20
21
22

DEMOGRAPHIC OVERVIEW OF LIMITED RESOURCE FARMERS
IN SOUTHERN MARYLAND
Race
Age
Sex
Education
Occupation
Years of Farming

23
23
24
25
25
26
28

GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS OF LIMITED RESOURCE
FARMERS' FARMS
Type of Farm Enterprise

28
28

VII.

VIII.

iii

Land Tenure and Use
Farm Income and Expenses
Off-Farm Income

31
31
32

IX.

KNOWLEDGE OF AND PARTICIPATION IN USDA PROGRAMS
Knowledge of the Food Security Act
USDA Program Participation
Conservation Practices and Planning
Use of SCS Cost Share Program
USDA Agencies' Outreach
Method of Information Transfer

X.

INVOLVEMENT IN ALTERNATIVE AGRICULTURE AND NEW
ECONOMIC VENTURES
Familiarity With and Application of Alternative
Agriculture Techniques
Diversification and Direct Marketing Activities
Future Disposition

XI.

XII.

36
36
36
38
40
40
42
44
44
45
47

SYNTHESIS AND CONCLUSIONS
The Status of Limited Resource Farmers in Southern Maryland
Factors Influencing LRF Participation in USDA Programs
and the Implementation of Soil Conservation Practices
The Effectiveness of SCS Outreach to LRFs
LRF Disposition Toward Alternative Agriculture Practices

48
48

RECOMMENDATIONS
Enhancing SCS Outreach to Limited Resource Farmers
Enhancing the Long-term Viability of Limited Resource Farmers

55
55
56

51
52
53

BIBLIOGRAPHY

58

APPENDICES
A
The University of Maryland-Eastern Shore Summary of
Small-Scale Agriculture Programs
B
Survey Instrument

60
62

TABLES
1
Sample Size by County and by Race
2
U.S. Farms Operated by Black and White Farmers, 1990-1987
3
Selected Characteristics of Minority Farms and All Farms
in the U.S., 1987
4
Selected Characteristics of Southern Maryland Farms, 1987
5
Selected Characteristics of Racial and Ethnic Farmers in Southern
Maryland by County, 1987

iv

6
8
9
16
18

6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29

Maryland Farms Operated by Blacks, 1990-1987
Distribution of Respondents by Race and County
Age Distribution of Respondents by Race
Level of Education of Respondents
Level of Education of Respondents by County
Occupational Status of Respondents by Race
Off-Farm Occupation of Part-Time Farmers by Race
Years of Farming by Race
Farm Enterprise by Race
Farm Enterprise by County
Crops Produced by Race
Ownership and Land Tenure by Race
Gross Farm Income by County and Race
Farm Operating Expenses by Race
Average Net Farm Income
Off-Farm Income
Respondents' Participation in USDA Programs by County
Respondents' Participation in USDA Programs by Race
Enrollment of Respondents in USDA Programs by County
Respondents Reporting Interaction With USDA Agencies by County
Respondents Reporting Interaction With USDA Agencies by Race
Respondents' Interest in Producing New or Alternative Crops by County
Respondents' Interest in Jointly Selling Farm Products or Sharing
Resources with Other Farmers by County
Likelihood that Respondents Will Still be Farming in
Five Years by County

19
24
25
25
26
27
27
28
29
29
31
33
34
35
35
35
37
37
38
41
41
46
47
47

FIGURES
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

State Map
Crops Produced by Race
Management and Structural Conservation Practices
Used by Respondents
Management and Structural Conservation Practices
Used by Respondents by Race
Type of Information Received From USDA Agencies
Type of Information Received From USDA Agencies by Race
Use of Chemical Pesticides, Fertilizers, or Weed Controls

v

14
30
39
40
42
43
45

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS
ASCS

Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service, U.S.
Department of Agriculture

CRP

Conservation Reserve Program

ES

Extension Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture

FmHA

Farmers Home Administration, U.S. Department of Agriculture

FSA

Food Security Act of 1985

HEL

highly erodible lands

LGU

land grant universities

LRF

limited resource farmers

OTA

Office of Technology Assessment, U.S. Congress

PPSM

persons per square mile

SCS

Soil Conservation Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture

UMES

University of Maryland-Eastern Shore

USDA

U.S. Department of Agriculture

vi

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The purpose of this report is twofold: 1) to document the factors that affect the status of limited
resource farmers and influence their adoption of conservation practices; and 2) to describe the
model of outreach and information transfer used by the Soil Conservation Service and the
University of Maryland-Eastern Shore to reach limited resource farmers in Southern Maryland.
Taking regional distinctions into consideration, this project defines a limited resource farmer as
one who operates a farm of 50 acres or less and/or whose annual farm income does not exceed
$25,000. The definition is not restricted by race, although the circumstances of black LRFs are
examined in light of the historic disadvantaged status of this group. Additionally, the definition
remains flexible to non-quantitative factors such as a lack of access to information, technology,
capital, markets and others resources.
The project included both a research component and an outreach component. Its objectives were
to: 1) develop a profile of limited resource farmers in Southern Maryland, including their
involvement with USDA programs and their attitudes toward soil conservation; 2) increase LRF
awareness of the Food Security Act in general and the importance of the conservation title in
particular; 3) encourage greater application of soil and water conservation practices; 4) increase
the level of participation in SCS programs; and 5) broaden the awareness of LRFs to new and
alternative agricultural opportunities and to encourage their involvement in regional rural
development initiatives.
The study component of the project was an exploratory one. The outreach component involved
personal interviews and farm visits and the distribution of program information. The overall
project methodology included: 1) a review of literature addressing limited resource farmers, soil
and resource conservation, information and technology transfer systems, and regional
agricultural activity; 2) an analysis of agricultural and population census data; 3) key informant
interviews of regional and national USDA personnel and selected farmers; and 4) a survey of
limited resource farmers in Southern Maryland.
A total of 156 limited resource farmers were identified as prospective interviewees for the
survey. Their names were derived from USDA records and referrals. The final sample was
ultimately narrowed to 95 LRFs – 61 percent of the original sample population – largely due to
the attrition and death of LRFs who were still maintained on USDA lists. The survey instrument
was administered by enumerators from the local community who were hired by the University of
Maryland-Eastern Shore. It was designed to investigate four areas: 1) the demographic
character of the sample group; 2) the general characteristics of their farms; 3) their knowledge of
and participation in USDA programs; and 4) their involvement in alternative agriculture and new
economic ventures. Enumerators were also asked to augment the Soil Conservation Service's
outreach to LRFs by providing LRFs with materials on the Food Security Act and the importance
of its conservation provision, services and technical assistance available from SCS, and examples
of alternative agriculture programs of LRFs.
Approximately 57 percent of the limited resource farmers responding to the survey were black,
and 43 percent white. No LRFs of Hispanic, Native American, or Asian descents were
identified. The results of the analysis indicated that LRFs in Southern Maryland generally
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follow the patterns of LRFs nationally. They tend to be older and less educated and have been
farming for a longer period of time than other farmers. They operate small-scale farm
enterprises, earn low net farm incomes, and are more at-risk to fluctuations in the agricultural
economy than non-LRFs. They tend to have labor-intensive operations, relying on family
member as the source of labor. LRFs are more apt to farm marginal land and use lowtechnology production techniques. They tend to produce commodities rather than specialty
crops, and rely heavily on synthetic inputs.
Limited resource farmers have limited access to capital, information, and management and
technical assistance, and derive few benefits from federal farm programs and land grant
university research programs. Unable to earn a decent living from agriculture, many LRFs are
forced to work off the farm in order to subsidize their farms and supplement their household
income. Seventy-eight percent of Southern Maryland's LRFs farm at subsistence level, earning
less than $10,000 in annual farm income. Black farmers experience economic hardship in
greater proportion than all farmers. The average gross farm income of black LRFs is $7,050
$2,500 less than that of white LRFs. The historically low incomes of black farmers have
precipitated a plummeting decline in their number. Black farmers in Maryland have declined
from a high of 6,382 in 1910 to 371 in 1987. Nationally, black farmers have gone from
representing 17 percent of U.S. farmers in 1920 to 1.0 percent in 1987, totaling less than 23,000.
The study found land ownership by LRFs to be quite high. Eighty-seven percent of Southern
Maryland's LRFs own farmland, with 24 percent of them holding more than 50 acres. This was
found to contribute to the large number of LRFs who practice soil conservation. Conservation is
practiced by 81 percent of all LRFs, 37 percent of whom employ at least two practices. Many of
those who practice conservation do so voluntarily. Only 27 percent of LRFs surveyed had
conservation plans, and only 19 percent had plans developed by SCS, despite an awareness of
the availability of planning assistance from SCS. The average age of these conservation plans is
15 years. It was found that few LRFs (13 percent) participated in SCS cost-sharing programs
due to a limited awareness of cost-share resource, the application of inexpensive conservation
practices, and limited resources with which to match SCS contributions.
The low level of involvement with SCS is typical of LRF participation in USDA programs in
general. Thirty-eight percent participate in USDA programs. Although this is better than the 28
percent of LRFs participating nationally, participation is concentrated in the Farmers Home
Administration and Crop Insurance programs. Many LRFs are aware of the scale and outputbiased farm program regulations that preclude their participation, and as a result are discouraged
from investigating other government programs. The study found that personal visits from agents
helped improved farmers' receptivity, but that the opportunity for such interaction is limited.
The level of outreach to LRFs by USDA agencies was low, with an average of 30 percent of
farmers receiving visits from USDA agencies within the year prior to the study.
Of all USDA agencies, SCS had the highest level of outreach to Southern Maryland's LRFs.
Thirty-eight percent of LRFs reported receiving visits independent of those conducted during the
FSA outreach and survey phases of the project. SCS places strong emphasis on developing a
one-on-one relationship with LRFs, but is limited by staff shortages. LRFs indicated that they
are more receptive to information and resources when they perceive the agency to have a
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personal commitment to their viability. SCS has been fairly successful in conveying this
message. Efforts to augment SCS outreach with university-retained paraprofessional were also
met with receptivity by LRFs, particularly those with no prior contact or those who had negative
past experiences with USDA. These interactions strengthened rapport and laid the groundwork
for potential participation in SCS programs. In addition to staff limitations, the SCS initiative
was found to be in short supply of literature and promotional materials specifically developed for
LRFs, and to be operating from lists with out-of-date and inaccurate information.
Given the high level of soil conservation practiced by LRFs in Southern Maryland, many
expressed a need for non-conservation services and resources that would have a more tangible
impact on their economic viability. These included water catchment and irrigations systems,
labor, capital, small-scale farm equipment, and technical assistance in the areas of organic
agriculture, insect control, horticulture and marketing. Limited resource farmers express a strong
interest in diversifying their operations, developing alternative agriculture activities and
practices, and participating in university and agency directed farm trial and demonstrations, but
were found to be minimally involved in the many regional projects designed to support smallscale agriculture and formally integrate it into the Maryland agricultural economy.
Recommendations resulting from the study take the position that:
!
!
!

limited resource farmers should not be relegated to a marginal existence;
improved access to information, technology and capital is essential to their
development; and
innovative outreach initiatives that are culturally sensitive to the dynamics of
limited resource farmers are required.

The recommendations are as follows:
Enhancing SCS Outreach to LRFs
1. Develop a definition for limited resource farmers that takes regional dynamics into account.
2. Identify and inventory limited resource farmers, and create a computerized database.
3. Create a mailing list that is continuously updated and purged. Share and compare this list with
other agencies, especially those with small-scale and alternative agriculture programs.
4. Develop formal channels through which to listen to limited resource farmers' needs and to
receive their input in program planning.
5. Increase LRF awareness of SCS services and technical assistance.
6. Increase LRF access to information and their ability to make informed decisions by
developing promotional materials aimed specifically at small-scale farming. These may include
brochures, newsletters, radio and TV spots, video and slide presentation, speakers’ forums, and
more.
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7. Develop creative outreach programs that embrace personal, on-farm interactions, small group
training, and the use of paraprofessionals.
8. Increase manpower assigned to work with LRFs, particularly at the district level, so
maximum interaction and rapport building may occur.
9. Develop cost-effective conservation practices designed for small-scale operations. Publicize
these through printed materials as well as by holding on-farm tours.
10. Encourage greater LRF participation in on-farm trials and demonstrations.
11. Provide training to staff to make them more aware of the circumstances and background of
LRFs.
12. Hire staff that reflects the racial and ethnic diversity of the limited resource farmer
community.
Enhancing the Long-Term Viability of Limited Resource Farmers
1. Convene a working committee comprised of limited resource farmers and representatives of
local community-based organizations and churches, land grant universities, USDA agencies,
state and regional agricultural interests and others for the purpose of developing immediate and
long-term initiatives to better integrate LRFs into Southern Maryland's agricultural opportunities.
2. Hold a regional conference on limited resource farmers and alternative agriculture strategies,
similar to those sponsored by USDA, the land grant universities, and others.
3. Marshal funding from regional resources such as private foundations, the Resource
Conservation and Development Program, The University of Maryland System, Maryland
Department of Agriculture, USDA and others to initiate a university-based program for
developing new small-scale agriculture models and effectively transferring the results of research
and trials to limited resource farmers.
4. Integrate limited resource farmers into the many small-scale and diversified agriculture
projects that exist throughout the region.
5. Share the success stories of limited resource farmers through printed material, seminars, and
on-farm tours.
6. Identify specialty markets that limited resource farmers might serve.
7. Link Southern Maryland limited resource farmers with the active network of LRFs nationally.
Identify opportunities for joint ventures for marketing farm products.
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8. Create small working groups or farmer cooperatives, which minimize costs by sharing
resources and marketing products jointly.
9. Develop multidisciplinary teams of specialists in each district formed specifically to serve
limited resource farmers. They may include USDA agents, university specialists, and
paraprofessional.
10. Increase limited resource farmer representation on regional agricultural committee and
special projects.

xi

I. INTRODUCTION
The U.S. food and farm system in the 1990's is one of ever increasing complexity. Traditionally
the domain of producers, suppliers, USDA and the Congressional agriculture committees, it is
now influenced by a range of additional forces including multinational agribusinesses,
commodity groups, grassroots farm activists, consumer and hunger advocates, environmentalists,
and the land grant university research and extension system. It is integrally tied to the
international trade system, and influenced by U.S. and international monetary and fiscal policy.
Land, labor, and capital are no longer the only determinants of economic viability as new
technologies, information and distribution systems increasingly influence decision-making.
The beneficiaries of this type of structure are generally large-scale agricultural enterprises and
their special interest groups. USDA estimates that while farms with annual sales of over
$500,000 represent only 1.2 percent of all farms and only 10 percent of all farmland, they
account for approximately 35 percent of total farm sales.1 They reap most of the federal farm
program outlays, benefit most from research, technology and extension, influence domestic and
foreign agricultural policy, and set the level of competitiveness within the system.
Smaller producers, despite their diminishing influence on farm policy and practices, however,
remain viable components of the system. In 1987, farms with annual sales of less than $50,000
represented 75 percent of all U.S. farms and accounted for over $14 billion in agricultural
products sold.2 Small farmers own roughly 30 percent of U.S. farmland3 and support local rural
economies at rates higher than large-scale agribusinesses.4 Their survival, however, is based on
their ability to adapt in a changing system in which information, communication, and new
technologies have a growing impact on how things are done. For the smaller producer,
accessibility to technical and management assistance, scale-appropriate technologies, and
information are critical components that are often in short supply.
Limited resource farmers (LRFs),5 like other small producers, are at a disadvantage when
competing within the modern agricultural system. Due to a variety of historic and structural
factors described elsewhere in this report, LRFs are in great need of strategies that promote better
outreach and information and technology transfer. This is especially true when it comes to
adopting soil conservation and land management strategies.6 In recent years, policymakers,
researchers, and service providers have recognized the special needs of LRFs. In the area of
conservation and resource management the Soil Conservation Service's (SCS) limited resource
farmers policy is aimed at "making conservation technical assistance and other resources of the
1

Reimund, Donn, Thomas Strucker and Nora Brooks, Large Scale Farms in Perspective, Washington: USDA
Economic Research Service, Agriculture Information Bulletin No. 505, 1987.
2
U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1987 Census of Agriculture.
3
Thompson, Edward, Jr., Small is Bountiful: The Implication of Small Farms in America, Washington: American
Farmland Trust, 1986.
4
Demissie, Ejigou, "Business Approach to the Survival of the Family Farm", in Williams, 1987.
5
Farmers earning less than $25,000 in annual sales and/or who operate less than 50 acres of farmland. See Section
III of this report for an in-depth discussion of LRF.
6
Acquah, Sarah and Ejigou Demissie, "Limited Resource Farmers and the Conservation Title of the 1985 Food
Security Act: What Do They Know?" Princess Anne, MD: University of Maryland-Eastern Shore, 1988.

agency more accessible to limited resource farmers ... through coordination of programs
activities designed to identify, contact, and assist these individuals conserve and improve their
soil, water and related resources."7
In addition to its efforts with other USDA agencies, SCS has formed partnerships with the
historically black land grant universities and initiated a variety of outreach, education, and
information and technology transfer programs for LRFs.8 In Maryland, SCS joined with the
University of Maryland-Eastern Shore (UMES) to produce a major study of limited resource
farmers' awareness and participation in the conservation programs of the Food Security Act of
1985. Entitled "Limited Resource Farmers and the Conservation Title of the 1985 Food Security
Act: What Do They Know?," this study examined patterns in five southern states and arrived at a
series of short and long-term recommendations for improving outreach and communications to
LRFs on conservation activities. The study provided the groundwork for subsequent outreach
efforts to LRFs in Southern Maryland as well as provided the foundation for this report. The
SCS/UMES partnership also expanded USDA's exposure to UMES's expertise in the areas of
small-scale agriculture (including LRF operations), aquaculture and water resources
management, soil conservation, and research and extension. An overview of UMES's activities
in these areas is provided in Appendix A.
II. PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES
The purpose of this report is twofold: 1) to document the factors that affect the status of limited
resource farmers and influence their adoption of conservation practices; and 2) to describe the
model of outreach and information transfer used by the Soil Conservation Service and the
University of Maryland-Eastern Shore to reach limited resource farmers in Southern Maryland, a
five-county region including Anne Arundel, Calvert, Charles, Prince George's and St. Mary's
counties.
The project includes both a research component and an outreach component, both of which are
describes in detail in the Methodology section of this report. The objectives of the project are to:
1. develop a profile of limited resource farmers in Southern Maryland, including their
involvement with USDA programs and their attitudes toward soil conservation;
2. improve the status of limited resource farmers and diminish the rate of land loss;
3. increase LRF awareness of the Food Security Act in general and the importance of
the conservation title in particular;
4. encourage greater application of soil and water conservation practices; and
7

Soil Conservation Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture, "Limited Resource Farmer Policy and Identification,"
Washington, June 7, 1989.
8
Lewis, Sherman, Frank Clearfield, and Willie Ruffin, "Strategies for Increasing Participation of Black Limited
Resource Farmers in the Soil Conservation Service and Other USDA Programs," Washington: USDA Soil
Conservation Service, Paper prepared for the 6th International Soil Conservation Conference, Nov. 6-18, 1989.
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5. increase the level of participation in SCS programs.
To accomplish these objectives several of the short-term Recommendations made in the first
UMES report, "Limited Resource Farmers and the Conservation Title of the 1985 Food Security
Act: What Do They Know?," were implemented. These processes are described in the
Methodology and included:
1. the identification of LRFs using a definition most appropriate to the dynamics of
the region;
2. the use of paraprofessionals to disseminate information;
3. increasing the number of site visits made to LRFs;
4. the distribution of special printed materials; and
5. greater publicity of SCS resources, including cost-sharing programs and technical
assistance available to LRFs.
Additionally, the project seeks to broaden the awareness of LRFs to new and alternative
agricultural opportunities and to encourage their involvement in regional rural development
initiatives by introducing them to new concepts and sharing examples of activities taking place in
Southern Maryland and elsewhere.
The identification and outreach model used in this project was designed with flexibility in mind.
With modification it may be replicated in other regions. This report describes the process. The
research component was designed to provide a better understanding of LRFs in Southern
Maryland; how they mimic or differ from LRFs in other regions and what particular dynamics
affect their status, their participation in USDA programs, and their disposition to new
agricultural practices and ventures. These data may inform future outreach initiatives as well as
stimulate special projects.
It is hoped that the information and recommendations offered in this report will complement the
new initiatives proposed in the upcoming 1990 Farm Bill that are designed to strengthen LRFs,
and that the Southern Maryland experience will stimulate other regions to develop creative
means of reaching and including LRFs in their programs.
III. METHODOLOGY
This report documents a multifaceted approach to identify limited resource farmers, document
their status, and improve the level of transfer of soil and resource conservation information to
them. The report provides four levels of information:
1. introductory and background information about limited resource farmers;
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2. a profile of the Southern Maryland region within which limited resource farmers
function;
3. analysis of a survey administered to a sample of limited resource farmers in
Southern Maryland; and
4. an overview of the SCS/UMES outreach and information transfer program to
limited resource farmers in Southern Maryland.
The background and profile data are presented to ensure that readers who may be unfamiliar with
the region or with LRFs gain a better understanding and appreciation of these farmers, their
history, and the challenges they continue to face.
The study component of the project is exploratory, and used both qualitative and quantitative
data from primary and secondary sources. The outreach component involved personal
interviews and farm visits and the distribution of program information. The overall project
methodology included:
!

a review of literature addressing limited resource farmers, soil and resource
conservation, information and technology transfer systems, and regional
agricultural activity;

!

an analysis of agricultural and population census data;

!

key informant interviews of regional and national USDA (SCS and ES) personnel and
selected farmers; and

!

a survey of limited resource farmers in Southern Maryland.
Definition of Limited Resource Farmers

For this project a limited resource farmer is defined as one who operates a farm of 50 acres or
less and/or whose annual farm income does not exceed $25,000. Southern Maryland – a region
experiencing much development and which is economically linked to the high cost of living in
Washington, D.C. – is in a unique geographic location that offers proximity to a range of offfarm employment opportunities. As shown elsewhere in this report, many of the region's fullowners of farms work off the farm on a full-time basis, largely because it is impossible to earn a
living from their farm activities. With this in mind, net farm income of under $25,000 was
deemed to be a realistic cutoff.
The definition was not restricted by race; both black and white LRFs were identified. Special
care was given to minimize the number of black LRFs overlooked, especially given the low level
of their participation in USDA programs and the historic patterns of hardship they have
experienced. Hereafter, the term limited resource farmers (LRFs) may be interpreted to included
minority farmers.
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Additionally, the effect of a lack of access to information, technology, capital, markets and other
less tangible factors was considered. The absence of these resources was deemed to contribute to
the limitations of farmers. Sensitivity was given to such non-income and acreage factors.
Procedure for Conducting the Survey
Study Population. The study population was determined using a list of limited resource farmers
know to USDA agencies including SCS, ASCS, ES, and FmHA. Added to this list were any
LRFs learned of during the course of outreach. A total of 170 LRFs were initially identified – a
small enough number that it was determined that all would be surveyed, although this list was
known not to represent all farmers in the region with incomes under $25,000 or land under 50
acres. It as assumed that once outreach and fieldwork began defunct LRFs as well as additional
ones would be revealed.
SCS staff took responsibility for farmer identification and classification. 156 limited resource
farmers were ultimately selected to be interviewed. It is acknowledged that this sample may
yield approximate information and hold some bias due to the source of the sample list. However,
for the purpose of this project, given the important outreach component, the sample was deemed
acceptable.
Instrumentation. The survey instrument used to collect the data was designed to investigate
four areas: the demographic character of the sample group; the general characteristics of their
farms; their knowledge of and participation in USDA programs; and their involvement in
alternative agriculture and new economic ventures. A sample of the survey instrument may be
found in Appendix B.
Data Collection. Survey data were collected by personal interview by enumerators drawn from
the local community. They participated in a daylong training session led by the Project Director,
and including SCS and UMES staff. The enumerators received instructions for administering the
survey, as well as an overview of USDA's LRFs initiative, UMES's work with small producers,
and an audiovisual presentation of soil erosion and conservation strategies.
To facilitate the data collection process each prospective interviewee was sent a letter explaining
the project and requesting his or her participation in the survey. Generally interviews were
conducted at the convenience of the interviewees. Of the 156 LRFs in the original sample
population 95 were ultimately reached and interviewed. These respondents made up the final
sample population. The status and disposition of the other 61 farmers not included in the study is
discussed in Section VI. Table 1 shows a breakdown of the final sample by county and by race.
Data Analysis. The raw survey data were coded, computerized and arrayed in frequency tables.
The data were then analyzed using descriptive and cross-tabulated procedures to formulate a
profile of LRFs in Southern Maryland, their knowledge and implementation of soil conservation,
their participation in USDA programs, and their disposition toward diversification and
alternative agriculture activities. Where appropriate data were organized and presented in a
format similar to those in the earlier UMES report, "Limited Resource Farmers and the
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Conservation Title of the 1985 Food Security Act: What Do They Know?," in order to facilitate
easy contrast and comparison of the findings. When coupled with UMES data collected from
LRFs on the Eastern Shore of Maryland, the Southern Maryland data provides a strong base for a
statewide inventory of limited resource farmers.
TABLE 1: SAMPLE SIZE BY COUNTY AND RACE
COUNTY

ALL LRFs
Number Percent*

Anne Arundel
Calvert
Charles
Prince George's
St. Mary's
TOTAL

19
10
27
23
16
95

BLACK LRFs

(20.0)
(10.5)
(28.4)
(24.2)
(16.8)
(100.0)

WHITE LRFs

9
10
19
11
5
54

10
8
12
11
41

* Percentages in parentheses have been rounded.

IV. LIMITED RESOURCE FARMERS: AN OVERVIEW
This section provides background and contextual information needed to understand the particular
dilemma of limited resource farmers and black farmers, many of whom are LRFs. It includes
trend information and comparisons by race. The section also discusses the importance of
strengthening LRF viability in the context of conservation.
As the name implies, limited resource farmers operate at a disadvantage in terms of their ability
to compete in the modern agricultural system. They are characterized as having lower net farm
incomes and farm smaller acreage than other farmers. They tend to have poor access to
information, technology and capital, and have labor-intensive operations that rely on family
labor. Their volume of agricultural output tends to be below levels needed to reap a return on
investment that is adequate to sustain them. Many LRFs must supplement their farm income
with off-farm labor. LRFs tend not to participate in government farm programs and, like other
small producers, tend to benefit little from the land grant university system's extensive research
apparatus.
Despite the challenges they face, LRFs make up a substantial part of the U.S. farm community.
For example, in applying part of the definition of what constitutes a LRF in Maryland – a farmer
earning less than $25,000 in annual farm sales – recent census data reveal that 65 percent of all
U.S. producers, over 1.3 million farmers, fit this category. Of them, 55 percent farm at basically
a subsistence level earning less than $5,000 a year in farm sales.
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While limited resource farmers in general are economically worse off than mainstream farmers,
black LRFs tend to be less fortunate. Due to a variety of historic, institutional and
socioeconomic factors black farmers experience economic hardship in greater proportion than
their white counterparts. For example, in 1982, black-operated farms represented only 1.4
percent of all U.S. farms and constituted less than one percent of all farmland. Seventy-nine
percent of them had annual farm sales under $10,000, compared to 49 percent of all farmers.
Forty-nine percent of black-operated farms were less than 50 acres, versus 28 percent for other
farms. The average black-operated farm was 104 acres, compared to 440 acres for all farms.
Only 11 percent of black farmers earned more than $20,000, compared to 40 percent of all
farmers.9
Although not all limited resource farmers are black and not all black farmers are of limited
resources, the plight of black farmers deserves special attention if the dynamics of the limited
resource farmer issue are to be fully understood. It was the precipitous decline in the number of
black farmers compared to other farmers that drew attention to the status of LRFs in general.
Likewise, black farm advocacy groups initiated public policy that benefits all minority farmers
and LRFs. The following figures illustrate the circumstances of black farmers in the U.S.
In 1982, the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights reported the rate of decline of black farmers to be
so severe that "...there will be virtually no blacks operating farms in this country by the end of
the next decade."10 Unfortunately, this bleak prognosis is not too far from reality. Table 2
shows the rate of change in the number of black and white farmers in the U.S. from 1900 to
1987. In 1920, black farmers numbered close to one million (if not over one million given the
historic undercounting of black communities). They accounted for 17 percent of all farmers and
controlled 15 million acres of land. By 1959, black farmers declined to 272,500, and made up
only 7.3 percent of all farmers. Since then they have declined by 92 percent to a low of 22,954
in 1987, comprising just one percent of the U.S. farm population.
Although agriculture in general has experienced a decline in the overall number of producers,
Table 2 shows that it was much less severe for white than for black farmers. During the period
1959-1987, the number of white farmers declined by 44 percent. Since 1969, their decline has
slowed as well, while the rate of decline for blacks has grown larger since 1950. Between 1978
and 1987 the number of black farmers dropped by nearly sixty percent, compared to only eight
percent for white farmers.

9

Banks, Vera J., "Black Farmers and Their Farms," Washington: USDA Economic Research Service, Rural
Development Research Report No. 59, 1986.
10
U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, The Decline in Black Farming, Washington, D.C., 1982.
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Table 2: U.S. FARMS OPERATED BY BLACK AND
WHITE FARMERS, 1990-1987
Year

Black

1900
1910
1920
1930
1940
1950
1959
1969
1978
1987

746,717
893,377
925,710
882,852
681,790
559,980
272,541
133,973
57,271
22,954

Percent Change
19.6
3.6
-4.6
-22.8
-17.9
-51.3
-50.7
-57.2
-59.9

White
4,970,129
5,440,619
5,499,707
5,373,703
5,378,913
4,802,520
3,710,503
2,730,250
2,275,775
2,087,759

Percent Change
9.5
1.1
-2.3
0.1
-10.7
-22.7
-26.4
-16.6
- 8.2

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Agriculture.

Historically, most black farmers have been concentrated in the South – a region Calvin Beale
described as "...a huge sickle shaped stretch of land that begins on the northeast in southern
Maryland...curving down into eastern Texas."11 – and are often relegated to farming marginal
land. This geographic concentration has as much to do with the decline of black farmers as do
system-wide changes in the structure of agriculture. The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, for
example, documented patterns of institutionalized discrimination by USDA against black
farmers in the allocation of loans and technical assistance. The Commission also found a lack of
enforcement of civil rights laws within USDA. This, coupled with the societal racism
historically prevalent in the South, has contributed to the disproportionate decline in the number
of black farmers.
Discriminatory lending practices, land speculation and development, unscrupulous service
providers and suppliers as well as the socioeconomic manifestations of poverty and illiteracy are
among the chief factors confronting black LRF viability. Like their white counterparts, too,
many have been forced out by technological advancement and mechanization. This has
particularly affected large numbers of tenant farmers and sharecroppers. Others voluntarily left
the farm to pursue urban-based jobs.
Today, despite national legislation aimed at protecting and strengthening farmers of various
racial and ethnic backgrounds, black farmers still find themselves last on many lists, even among
other minority farmers. Table 3 compares selected characteristics of minority farmers in the U.S.
From 1982 to 1987, the number of black farmers declined by 31 percent, compared to eight
percent for Hispanic farmers and approximately one percent for Native American and Asia
11

Beale, Calvin L., "The Negro In American Agriculture," in Davis, John P. (ed.), The American Negro Reference
Book, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1966.
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Table 3: SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF MINORITY FARMS
AND ALL FARMS IN THE U.S., 1987
Characteristic
Farms

Unit

Black

Hispanic

Farms

number

22,954

17,476

7,134

7,900

Change in Farms from 1982

percent

-30.9

7.9

-1.0

-1.2

Land in Farms

acres

2,636,896

Change in Land from 1982

percent

-24.1

Average Size of Farms

acres

Farms with Sales below $10,000
Percent of all Minority Farmers
earning less than $10,000

8,340,701

Native
American

Asian

All U.S.

2,087,759
- 6.8

45,674,158

1,270,473

-5.9

-1.0

-7.8

- 2.2

115

447

6,402

160

462

percent

81

64

68

39

49

percent

49.3

29.6

12.8

8.1

-

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1987 Census of Agriculture.
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964,470,625

farmers. Although black farmers represented 41 percent of the 55,464 nonwhite farmers in the
U.S., they operated only 4.5 percent of minority-operated farmland. (This total for all minorities
is inflated, however, because of the huge tribal land holdings of Native Americans.) Blacks also
lost land between 1982 and 1987 at rates far higher than other racial/ethnic groups.
Eighty-one percent of black farmers earned less than $10,000 in farm sales, a rate higher than
other minorities. Although the data are unavailable to make calculations based on the Maryland
definition of limited resource farmers (farm sales under $25,000), the data show that blacks
comprise 49.3 percent of those minority farmers earning less than $10,000 in annual farm sales.
Based in these data, black farmers are more apt to be limited resource farmers than other
minorities.
Until recently black farmers have had little political influence12 or the economic clout necessary
to substantially improve their circumstances. They receive little government assistance
compared to other farmers, and they are often faced with a high level of insensitivity to their
needs. Some policymakers and planners suggest that they, along with all limited resource
farmers, should just abandon the practice.13 In order to survive these farmers have developed a
variety of coping mechanisms to minimize their economic stress14 and to compensate for the lack
of available credit and financial resources.15
Often precluded from purchasing farmland because of high costs, LRFs are more apt to rent land.
They also minimize operating costs by renting farm equipment. They tend to run low-risk, lowmanagement operations, and use little wage labor. Family labor is often an important component
of limited resource farms. The marketing component of LRF operations is often diversified.
Rather than relying solely on middlemen, a LRF may market directly to the consumer when
wholesale prices are low. To supplement the generally low farm income many LRFs and other
family members work off the farm. Producing food for consumption often reduces household
expenses. Finally, a strong support system exists within the LRF community, with farmers
assisting each other through barter and other in-kind service arrangements.
Although it is outside the scope of this report to assess all of the factors contributing to the
differences between minority farmers in general and the tenuous status of black farmers in
particular, it should be remembered that LRFs of all backgrounds are under considerable
pressure to survive. It is hoped that the background information provided about black farmers
12

Both the Food Security Act of 1985 and the Agricultural Credit Act of 1987 contained sections aimed at
improving the condition of black and limited resource farmers. At the time of this writing, the Congressional
conference report of the 1990 Farm Bill contained broadened provisions to strengthen and increase minority
farmers.
13
Hoppe, Robert A., Herman Bluestone, and Virginia Getz, "Social and Economic Environment of Black
Farmers," USDA/Economic Research Service, Rural Development Research Report, No. 61, 1986.
14
Galdwin, Christina H. and Robert Zabawa, "Survival Strategies of Small, Part-Time Farmers: A Response to
Structural Change," in Williams, Thomas T. (ed.), Strategies for Survival of Small Farmers: International
Implications, Tuskegee, AL: Tuskegee Institute, 1985.
15
Brown, Adell, "Economic Factors Affecting the Survival of Black Operated Farms," in Williams, Thomas T.
(ed.) Human Resource Development in Rural America: Myth or Reality, Tuskegee, AL: Tuskegee Institute, 1986.
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will inform the reader's understanding of data presented later in this report about many of
Maryland's limited resource farmers.
The Conservation Title of the Food Security Act
and Limited Resource Farmers
One of the most critical pieces of information to come out of the first UMES report, "Limited
Resource Farmers and the Conservation Title of the 1985 Food Security Act: What Do They
Know?," is that LRFs are less likely to receive adequate and timely information than are
mainstream farmers, and that the lower education and literacy levels exhibited by LRFs further
diminish their ability to make the most effective use of information and technologies. This has
implications for limited resource farmers' ability to make informed decisions and implement
changes in a variety of areas including land and resources management and conservation. Given
the severity of the penalties imposed for noncompliance with the conservation provision of FSA,
as well as the ambiguity of what may constitute program benefits in the future – new programs
aimed at small producers, for example – LRFs deserve to be as informed as possible. This
section provides background on Title XII of FSA – the conservation provision and looks at how
it may affect limited resource farmers. Enactment of Title XII of the Food Security Act16
marked a distinct change in the way conservation objectives were implemented. Rather than
relying on the voluntary cooperation of farmers to undertake conservation practices, FSA
mandates certain practices and prohibits others as conditions for participating in USDA farm
programs. Through conservation compliance, for example, producers who farm highly erodible
lands (HEL) are at risk of losing USDA program benefits unless they have fully implemented
conservation plans by the end of 1994. Title XII also expands the scope of conservation beyond
soil erosion to include wetlands protection through the "swampbuster" program. This program
penalizes program participants who drain or convert wetlands for productive purposes.
Violation of the conservation provisions threaten a farmer's right to participate in a range of
USDA programs including price support payments, Commodity Credit Corporation storage
payments and loans, federal crop insurance, disaster payments, Farmers Home Administration
loans, and Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) rental payments. Compliance applies to both
owner-operators and tenant-operators, and to both large and small producers.
During the 1970's U.S. agriculture advanced to global prominence due to a combination of
factors including technological advances in production, storage, and transportation, increased
international demand for food and fiber products, and a favorable financial climate. These
factors accelerated production of agricultural commodities at the expense of the very resource
agricultural productivity is dependent upon – the soil. USDA estimates, for example, that 41
percent of U.S. cropland, or about 175 million acres, experiences erosion at rates above the
tolerable limit. Precipitating somewhat of a vicious cycle, intensive production accelerates soil
loss, which then requires increased inputs to maintain soil fertility and sustain agricultural
productivity at the levels demanded by the current system. Input-dependent cultivation
continues until the cost of production becomes prohibitive or until the soil is totally mined of its
physical and chemical properties.
16

United States Congress, "Food Security Act of 1985," Public Law 99198, Dec. 23, 1985.
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Historically, soil conservation has not received the same level of support as programs aimed at
increasing agricultural productivity and profitability. When implemented conservation policy
has usually been aimed at stemming the long-term implications of production surpluses, while
the downstream and environmental impacts of soil erosion received short attention. Title XII of
FSA is a reflection of the growing influence of groups outside and within agriculture that are
concerned with the protection and preservation of our soil, water and other natural resources, as
well as with the public's health. Despite some shortfalls of the Title XII programs to actually
reduce erosion in the most cost-effective manner,17 it is a major step forward in making resource
conservation a permanent component of U.S. farm policy.
An Office of Technology Assessment (OTA) report on the impact of technology on cropland
productivity refers to a number of factors that affect a farmer's disposition toward adopting a new
technology.18 These include age, education, type of farm, management capacity, the cost of the
technology, the return on investment, the complexity of the technology and its compatibility with
existing operations, and access to information. The OTA report makes the point that different
farmers have different motivations, and that understanding the differences is critical to
successfully encouraging the adoption of new conservation strategies. This observation could
not be more applicable to the circumstances of limited resource farmers.
Several of the factors that influence whether a farmer adopts new conservation technologies are
particularly relevant to LRFs. Age and education, for example, affect a farmer's management
ability, and indirectly may affect his or her ability to secure financing. Tenant farmers are less
apt to apply conservation practices than owner-operators. Since many LRFs are tenant farmers
this becomes an important consideration. Underscored by both the OTA and UMES reports,
access to information is a strong determinant of behavior and attitudinal changes toward
technological applications.
Finally, it is important to mention that while the small size of their operations preclude many
LRFs from participating in USDA programs today, the scope of USDA programs may change in
the future as agricultural policy is increasingly influenced by a growing array of constituents
with varying perspectives on what constitutes diversification in agriculture. Noncompliance with
the conservation provisions of FSA could have long-term implications for small and limited
resource farmers and serve to exclude them from new programs designed to benefit them. This
suggests that SCS must be diligent in its efforts to enroll LRFs, as well as consider some means
of redress should exclusion of non-cooperators from future program prove to be too weighty a
penalty compared to the objective of increasing LRF participation in new, innovative initiatives.

17

Lanner, Devorah et al., Unsettled Ground: An Assessment of the 1985 Soil Conservation Provisions and Future
Policy Recommendations, Walthill, NE: Center for Rural Affairs, 1989.
18
"Impact of Technology on U.S. Cropland and Rangeland Productivity," Washington: Congress of the United
States, Office of Technology Assessment, OTAF166, August 1982.
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V. PROFILE OF THE SOUTHERN MARYLAND REGION
This section provides a profile of the agricultural dynamics of the Southern Maryland region. It
includes a description of the physiographic condition, an overview of salient demographic
patterns including those of minority farmers, and a brief overview of the factors affecting
agriculture in Southern Maryland.
Physical Conditions
The Southern Maryland region, which encompasses Anne Arundel, Calvert, Charles, Prince
George's and St. Mary's counties and is shown in Figure 1, is a 1,946 square mile area bound by
the Chesapeake River on the east and the Potomac River on the west and south. It abuts
Montgomery, Howard, and Baltimore counties and the District of Columbia and Baltimore City.
It is part of the physiographic region known as the Atlantic Coastal Plain – a region characterized
by the marine deposition from the Pleistocene Era – with a small 6-8 mile portion of its western
rim falling in the Piedmont Province – an upland plateau that stretches from Georgia to New
England running above the Coastal Plain fall line. Its geologic beds are a consolidated mix of
sand, silt, clay and gravel. Its topography ranges from nearly level in the low, flat plains to
gently sloping in the alluvial terraces to moderately steep in the upland plateau. It is dissected by
shallow valleys. Elevation ranges from sea level to about 300 feet.
The region has a continental climate with well-defined seasons and receives between 40 to 44
inches of precipitation annually. Periodic drought years are not uncommon. It is drained by a
number of small rivers and streams that flow in dendritic patterns to the Patuxent, Patapsco,
Anacostia, Chesapeake, and Potomac rivers. Its streams are generally sluggish due to
accumulation of silts. Some streams in the north and east are tidal. The major aquifers beneath
the Coastal Plain portion of the region are penetrable only by drilling. Some upland aquifers
may be tapped by bored wells.
The subsoil of the region ranges from sandy clay loams to silt loam, yielding soils that range
from very poorly-drained to well-drained. The level areas of the coasts are generally poorlydrained and have high water tables. The soils of St. Mary's County, for example, frequently
exhibit these characteristics. Moderately well-drained soils are found throughout the region in
nearly level to moderately sloping areas. Well-drained soils are generally associated with the
rolling to steep upland areas, and tend to exhibit high rates of erosion. Over 75 percent of the
soils in Anne Arundel County and 67 percent of the soils in Prince George's County are welldrained.
The region was cleared of its climax forest generations ago. The dominant second-growth
vegetation is hardwood, including red and white oak, poplar, hickory, maple, ash, sweetgum,
elm, birch, and sycamore. Invasion by conifers – mainly Virginia, loblolly and shortleaf pines –
occurs on cleared land. In addition to the predominant oak-pine biome, grasses flourishing the
lowland swamp areas.
The soils of the region have varying degrees of suitability for cultivation. Over 80 percent of the
soils in Charles and St. Mary's counties and 68 percent of those in Prince George's County are
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FIGURE 1: MARYLAND
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suitable for cultivation. Calvert and Anne Arundel counties' soils are less suitable for
cultivation, 44 and 37 percent, respectively. The primary crop cultivated in the region tobacco,
followed by corn and soybeans. Wheat, barley, oats, and hay are also grown. The region has
been under cultivation for over 300 years. Wasteful agricultural practices have depleted the soil
in some areas and accelerated erosion in the uplands.
Characteristics of the Population
Southern Maryland is in close proximity to the Baltimore-Washington metropolitan area, and has
experienced a surge in population growth and development in recent years. In 1986, its
population totaled 1,287,500, a 14 percent increase from 1980. Anne Arundel County (pop.
406,000) and Prince George's County (pop. 681,400) are the most urbanized. They have density
rates of 971 and 1,399 persons per square mile (ppsm), and experienced 10 and 2 percent rates of
growth, respectively, between 1980 and 1986. Calvert and Charles counties experienced the
highest rates of population growth during this period, but still exhibit relatively low densities.
Calvert County grew by 26 percent, to 43,700 persons, and has a density rate of 205 ppsm.
Charles County grew by 22 percent to reach 89,000. Its density rate is 197 ppsm. St. Mary's
County, the most isolated in the region, grew by 12 percent to reach 67,300, and has a density
rate of 180 ppsm.
In 1984, racial and ethnic populations totaled approximately 300,000, or 23 percent of the
region's total. With few Native Americans, Hispanics or Asians, Blacks comprised 97 percent of
all minorities in the region. Residing in all counties and totaling 266,500, blacks number highest
in Prince George's (41 percent), followed by Calvert (20 percent), Charles (18 percent), St.
Mary's (15 percent), and Anne Arundel (10 percent).
Agriculture in Southern Maryland
As is typical of the Northeast Corridor of the U.S., development, coupled with the rise in land
values and taxes, the decline of tobacco and grain markets, and the availability of off-farm jobs,
has caused many of the area's farmers to leave agriculture. Between 1982 and 1987, the number
of farms in Southern Maryland declined by 17.6 percent to 3,069. Twenty-four percent of the
region’s land, or 294,120 of its total 1.2 million acres, was in agricultural use in 1987. This
represents a 17 percent decline from 353,190 acres in 1982. Compared to Maryland in general,
Southern Maryland lost agriculture at greater rates. The State experienced an 8.6 percent decline
in the number of farms and a 6 percent decline in the amount of land in farms.
Table 4 shows selected characteristics of Southern Maryland farms, by county. The average size
of farms is 95 acres. Fifty-two percent of all farms are less than 50 acres. Nearly 50 percent of
all farmers list farming as their principle occupation. Full-owners of farms number 2,004. Partowners make up 24 percent of all farms and tenant-operators 14 percent. Only 14 percent have
farm sales over $25,000, compared to 32 percent for the State. The average age of farmers is 54,
and farmers under the age of 35 years operate only 13 percent of farms.
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Table 4: SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF
SOUTHERN MARYLAND FARMS, 1987
Characteristic

Anne Arundel
County

Number of Farms

Calvert
County

Charles
County

Prince George's
County

St. Mary's
County

TOTAL

567

464

601

683

754

3,069

42,413

41,251

67,655

62,308

80,493

294,120

Average Size of
Farm (ac.)

75

89

113

91

107

95

Farms of Less Than
50 acres (no.)
(per.)

345
(61)

246
(53)

278
(46)

411
(60)

323
(43)

1,603
(52)

Farms With Sales of Less
Than $25,000
(per.)

503
(89)

426
(92)

507
(84)

600
(88)

608
(81)

2,644
(86)

Full-Owners (no.)
Part-Owners (no.)
Tenant-Operator (no.)

381
114
72

319
103
42

412
125
64

442
145
96

450
153
151

2,004
640
425

Average Age (yrs.)

54

56

53

54

51

54

Farmers Under 35
Years (per.)

12

10

10

11

19

13

Land in Farms (ac.)

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1987 Census of Agriculture.
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Southern Maryland is primarily known for its tobacco production and is the source of all the
State's tobacco revenues. In 1987, 13.3 million pounds were produced, for a market value of
$15.7 million. St. Mary's County led in production with over 3.9 million pounds. Between 1986
and 1987, however, tobacco production declined by 37 percent. This was due not only to shifts
in the market, but also to the severe drought that struck the region. According to some sources,
many smaller tobacco producers were unable to meet expenses and left agriculture altogether.
Unfortunately, the high cost of housing in the region contributes to the inability of farmers to
attract low wage tobacco laborers. This lack of a labor pool has diminished Southern Maryland's
competitiveness in tobacco.
According to state figures for 1987, other crops produced in the region include corn for grain
(1.8 million bushels), corn for silage (9,600 tons), soybeans (888,000 bushels), wheat (395,000
bushels), barley (159,000 bushels), oats (66,000 bushels), hay (35,100 bushels), and milk (13,600
pounds). Anecdotal information suggests that the production of greenhouse nursery products is
growing, and that hog and cattle production are growing in popularity.
Fruit and vegetable production is a small component of the region’s output. In 1987,
approximately 4,000 acres were planted for fresh market sale. No data were available on the
level of commercial fruit and vegetable production. In recent years, strong interest in producing
more fruits and vegetables has spurred the development of farmers markets and other direct
marketing vehicles to serve the growing consumer demand. The demand of regional processing
and packinghouses, however, is not being fully met by local sources. The diversification or
conversion to fruits and vegetables is not an easy process, especially for the smaller farmer who
has limited acreage and lacks irrigation.
Racial and Ethnic Farmers in Southern Maryland
Of the 3,069 farms in Southern Maryland, only 249, or eight percent, are operated by members
of racial or ethnic groups. Ninety-three percent of these farmers are black, totaling 231. Native
American farmers total 13, and Hispanic farmers five. There are no Asian farmers in the region.
Minority farmers in Southern Maryland represent 58 percent of the State's 432 minority farmers.
Although the census data are limited for minority-run farms, Table 5 shows selected
characteristics of racial and ethnic farmers by county. Minority farmers operate approximately
9,440 acres of farmland, which represents just three percent of all Southern Maryland farmland.
The average size of minority farms is 38 acres, compared to 95 acres for others. Eighty-five
percent of all minority farms had annual farm sales of under $10,000. The percentage of
minority farmers who are full-owners of their operation is slightly higher than for all farmers –
71 percent compared to 65 percent. Minority part-owners represented 15 percent, and tenantoperators 14 percent. The rate of tenancy is roughly equal to the regional rate.
Although data were unavailable for Southern Maryland in particular, Table 6 shows the rate of
change for farms operated by blacks throughout the State from 1900 through 1987. The pattern
generally follows that of black farmers nationally (Table 2 above). Except for the period 19691978 when the number of black farmers in Maryland increased by 40 percent, these farmers have
experienced a severe declined since 1910. Between 1978 and 1987, black farmers declined by
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Table 5: SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF RACIAL AND ETHNIC FARMERS
IN SOUTHERN MARYLAND BY COUNTY, 1987
Characteristic

Anne Arundel
County

Calvert
County

Charles
County

Prince George's
County

Number of Farms
Black
Native American
Hispanic

33
30
3
-

59
59
-

55
45
5
5

78
73
5
-

Farms as a Percent of
all So. Md. Farms

5.8

12.7

9.1

11.4

Land in Farms (ac.)

649

2,303

2,877

Land in Farms as a Percent
of all So. Maryland
Farms

1.5

5.5

Average Size of Farms (ac.)

20

Farms with Sales Over
$10,000 (no.)
Full-Owners (no.)
Part-Owners (no.)
Tenant-Operator (no.)

St. Mary's
County
24
24
-

TOTAL
249
231
13
5

3.1

8.1

2,441

1,171

9,441

4.2

3.9

1.4

3.2

40

52

31

49

38

3

11

9

7

6

36

24
6
3

47
7
5

39
7
6

48
12
18

18
6
3

176
38
35

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1987 Census of Agriculture.
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61 percent. The number of Maryland farmers in general experienced a net decline of only five
percent during this period.
Black and limited resource farmers in Southern Maryland have experienced constraints similar to
those of their counterparts in other southern states (as outlined in Section IV). It was pointed out
by key informants that the region has a high number of displaced tenant farmers and
sharecroppers who were left homeless when farm owners sold their land or placed their land in
the Conservation Reserve Program (CRP). Many of these farmers are elderly and/or have no
other skills with which to seek other employment.
Interestingly, according the SCS, minority farmers do not appear to farm highly erodible lands in
significant number. This is one reason for the low level of cooperation with SCS. Reluctance to
get involved with government agencies is another. The following sections describe a sample of
Southern Maryland's limited resource farmers and include information about their relationship
with USDA agencies and their participation in conservation programs.

Table 6: MARYLAND FARMS OPERATED
BY BLACKS, 1900-1987
YEAR

BLACK

PERCENT
CHANGE

1900
1910
1920
1930
1940
1950
1959
1969
1978
1987

5,859
6,382
6,228
5,275
4,052
3,595
2,132
682
953
371

8.9
-2.4
-15.3
-23.1
-11.2
-40.6
-68.0
39.7
-61.0

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Agriculture.
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VI. OUTREACH AND INFORMATION TRANSFER TO LIMITED
RESOURCE FARMERS IN SOUTHERN MARYLAND
This section describes the outreach process employed by the Soil Conservation Service and the
University of Maryland-Eastern Shore to inform limited resource farmers in Southern Maryland
of USDA provisions and the availability of conservation planning resources from SCS. It also
describes the process of using paraprofessionals to collect data from and distribute information to
LRFs. The quantitative results of the outreach are provided as well.
Generally, outreach by USDA agencies to LRFs has been limited. With the exception of a few
targeted programs and the work of the historically black land grant universities, LRFs generally
have not benefited from the wealth of resources available to mainstream farmers. USDA
programs tend to favor large producers and technologically sophisticated farm systems.
Unintentionally perhaps, LRFs are largely excluded from participating in programs that require
farmers to contribute to the cost of an application or program.
On a more humanistic level, the dearth of technology and information-transfer to LRFs is also a
result of the poor orientation of most USDA staff to the different circumstances and cultural
dynamics of these farmers. Many agents are unaware that the past experiences of LRFs make
them reluctant to seek government assistance. For example, many LRFs are reluctant to visit a
government agency, but are very receptive to visits by agents. These preferences and their
causes should be understood. Budgetary limitations often preclude agencies from training staff
and assigning special assistants. In Maryland, SCS has worked to overcome some of these
limitations and provide sensitive outreach to its LRFs.
SCS began the Southern Maryland Limited Resource Farmers Program in 1988. Farmers were
identified using a variety of sources including USDA records, community-based organizations,
churches, farm organizations, suppliers, and farmers. In early 1989, new staff was assigned at
the state level, lists updated, and outreach begun throughout the five-county region to inform
LRFs of the Food Security Act and its conservation provisions. First priority was given to those
farming highly erodible lands, followed by SCS cooperators and then others.
District conservationists were helpful in identifying LRFs and occasionally accompanied state
agents on visits once outreach began in April of 1989. Site visits focused on explaining FSA and
the importance of having a conservation plan, informing farmers of SCS's technical assistance
and cost-share services, and collecting or confirming information on the status of the farm. This
information included whether the operator was still farming, the number of acres farmed, the
types of crops grown, the last time they were visited by SCS, and whether they are farming HEL.
When telephone numbers were available, farmers were called to arrange a time convenient for
them meet with an SCS representative. Specific geographic region were visited, providing
greater visibility for SCS. A number of resources were used to locate LRFs for whom SCS had
no telephone number, including post offices, stores, and neighbors. Those farmers with only a
post office box number were mailed packages of SCS material and urged to contact the district
conservationist or other SCS staff.
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Generally visits were viewed as successful. Most farmers were receptive and glad to see SCS
representatives. Many farmers had heard of the program, but because they did not farm HEL or
grow program crops they had not pursued it. Some black LRFs admitted having never been
visited by a USDA agent, and expressed appreciation at being visited by a black agent. There
appeared to be a higher degree of openness in these encounters, supporting research that shows
the importance of racial and gender identification in interview situations.19 Many black LRFs
shared their negative experiences with federal agencies, which may be describes as insensitive at
best and discriminatory at worst.
The efforts of the state and district offices worked to complement each other throughout the
outreach process. Generally staff felt comfortable with their command of the particulars of FSA
and their ability to devote time to preparing conservation plans. Additional outreach staff would
have been helpful, however, particularly at the district level. Certain counties – Charles and
Prince George's, counties with high numbers of LRFs – were able to devote substantial effort to
the one-on-one type of outreach that is most effective with LRFs. Many farmers who were
visited more than once indicated a greater willingness to consider SCS and other USDA
programs than before. Many LRFs expressed a reluctance to visit government offices without a
known contact person to call on. The rapport building carried out by staff increased LRFs’
comfort level with seeking government assistance.
SCS Outreach Augmented By Paraprofessionals
By midsummer 1989, 156 LRFs had been identified. SCS visits had proceeded at a steady pace,
but because of limited staff it was not a rapid pace; they had only visited 60 farmers. The survey
of Southern Maryland's limited resource farmers that was planned by UMES provided a means
of augmenting the SCS outreach effort by having the survey enumerators provide information on
FSA and conservation during their visits. This proved to be quite effective, especially in cases of
initial introduction of SCS to the farmers.
Four paraprofessionals were initially hired by UMES to administer the survey. They were also
responsible for explaining FSA and distributing information on SCS programs. Each of the
paraprofessional lived in the region and had a background in agriculture. This facilitated their
ease with the subject matter as well as their ability to relate to the farmers.
Before visiting LRFs, the paraprofessionals participated in a daylong training session held at a
SCS district office. A number of SCS personnel were present as well as UMES Cooperative
Extension staff. SCS staff provided an overview of its work with LRFs nationally and at the
district level. UMES staff discussed its work with LRFs, its partnership with SCS, and the
overall role of the black LGU in assisting small and limited resource farmers. SCS
representatives also explained the status of the Southern Maryland initiative. A slide
presentation on soil conservation practices was also given. (Unfortunately, malfunctioning video
equipment precluding the showing of "Farm Crisis: The Black Experience," a video produced
by the Federation for Southern Cooperatives. Subsequently, one paraprofessional was able to
19

Williams, J. Allen, "Interview Respondent Interaction A Study of Bias in Information Interviews," in
Sociometry, 27:338 52 (1964) and Schaeffer, Nora C., "Evaluating Race-of-Interviewer Effects in National
Surveys," in Sociological Methods and Research, 8:400419 (1980).
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view this video. That this paraprofessional found and interviewed a significantly higher
percentage of LRFs than any of the others and received many comments from farmers praising
his high level of enthusiasm and thoughtfulness cannot directly be attributed only to this, but it is
worth noting.)
Prior to the training session the paraprofessionals were sent the survey instrument for review and
comment. Strategies for conducting successful interviews were distributed at the training session
and concerns discussed. Participants were also provided with: a sample introductory statement
with which to greet farmers; tips for locating farmers; a list of resource people to call for
assistance, including SCS, ES and UMES staff; the interview assignments; background
information on LRFs and alternative agriculture; and maps and locations of LRF concentrations.
Paraprofessionals were also given packets to distribute to LRFs. These packets contained a
variety of SCS material pertaining to FSA and conservation compliance, conservation strategies
and practices, and SCS services and cost-share programs. The packets also contained the
"Handbook for Small and Limited Resource Farmers: Maryland," a resource guide produced by
USDA Office of Advocacy and Enterprise; "Do You Know What the 1985 Food Security Act Is
and What It Means to You?," an informational brochure prepared by Florida A & M University;
brief articles on alternative agriculture practices used by LRFs; and contact information for SCS
state and district agents.
Prior to the paraprofessionals going into the field each farmer in the sample was sent a letter
informing him or her of the outreach effort and asking for his or her participation in the survey.
They were ensured of the strict confidentiality of their responses and told to expect a call from
the assigned paraprofessional to schedule an appointment. The district conservationists in each
county were also written to let them know of the paraprofessional's work in their county. (All
district conservationists and extension director were made aware of the project at its start and
participated in key informant interviews.)
Each of the original four paraprofessionals was assigned approximately 39 LRFs to interview.
A fifth paraprofessional was retained to make follow-up visits to farmers unavailable to the
original workers. The paraprofessionals were asked to provide information for each LRF. Either
a completed questionnaire or a determination of their status (no longer farming, deceased, etc.)
was submitted for each LRF.
Results of the Outreach
The initial sample size was 156. This list of LRFs was primarily drawn from SCS and other
USDA agencies, but also included LRFs later identified. The paraprofessionals were successful
in interviewing 95 LRFs, 61 percent of the original list. The responses of the farmers are
analyzed in Sections VII and X. Of the 61 farmers who were withdrawn from the sample:
a. 32 no longer farm;
b. 13 could not be located due to insufficient addresses or to having no forwarding
address;
c. 8 were deceased;
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d. 6 declined to participate due to illness or scheduling conflicts, or were not
interested; and
e. 2 did not meet the definition of LRF.
The 32 farmers no longer in operation and the eight who had died represent 26 percent of the
original sample. This is a significant number and reflects a pattern exhibited in other regions of
USDA maintaining lists containing out-of-date and inaccurate records of LRF status. Whether
due to oversight, lack of staff to monitor farmer status, or by design, keeping LRFs on lists after
they have died or left farming results in an inflation of the actual numbers of LRFs. Some
suggest that the occurrence is widespread enough to affect national statistics on LRFs. It is
anticipated that a national inventory of minority and limited resource farmers, such as that
proposed in the 1990 Farm Bill, will adjust the numbers accordingly.
Each of the 95 LRFs interviewed and those for which mailing addresses were available were
provided information packets and an explanation of FSA. This component of the project was
largely a success in terms of the number of farmers reached and the level of rapport building
accomplished. By mid-Fall, 1989, however, only 14 black LRFs (as distinct from all LRFs) had
developed conservation plans. (Data were unavailable for white LRFs.) It should be kept in
mind that the number of LRFs in the region who farm HEL is low. For the overall region a total
of 123 new cooperators (LRFs and non-LRFs) came on board by the end of the outreach phase,
comprised of 36 from Anne Arundel County, 39 from Calvert County, 8 from Charles County,
27 from Prince George's County, and 13 from St. Mary's County.
Besides distributing pertinent SCS information and administering the survey, the
paraprofessionals' outreach efforts and representation enhanced LRFs’ impressions of SCS and
increased their awareness of USDA program opportunities. This foundation could prove to be a
vital factor in the success of subsequent initiatives for LRFs in Southern Maryland.
VII. DEMOGRAPHIC OVERVIEW OF LIMITED RESOURCE
FARMERS IN SOUTHERN MARYLAND
This section presents an overview of the demographic characteristics of limited resource farmers
in Southern Maryland. It is based on a survey administered to 95 LRFs. Data are presented in
table, chart and graph form, and are compared by county and by race. For easy comparisons, the
organization of the data shown in this and the following section is in a format similar, though not
identical, to that used in the earlier University of Maryland-Eastern Shore report, "Limited
Resource Farmers and the Conservation Title of the 1985 Food Security Act: What Do They
Know?."
Race
Table 7 indicates the distribution of respondents by race and county. Fifty-four, or 56.8 percent,
of respondents were black. Forty-one, or 43.1 percent, were white, for a total of 95 limited
resource farmers. There were no respondents of Asian, Hispanic or Native American descent.
The largest percentage (28.4) of all respondents lives in Charles County. This county also had
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the highest number of black respondents at 19. The reader is reminded that these data are based
on sample information and do not represent the actual number of limited resource farmers known
to exist in each county.
TABLE 7: DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS
BY RACE AND COUNTY
COUNTY

BLACK LRFs
Number Percent*
of all
Respondents

WHITE LRFs
TOTAL LRFs___
Number Percent* Number Percent*
of all
of all
Respondents
Respondents

Anne Arundel
Calvert
Charles
Prince George's
St. Mary's

9
10
19
11
5

9.5
10.5
20.0
11.6
5.2

10
8
12
11

10.5
8.4
12.6
11.6

19
10
27
23
16

20.0
10.5
28.4
24.2
16.8

TOTAL

54

56.8

41

43.1

95

100.0

* Percentages have been rounded.

Age
The age distribution of LRFs in Southern Maryland follows national trends. These farmers tend
to be older, and the profession tends not to attract younger farmers at significant rates. The
majority of farmers, 65 percent, were over 55 years of age. Fifty-nine percent, or 37, were over
65 years of age. There were no respondents under the age of 25, and only eleven LRFs under the
age of 44. The average age of the sample population was 58.
Table 8 shows the age distribution of all respondents by race. There appears to be some variation
in the age distribution between black and white farmers. The average age of black farmers is 61
years, compared to 56 years for white farmers. A higher proportion of black respondents were
over the age of 55, 70 percent compared to 58.5 percent of white farmers. However, black
respondents between the ages of 45 and 54 represent 24 percent of all black farmers, compared
to 19.5 percent of their white counterparts. Whites appear to be entering farming at higher rates
than blacks. Nineteen percent of all white farmers were under 45 years of age, compared to only
3.7 percent of blacks. Interestingly, all ten of the respondents from Calvert County were above
the age of 55. The other counties showed no distinct deviation in distribution.
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TABLE 8: AGE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS BY RACE
AGE

BLACK LRFs

Under 25
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
Over 65
TOTAL
Average Age

WHITE LRFs

ALL RESPONDENTS

2
13
13
25

3
5
8
12
12

3
7
21
25
37

53
61

40
56

93
58.5

Missing Observations: 2

Sex
As is typical of both limited resource and mainstream farmers nationally, men ran the majority of
farms operated by the sample population. Only 25 percent, or 24 farms, were women run.
Female farmers made up a larger percentage of all white respondents, roughly 34 percent. Black
women represented 18.5 percent of all black respondents.
Education
Table 9 indicates the level of education attained by limited resource farmers. Forty-one percent,
or 39 respondents, reported completing grade school. Sixty-six percent of these 39 respondents
were black. The majority of black LRFs, 73.5 percent, did not graduate high school, compared
to 52.5 percent for white. Only 6 respondents completed college, five of whom were black.
Approximately, 27 percent of white respondents completed some college, compared to only 3.7
percent of black respondents.
Table 9: LEVEL OF EDUCATION OF RESPONDENTS BY RACE
EDUCATION
Completed Grade School
Completed Some High School
High School Graduate
Completed Some College
College Graduate
TOTAL

BLACK LRFs

WHITE LRFs

26
13
7
2
5
53

13
8
7
11
1
40

Missing Observations: 2
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ALL RESPONDENTS
39
21
14
13
6
93

As shown in Table 10, respondents in St. Mary's, Calvert, and Anne Arundel counties had
slightly higher educational levels than those in Prince George's and Charles counties. Thirty-one
percent of St. Mary's County's, 30 percent of Calvert County's, and 26 percent of Anne Arundel
County's respondents completed some college or graduated college, compared to 14.8 and 8.6
percent for Charles and Prince George's counties, respectively.
The generally low educational level of these farmers may indicate that they are less likely to use
elaborate written material and to easily understand the implications of government regulations.
However, a low quality or quantity of education does not necessarily indicate low management
capability or an inability to employ new technology.
Table 10: LEVEL OF EDUCATION OF RESPONDENTS BY COUNTY
Anne
Arundel
County
Completed Grade
School
Completed Some
High School
High School Graduate
Completed Some
College
College Graduate
TOTAL

Calvert
County

Charles
County

Prince
George's
County

St. Mary's
County

TOTAL

5

4

15

8

7

39

6
3
4

3
1

3
5
2

8
4
2

1
2
4

21
14
13

1
19

2
10

2
27

22

1
15

6
93

Missing Observations: 2

Occupation
Of those limited resource farmers responding, 47 percent were full-time farmers and 53 percent
part-time farmers. Table 11 shows this breakdown by race. Black farmers were evenly divided
as part- and full-time farmers. For white farmers, 44 percent were full-time farmers and 56
percent part-time farmers.
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TABLE 11: OCCUPATIONAL STATUS OF RESPONDENTS BY RACE
ITEM
Full-Time Farmers
Part-Time Farmers
TOTAL

BLACK LRFs

WHITE LRFs

50
(50)
27
(50)
54
(100)

17
(44)
22
(56)
39
(100)

ALL RESPONDENTS
44
(47)
49
(53)
93
(100)

Missing Observations: 2
Percentages in parentheses have been rounded.

Table 12 indicates that part-time farmers were more apt to hold a second job than to be retired.
Approximately 18 percent of part-time farmers responding were retired. Of the 37 farmers who
worked off-farm, 73 percent, or 27, were blue-collar workers, compared to 27 percent who were
white collar or professional workers. Those in blue-collar professions were concentrated in
construction, driving and mechanical related fields, fishing, and landscaping.
Black part-time farmers were less apt to be retired than white part-time farmers (Table 12)
despite the fact that the average age of black respondents is higher. Approximately 22 percent of
white part-time farmers were retired, compare to 15 percent of black part-time farmers.
Although the percentage of black and white farmers in white-collar part-time jobs was the same
at 22 percent, a slightly higher percentage of black part-time farmers worked in blue-collar fields
than did whites, 63 and 56 percent, respectively.
TABLE 12: OFF-FARM OCCUPATION OF PART-TIME FARMERS BY RACE
ITEM
Blue Collar
White Collar
Retiree
TOTAL

BLACK LRFs

WHITE LRFs

ALL RESPONDENTS

17
(63)
6
(22)
4
(15)

10
(56)
4
(22)
4
(22)

27
(60)
10
(22)
8
(18)

27
(100)

18
(100)

45
(100)

Missing Observations: 4
Percentages in parentheses have been rounded.
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Years of Farming
Given the high average age of LRFs surveyed (58.5 years), it is not surprising that the majority
have been farming for over 20 years. Eighty-seven percent indicated they had been farming for
more than 20 years, compared to only one respondent who had been farming for less than 5
years. The average number of years of farming for all respondents was 21.
Table 13 shows a breakdown of years of farming by race. The average years of farming did not
vary significantly by race – 21 for blacks and 20 for whites. However, black farmers were more
apt to have been in the business for a longer period of time, also corresponding to the age
distribution for this group. Approximately 91 percent of all black farmers had been in operation
for 20 years or more, compared to 83 percent for whites. Neither group showed significant
numbers of newly formed operations.
TABLE 13: YEARS OF FARMING BY RACE
YEARS

BLACK LRFs

1 - 5 years
6 - 10 years
11 - 15 years
16 - 20 years
Over 20 years
TOTAL
AVERAGE YEARS

WHITE LRFs

1
(1.0)
2
(3.7)
2
(3.7)
49 (90.7)
54 (100)
21.1

1 (2.4)
5 (12.2)
1 (2.4)
34 (82.9)
41 (100)
20.4

ALL RESPONDENTS
1 (1.0)
7 (7.4)
3 (3.1)
83 (87.3)
95 (100)
20.8

Percentages in parentheses have been rounded.

VIII. GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS OF LIMITED
RESOURCE FARMERS' FARMS
This section provides an overview of the general characteristics of limited resource farmers' farm
enterprises. It includes data on the type of farm, production activities, ownership, land tenure,
farm income, and operating expenses.
Type of Farm Enterprises
Table 14 provides a breakdown of farm activity undertaken by the survey respondents. Fiftyeight, or 61 percent, of the 95 farmers surveyed produced crops only, compared to 4.2 percent
that raised livestock exclusively. Approximately 25 percent of all respondents produced both
crops and livestock. Farmers involved in activity other than crops or livestock accounted for 8.4
percent of all respondents. These activities included raising bees and horses, forestry, and
producing vegetables for home consumption. The percentage of black farmers involved in crop28

only and livestock-only production was higher than that for white farmers. Sixty-five percent of
black farmers produced crops only, compared to 56 percent of white farmers. Over five percent
of black respondents raised livestock only, compared to 2.4 percent of whites. The rate of white
farmers' involvement in farm activity other than crops of livestock exceeded that of black
farmers, 14.6 to 3.7 percent.
Within the five-county region, Charles County exhibited a higher percentage of respondents
engaged in crop-only production – approximately 78 percent, compared to 48 percent in Prince
George's County. Interestingly, Prince George's County exhibited the highest number of LRFs
engaged in activity other than crops or livestock, 21 percent, compared to 12.5 percent in St.
Mary's, 5.2 percent in Anne Arundel, and none in Charles or Calvert counties. LRFs in St.
Mary's County were more apt to produce both crops and livestock than their counterparts in other
counties. Table 15 shows farm enterprises by county.
TABLE 14: FARM ENTERPRISE BY RACE
ENTERPRISE

BLACK LRFs

Crops Only

WHITE LRFs

35
(64.8)
3
(5.5)
14
(25.9)
2
(3.7)
54
(100)

Livestock Only
Crops and Livestock
Other
TOTAL

ALL RESPONDENTS

23
(56.1)
1
(2.4)
10
(24.3)
6
(14.6)
40
(100)

58
(61.0)
4
(4.2)
24
(25.2)
8
(8.4)
94
(100)

Missing Observations: 1
Percentages in parentheses have been rounded.

TABLE 15: FARM ENTERPRISE BY COUNTY
Enterprise

Anne
Arundel
County

Crops Only
Livestock Only
Crops and Livestock
Other
TOTAL

12
5
1
18

Calvert
County

6
1
3
10

Charles
County

Prince
George's
County

21
6
27

11
3
4
5
23

Missing Observations: 1
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St. Mary's
County

TOTAL

8
6
2
16

58
4
24
8
94

As shown in Figure 2 and Table 16, for those respondents engaged in crop production, corn and
tobacco appear to be preferred. Sixty-one percent of farmers that grow crops produce tobacco.
Soybean production appears to be low among LRFs.
Twenty-eight percent of respondents said they produced crops other than those asked about in
the survey. They included grasses, oats, honey, trees, and sod. The low figure for vegetable
production is perplexing since the research team knew of many more LRFs that grew vegetables.
However, respondents may have interpreted this question to mean crops that are produced for the
wholesale market. Despite many having gardens and/or selling from roadside stands, they did
not answer affirmatively. In fact, when asked if they had a vegetable garden for home
consumption 89.4 percent of farmers responded that they did.

Figure 2: CROPS PRODUCED BY RACE
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TABLE 16: CROPS PRODUCES BY RACE

CROP

Tobacco
Corn
Soybean
Wheat
Hay
Vegetables
Orchard
Other

BLACK % OF
LRFs BLACK
RESPOND.

21
38
3
9
14
2
3
14

WHITE % OF
TOTAL % OF
LRFs WHITE
ALL
RESPOND.
RESPOND.

38.8
70.3
5.5
16.6
25.9
3.7
5.5
25.9

17
20
9
11
11
10
14

41.4
48.7
21.9
26.8
26.8
24.3
34.1

38
58
12
20
25
2
13
28

40.0
61.0
12.6
21.5
26.3
2.1
13.6
29.4

Land Tenure and Use
Land ownership patterns among those LRFs surveyed revealed a significant number who own no
land. They represent 12.6 percent of all farmers. A higher percentage of black farmers, 20.3
percent, owned less than 10 acres, compared to 12.2 percent of whites. However, 27.7 percent of
black farmers owned between 25 and 49 acres of land, compared to 17 percent of whites. Shown
in Table 17, approximately 23 percent of all respondents own more than 50 acres of land,
although the percentage is higher for whites (32%) than for blacks (16.6%). The average acreage
of land owned by blacks was 28.4 acres, and by white 35 acres.
Despite competitive rates of land ownership, black farmers tended to farm less land than white
farmers. Table 17 also shows that 37 percent of black respondents farmed less than 10 acres.
Eighty percent farmed less than 25 acres. These compare to rates of 24.3 and 42.2 percent,
respectively, for white farmers. The average acreage of land farmed by blacks was roughly 19,
compared to 30 by white. The general trend seems to be an underutilization of farmland.
Farm Income and Expenses
Table 18 shows gross income by county and by race. Seventy-eight percent of respondents
reported earning an annual income of less than $10,000 from their agricultural activities. In fact,
92 percent reported earning less than $15,000. Only 7 of the 89 respondents reported earning
more than $25,000. The average gross farm income reported was $8,332. Black farmers
reported lower average gross incomes than white farmers, $7,050 compared to $9,615. Ninetyeight percent of black respondents said they earned less than $15,000, compared to 84.5 percent
of whites. Only one black respondent reported earning more than $15,000 from farm activity.
County data indicate a similar pattern of concentration of most farmers in the below-$15,000
category. With the exception of Anne Arundel County, over 84 percent of farmers in all counties
earned less than $10,000 gross farm income. Only 47.3 percent of Anne Arundel farmers fell
into this category.
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Limited resource farmers also tended to have low annual operating expenses. Table 19 shows 88
percent of all farmers surveyed to have operating expenses under $10,000. Ninety-six percent of
black farmers carried expenses under $10,000, compared to 76.9 percent of white farmers. The
average operating cost to all farmers was $7,529.
Table 20 shows average net farm income for all respondents to be $964.00. Black LRFs,
however, had higher net farm incomes than whites – $1,285 compared to $321. This may be due
to a number of factors including low debt loads and low technology applications common among
black farmers historically denied equal access to these resources.
Off-Farm Income
Fifty-three percent of all respondent, or 51 out of 95, indicated receiving income from off-farm
employment. The average off-farm income for all farmers was $18,328. Here again, as shown
in Table 21, the distribution differs by race. Half of all black respondents earned less than
$10,000 off-farm, compared to less than one-third of whites. The average off-farm income for
blacks was approximately $3,660 less than that of whites.
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TABLE 17: OWNERSHIP AND LAND TENURE BY RACE
ACREAGE

FARMLAND ACRES OWNED*
BLACK
WHITE
TOTAL

None

7
(12.9)

5
(12.8)

12
(12.9)

1-9

11
(20.3)

5
(12.2)

16
(19.8)

10 - 24

12
(22.2)

9
(21.9)

21
(22.1)

25 - 39

10
(18.5)

4
(9.7)

14
(14.7)

40 - 49

5
(9.2)

3
(7.3)

8
(8.4)

Over 50

9
(16.6)

13
(31.7)

22
(23.1)

TOTAL

54
(100)

39
(100)

93
(100)

35.0

31.7

AVERAGE ACRES

28.4

* Missing Observations: 2
Percentages in parentheses have been rounded.
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|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

BLACK
-

ACRES FARMED
WHITE
TOTAL
-

-

20
(37.0)

10
(24.3)

30
(31.5)

23
(42.5)

9
(21.9)

32
(33.6)

4
(7.4)

8
(19.5)

12
(12.6)

2
(3.7)

4
(9.7)

6
(6.3)

5
(9.2)

10
(24.3)

15
(15.7)

54
(100)

41
(100)

95
(100)

18.6

30.0

24.3

TABLE 18: GROSS FARM INCOME BY COUNTY AND RACE
INCOME LEVEL

AA

COUNTY
CAL
CHAR

Below $10,000

9
(47.3)

7
(87.5)

$10,000 - 14,999

6
(31.5)

1
(12.5)

$15,000 - 24,999

3
(15.7)

$25,000 - 39,999
Over $40,000
TOTAL
Average Gross Income

SM

19
(90.4)

13
(86.6)

2
(7.6)

2
(9.5)

1
(6.6)

-

-

-

1
(6.6)

-

-

2
(7.6)

-

-

1
(5.2)

-

-

-

-

19
(100)
-

8
(100)
-

22
(84.6)

PG

26
(100)

21
(100)

15
(100)

-

-

-

Missing Observations: 6
Percentages in parentheses have been rounded.
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|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

TOTAL
70
(78.6)
12
(13.4)
4
(4.4)
2
(2.2)
1
(1.1)
89
(100)
$8,332

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

RACE*
BLACK
WHITE
40
(80.0)

30
(76.0)

9
(18.0)

3
(7.6)

1
(2.0)

3
(7.6)

-

2
(5.1)

-

1
(2.5)

50
(100)

39
(100)

$7,050

$9,615

TABLE 19: FARM OPERATING EXPENSES BY RACE
ITEM

BLACK LRFs

Below $10,000
$10,000 - 14,999
$15,000 - 24,999
$25,000 - 39,999
Over $40,000
TOTAL

WHITE LRFs

51
2
53

ALL RESPONDENTS

30
5
2
2
39

81
7
2
2
92

Missing Observations: 3

TABLE 20: AVERAGE NET FARM INCOME
GROSS
INCOME (minus)

BLACK
WHITE
All Respondents

OPERATING
EXPENSES
(equals)

$7,049
9,615
8,332

$5,764
9,294
7,529

NET FARM
INCOME

$1,285
321
964

TABLE 21: OFF-FARM INCOME
INCOME LEVEL
Below $10,000
$10,000 -14,999
$15,000 - 24,999
$25,000 - 39,999
Over $40,000
TOTAL
Average Off-Farm Income

BLACK LRFs

WHITE LRFs

TOTAL

16
(50.0)
3
(9.3)
4
(12.5)
7
(21.8)
2
(6.3)
32
(100)

6
(31.5)
2
(10.5)
5
(26.3)
4
(21.0)
2
(10.5)
19
(100)

22
(43.1)
5
(9.8)
9
(17.6)
11
(21.5)
4
(7.8)
51
(100)

$16,499

$20,157

$18,328

Percentages in parentheses have been rounded.
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IX. KNOWLEDGE OF AND PARTICIPATION IN USDA PROGRAMS
This section examines the level of limited resource farmers' awareness of USDA policies and
involvement with USDA agencies. Data are arrayed by county and race, and include LRF
knowledge of the Food Security Act, level of participation in USDA programs, conservation
practices and planning, awareness of SCS programs, contact with USDA agencies, and
information transfer.
Knowledge of the Food Security Act
The explicit purpose of the outreach component of this project was to inform LRFs in Southern
Maryland of the conservation provisions of FSA and the implications of not complying with the
provisions. (Title XII of FSA requires operators who farm highly erodible land to have an
approved conservation plan. It prohibits farmers from planting crops on HEL and from draining
wetlands for productive purposes. Violation of these provision results in the loss of USDA
benefits from price support programs, crop insurance, Commodity Credit Corporation loan and
storage payments, FmHA loans, CRP rental payments, and other commodity-related programs.)
A number of LRFs had been visited by SCS staff prior to UMES undertaking the survey. Other
farmers had been mailed FSA and SCS related materials. Ultimately, each farmer interviewed
for the survey was presented with FSA and SCS material. Given the purpose of and method of
implementing the outreach component, the survey did not investigate the level of LRF awareness
of FSA. However, the enumerators reported that generally farmers who did not participate in
USDA programs were less familiar with FSA than those who did. Other studies seem to support
this observation.
USDA Program Participation
Of 95 survey respondents, only 36 participated in USDA programs. Sixty-two percent, or 59
LRFs did not participate. Table 22 shows respondents' participation by county, and shows
Charles County as having the highest number of LRFs participating. These 11 farmers, however,
comprise only 41 percent of all Charles County's LRFs. In comparing the percentage of LRFs
participating in USDA programs in each county, St. Mary's ranks highest at 56 percent.
Participation in Prince George's County is lowest at 17 percent.
Comparing these data to those in Table 10, there appears to be a relationship between the level of
education and the level of participation in USDA programs. For example, 31 percent of St.
Mary's County and 30 percent of Calvert County's LRFs completed some colleges or graduated
from college. These counties showed program participation rates of 56 percent and 50 percent,
respectively. On the other hand, only 8.6 percent of Prince George's County's LRFs completed
some or graduated from college. Here the participation rate was only 17.4 percent.
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TABLE 22: RESPONDENTS' PARTICIPATION IN
USDA PROGRAMS* BY COUNTY
Anne
Arundel
County

Total Respondents

Calvert
County

Charles
County

Prince
George's
County

St. Mary's
County

TOTAL

19

10

27

23

16

95

Respondents
Participating in
USDA Programs

7

5

11

4

9

36

Respondents Not
Participating in
USDA Programs

12

5

16

19

7

59

2

-

4

-

2

8

Respondents
Participating in
More Than One
USDA Program

* Specific USDA programs are listed in Table 23.

Of the 36 respondents participating in USDA programs 22, or 61 percent, were black and 14
white. The participation rate for blacks represents 41 percent of all black LRFs surveyed. The
14 white farmers participating represent 34 percent of those surveyed. Table 23 shows
respondents' participation by USDA program by race. Overall participation is highest in Crop
Insurance and FmHA programs.
TABLE 23: RESPONDENTS' PARTICIPATION IN
USDA PROGRAMS BY RACE
PROGRAM
Price and Income Support
Disaster Payments
Crop Insurance
Farm Storage Facilities
Commodity Credit Corporation
Storage Payments
Farmers Home Administration
Other
TOTAL

BLACK LRFs

WHITE LRFs

TOTAL

3
1
7
1
1

3
3
2
-

6
4
9
1
1

6
3
22

5
1
14

11
4
36
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Table 24 shows the level of enrollment of LRFs in various USDA programs by county. These
data take into account the eight respondents who were enrolled in more than one program.
Charles County has the highest level of enrollment, with LRFs participating in all programs.
Again, Farmers Home Administration and Crop Insurance programs account for 54 percent of all
enrollments.
TABLE 24: ENROLLMENT OF RESPONDENTS' IN
USDA PROGRAMS BY COUNTY
Anne
Arundel
County
Price and Income
Support
Disaster Payments
Crop Insurance
Farm Storage
Facilities
Commodity Credit
Corporation Storage

Calvert
County

Charles
County

Prince
George's
County

St. Mary's
County

TOTAL

1
1
5

1
4

3
2
4

-

1
2
-

6
5
13

3

-

1

-

-

4

-

-

1

1

1

3

-

-

8

1

5

14

10

5

1
20

2
4

2
11

5
50

Payments
Farmers Home
Administration
Other
TOTAL

Conservation Practices and Planning
The survey asked farmers if the lands they operate have erosion problems. Twenty-five farmers
responded affirmatively. All 25 farmers indicated that they practiced some conservation
practice, and 14 employed at least two practices. Among these farmers the most commonly
applied practices were cover crops and grassed waterways and diversions.
Conservation practices were widely employed by respondents. Including the 25 farmers
mentioned above, a total of 77 respondents said they practiced soil conservation. Thirty-seven
percent employed more than one practice. These data imply that 52 of them are controlling or
have eliminated their erosion problem. Figure 3 provides a breakdown of the practices used by
all respondents. Overwhelmingly, cover crops are the most common practice used, followed by
grassed waterways and diversions. Management practices (cover crops, crop residue
management, conservation tillage, and conversion to permanent vegetation) are utilized more
frequently than structural practices (contouring, strip cropping, grassed waterways and
diversions, and terracing). Approximately 60 percent of the practices employed by respondents
are management and 40 structural.
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Slight variations appear in the utilization of practices by race. Figure 4 compares the practices
used by black and white respondents. Forty-one percent of black respondents employed
structural practices, compared to 38 percent for whites. White respondents tended to use
conservation tillage and crop residue management more than black respondents. Cover crops
were used by 48 percent of black respondents, compared to 37 percent of whites.
While the implementation of conservation practices is significantly high, the number of LRFs
with conservation plans is less impressive. Only 26 respondents, or 27 percent, reported having
conservation plans. Of them only 18 farmers said they had plans prepared by SCS. Forty-two
percent of those with conservation plans said their plans were less than five years old, while
thirty-five percent had plans that were over 20 years old. The average age of conservation plans
was 14.5 years. These data show no significant distinctions by race or county.
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Respondents gave a variety of reasons for not having a conservation plan. The most common
reason was that their lands did not have erosion problems. Thirty-six responded this way,
followed by 20 who said they had no need for a plan. These responses represent 62 percent of
the reasons given. Ten respondents said they were in the process of developing a plan. Five
LRFs said they had never heard of a conservation plan. Only two farmers thought developing a
plan was too costly.
Use of SCS Cost-share Program
Despite the high number of respondents employing conservation practices (81 percent), few of
those surveyed participated in cost-sharing programs offered by SCS. Only 13 farmers, or 14
percent, indicated that they ever received cost-sharing payments for conservation practices. The
number of white farmers that had received cost share payments was slightly higher than the
number of black farmers. Seventeen percent of all white respondents, compared to 11 percent of
all black respondents, received cost-sharing.
USDA Agencies' Outreach
Respondents were asked which USDA agencies they came in personal contact with within the
year prior to the time of the interview. They were asked about their contact with Soil
Conservation Service (SCS), Extension Service (ES), Farmers Home Administration (FmHA),
and Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service (ASCS). Table 25 shows these
responses by county, and Table 26 by race.
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TABLE 25: RESPONDENTS REPORTING INTERACTION
WITH USDA AGENCIES BY COUNTY
COUNTY

SCS

ES

FMHA

Anne Arundel

12
(63)*
3
(30)
10
(37)
7
(30)
4
(25)

4
(21)
3
(30)
4
(15)
4
(17)
10
(62)

1
(10)
13
(48)
3
(13)
6
(38)

3
(16)
4
(40)
9
(33)
7
(30)
8
(50)

36
(38)

25
(26)

23
(24)

31
(33)

Calvert
Charles
Prince George's
St. Mary's
TOTAL

ASCS

* Percentages have been rounded and indicate that percent of all respondents for each county.

TABLE 26: RESPONDENTS REPORTING INTERACTION
WITH USDA AGENCIES BY RACE
AGENCY

BLACK PERCENT
LRFs
OF ALL
BLACKS

SCS
ES
FmHA
ASCS

19
11
15
14

(35)
(20)
(28)
(26)

WHITE
LRFs

PERCENT
OF ALL
WHITES

17
14
8
17

(41)
(34)
(20)
(41)

TOTAL PERCENT
OF ALL
RESPONSES

36
25
23
31

(38)
(26)
(23)
(33)

Separate from the FSA outreach carried out by SCS and the UMES interviewers, 36 respondents
had contact with SCS. Sixty-two percent had no contact. This level of interaction was higher
than for other agencies. Thirty-three percent of all respondents reported having contact with
ASCS, 26 percent with ES, and 24 percent with FmHA. Specifically regarding SCS contact,
respondents in Anne Arundel County reported the highest level of contact at 63 percent,
followed by Charles County at 37 percent. Thirty percent in both Calvert and Prince George's
Counties reported contact, followed by 25 percent in St. Mary's County. With the exception of
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FmHA, black respondents had less contact with USDA agencies than white farmers. Forty-one
percent of white farmers had contact with SCS, as well as with ASCS. Thirty-five percent of
black farmers had contact with SCS, and 26 percent with ASCS. ES contact was 34 percent for
white LRFs and 11 percent for blacks. It should be noted, however, that a higher number of
black LRFs were discovered during the course of this study than whites. It is conceivable that
many of these newly identified black farmers had contact with USDA agencies at lower rates due
to agencies' unawareness of them.
Method of Information Transfer
Respondents were asked to identify the types of information they received from USDA agencies.
Figure 5 shows a breakdown of the types of information received by respondents. Printed
material was the most common medium of delivery and represented forty percent of the
information received. Visits by USDA agents were the next most common source of
information, followed by visits to USDA agencies by farmers. Group meetings accounted for ten
percent of the information received.

The data show some differences in information transfer by race. This is shown in Figure 6.
White respondents received printed matter more than black respondents, while blacks were more
apt to visit USDA agencies than whites. There were minimal differences by race in the degree
that agent's visits and group meetings accounted for the method of information received. White
farmers, however, were more apt to receive information from other sources – radio, TV,
conferences and word of mouth – than black farmers.
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Figure 6: TYPE OF INFORMATION RECEIVED
FROM USDA AGENCIES BY RACE
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X. INVOLVEMENT IN ALTERNATIVE AGRICULTURE AND
NEW ECONOMIC VENTURES
Alternative agriculture has come to encompass a broad range of terms such as organic, lowinput, regenerative, and sustainable agriculture. Although the motivations and methods may
vary, these practices are generally aimed at preserving the natural resource base necessary for
agricultural production by reducing or eliminating synthetic chemical inputs; minimizing the loss
of soil, water, animal and plant species; reducing energy consumption; and promoting ecological
and economic diversity. Implicit in alternative agriculture are values of stewardship, diversity,
and conservation.
In recent years, some proponents of alternative agriculture have proposed broadening its scope
beyond production techniques to include structural alternatives designed to strengthen family
farming; promote economic self-sufficiency and the sustainability of communities; and protect
the health of agricultural workers and consumers. Alternative distribution and marketing
strategies, particularly those that are localized, those that reduce reliance on intermediaries, and
those that directly target retail consumers are championed by many alternative agriculture
supporters.
Although the applicability of alternative agriculture techniques varies with soil and climatic
conditions and proximity to markets, they are held as being well suited to small- and moderatescale agriculture. Many of the production techniques used are based on conventional practices
that are not as dependent on exogenous inputs and factors as large-scale agriculture. Alternative
agriculture is, however, quite labor, management, and information-intensive.
For a variety of reasons discussed elsewhere in this report, limited resource farmers generally
have not employed capital- and technology-intensive production strategies. Many farmers use
traditional techniques similar to those used by their parents. It has been suggested that LRFs
could benefit from many of the ecological, economic and financial objectives of alternative
agriculture, as long as technical, management, information and financial assistance is available to
them.
This section describes limited resource farmers' responses to a series of questions about their
familiarity with alternative agriculture and their application of such strategies, including
alternative marketing activities. It identifies opportunities and limitations that may affect LRFs’
transition to alternative agriculture practices.
Familiarity With and Application of Alternative
Agriculture Techniques
Despite the growing public awareness of alternative agriculture, LRFs surveyed were generally
unfamiliar with terms such as "low-input" and "sustainable agriculture." Only 17, or 8.6 percent,
of all respondents were familiar with these terms. White LRFs exhibited a slightly higher level
of familiarity than black farmers, with 23 percent recognizing these terms compared to 16
percent of black respondents. This is not to suggest that most LRFs are unfamiliar with the
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principles and practices of low-input and sustainable agriculture; only that the publicity
associated with these terms has not reached them.
As indicated in Figure 7, 82 out of 93 respondents still rely on chemical pesticides, fertilizers, or
weed controls. This represents 88 percent of all those surveyed. Black LRFs tended to use
chemical inputs more than whites, representing 92 percent of all black respondents. Only 11
farmers, or 12 percent of all respondents, did not use synthetic inputs.
As a part of the outreach component of this project, enumerators distributed to LRFs several
articles on alternative agriculture and small-scale agricultural ventures and the name of county
extension agents who could share further information about alternative agriculture practices.

Diversification and Direct Marketing Activities
Despite the fact that only 2 percent of all respondents grow vegetable crops and 13.6 percent
have orchards (Table 16), 85 out of 95 respondents, or 89 percent, grow fruits and vegetables for
home consumption. This indicates that most farmers are familiar with the horticultural practices
associated with fruit and vegetable production. Although not the only avenue of diversification
for farmers interested in alternative agriculture, fruit and vegetable production does offer good
opportunities for farmers who are in proximity to consumers, retail markets and processing
facilities.
Forty-one out of 95 respondents expressed an interest in producing new or alternative agriculture
crops. This represents 43 percent of the survey population, and is fairly evenly spread between
black and white farmers. Farmers in Charles, St. Mary's, and Anne Arundel counties expressed
the highest degree of interest over 47 percent in each case. These data are shown in Table 27.
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TABLE 27: RESPONDENTS' INTEREST IN PRODUCING NEW OR
ALTERNATIVE CROPS BY COUNTY
Anne
Arundel
County

Interested
Not Interested
TOTAL

9
(47)
10
(53)
19
(100)

Calvert
County

2
(20)
8
(80)
10
(100)

Charles
County

16
(59)
11
(41)
27
(100)

Prince
George's
County

6
(26)
17
(74)
23
(100)

St. Mary's
County

8
(50)
8
(50)
16
(100)

TOTAL

41
(43)
54
(57)
95
(100)

Although fruit and vegetable production was not specifically singled out it is an area to explore,
particularly given the growing consumer demand in the region and farmers' experience in home
garden production. Of those farmers not interested in new ventures, many indicated age as a
limited factor. Other reasons included lack of time, not enough land, and lack of technical
information necessary to start up an operation.
Few farmers surveyed sold their farm products at farmers' markets at the time of the survey.
Only 15 out of 93, or 16 percent, did so. Most, however, were aware of the farmers' market in
Cheltenham – 82 percent of those surveyed. The distribution was fairly even between black and
white farmers – 80 and 85 percent, respectively. However, only 12 percent of all respondents
had intentions of selling fruits or vegetable there. The reasons given for not selling products at
Cheltenham Market included not having any knowledge of it, it being too far to travel, lack of
transportation, no familiarity with the process, not believing it is profitable, and a lack of
technical knowledge of fruit and vegetable production.
Interestingly, 42 percent of all respondents expressed a desire to jointly sell farm products or
share resources with other farmers like themselves. Interest by race was almost equally strong.
This seems to indicate that farmers are willing to explore cooperative ventures, but that they may
not view activities such as the Cheltenham market as the best vehicle. As shown in Table 28,
farmers in St. Mary's and Anne Arundel counties expressed the highest interest in cooperative
activities. Additionally, 38 percent of all respondents said they regularly attend group meetings,
demonstrations, and other farmer gatherings – possible rallying points for organizing cooperative
ventures.
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TABLE 28: RESPONDENTS' INTEREST IN JOINTLY SELLING
FARM PRODUCTS OR SHARING RESOURCES
WITH OTHER FARMERS BY COUNTY
Anne
Arundel
County

Interested
Not Interested
TOTAL

10
(53)
9
(47)
19
(100)

Calvert
County

2
(20)
8
(80)
10
(100)

Charles
County

Prince
George's
County

St. Mary's
County

9
(36)
16
(64)
25
(100)

7
(33)
14
(66)
21
(100)

10
(63)
6
(37)
16
(100)

TOTAL

38
(42)
53
(58)
91
(100)

Missing Observations: 4

Future Disposition
While a reasonable number of farmers expressed an interest in diversifying their farm operations
and/or cooperatively joining other farmers in production and marketing, few respondents (11 out
of 94) expressed an interest in farming more land.
Seventy-six percent of those surveyed (81 out of 94) said it was likely that they will still be
farming in five years, representing 80 percent of all black farmers and 83 percent of all white
farmers. Table 29 shows the overall breakdown by county. Farmers in Prince George's County,
one of the most urbanized of those studied, indicated the lowest level of expectation that they
would still be farming in five years – 65 percent, compared to 93 percent in St. Mary's County
and over 80 percent in Charles, Anne Arundel and Calvert Counties.
TABLE 29: LIKELIHOOD THAT RESPONDENTS WILL STILL BE
FARMING IN FIVE YEARS BY COUNTY
Anne
Arundel
County

Likely
Unlikely
TOTAL

16
(84)
3
(16)
19
(100)

Calvert
County

8
(80)
2
(20)
10
(100)

Charles
County

23
(85)
4
(15)
27
(100)

Missing Observation: 1
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Prince
George's
County

15
(65)
8
(35)
23
(100)

St. Mary's
County

14
(93)
1
(7)
15
(100)

TOTAL

76
(81)
18
(19)
94
(100)

Seventy-one out of 80 farmers responding, or 88 percent, indicated that they plan to pass their
farm onto a family member. Ninety-one percent of all black farmers and 85 percent of all white
farmers expressed this intention. Here there was no noteworthy distinction between counties,
despite the varying rates of urbanization in the region.
When asked what services or resources might help them improve their farm operations,
respondents overwhelmingly stated the need for commodity price increases and decreases in
production costs. The need for irrigation and water storage systems was also stated often. Other
needs and services mentioned include labor, capital, small-scale farm equipment, and technical
assistance in the areas of organic agriculture, insect control, erosion control, horticulture and
marketing. A number of farmers expressed an interest in linking their agricultural needs with
region-wide resources such as farmer cooperatives and in creating youth programs that provide
vocational agriculture instruction while offering farm labor to area farmers.
Finally, 47 percent of all respondents, representing 48 percent of black and 46 percent of white
respondents, expressed an interest in working with the University of Maryland-Eastern Shore to
test new agricultural crops and ventures designed to help small and limited resource farmers.
The anecdotal responses to this question underscored a strong need and desire on the part of
limited resource farmers for technical and management assistance that will help them achieve
greater viability.

XI. SYNTHESIS AND CONCLUSIONS
This section synthesizes significant findings of the previous sections and draws conclusions
about LRFs in Southern Maryland. It integrates the survey analysis presented in Sections VII
through X with information derived from the literature review, the census data, and key
informant interviews. In reading the conclusions the reader is reminded of the outreach
component of the project, the exploratory nature of the study, the small sample size, and the
possible sampling biases found in lists obtained from USDA agencies. The conclusions
emerging from the study form the foundation for recommendation presented in Section XII and
are organized along the following lines:
!
!
!
!

the status of limited resource farmers;
factors influencing limited resource farmers' participation in USDA programs and
implementation of soil conservation practices;
the effectiveness of the SCS outreach initiative; and
limited resource farmers' disposition to diversification and alternative agriculture.
The Status of Limited Resource Farmers
in Southern Maryland

1. LRFs in Southern Maryland Mirror LRFs Nationally. Limited resource farmers in
Southern Maryland generally reflect the patterns and dynamics of LRFs in other states. They
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operate small-scale farm enterprises, in terms of both acreage and output, earn low net farm
incomes, and are more at-risk to fluctuations in commodity prices and the cost of production than
non-LRFs. They are more apt to farm marginal land. They generally have labor-intensive
operations, but rely largely on family members as the source of labor. LRFs have limited access
to capital, information, and management and technical assistance, and derive little benefit from
federal farm programs and land grant university research programs, which are geared toward
large-scale producers. Most LRFs are unable to earn a decent living from their farm activities,
and are forced to work off the farm and grow food for home consumption. Eighty-six percent of
the farms in Southern Maryland, or 2,644 farms, had farm sales of less than $25,000 in 1987.
2. Racial and Ethnic Farmers in Decline. Farms operated by Black, Hispanic, and Native
American farmers totaled 249, or 8.1 percent of all Southern Maryland farms in 1987. Although
this percentage is higher than the statewide figure of only three percent, minority farmers have
had a harder time staying in business than white farmers. From 1982 to 1987, the number of
racial and ethnic farmers declined by 28 percent, compared to an 18 percent decline for all
Southern Maryland farmers and a 9 percent decline statewide. Black farmers, who make up 93
percent of all minority farmers in Southern Maryland, experienced a statewide decline of 61
percent from 1978 to 1987, almost equal to the level of national decline. Since Southern
Maryland accounts for 58 percent of the State's 432 black farmers, it is a reasonable assumption
that a number of those blacks unable to stay in farming were from Southern Maryland. Tenant
farmers and sharecroppers were displaced in significant numbers as owners sold their land or
placed it in land bank programs like CRP. On the other hand, in 1987, black farms made up 7.5
percent of all Southern Maryland farms, an increase from 5 percent in 1982. This higher level of
viability may be linked to the availability of regional off-farm employment, which may help
subsidize farm operations for blacks while providing an alternative to agricultural activity for
whites.
3. Black Farmers Experience Greater Economic Hardship. As a result of a number of
historic, institutional and socioeconomic factors, black farmers experience economic hardship in
greater proportion than farmers in general. The agriculture of Maryland is historically rooted in
its former slave state status. Though to a declining degree, Southern Maryland still exhibits
physical and psychological vestiges of the southern plantation economy. Modern day racial and
economic inequities contribute to the marginal status of black farmers. Eighty-five percent of
Southern Maryland's black farmers farm at a subsistence level, earning less than $10,000
annually. The average gross income of black LRFs is $7,050, $2,500 less than that of white
LRFs. The average size of black-operate farms is 38 acres, compared to 95 acres region wide.
Black farmers tend to be older than other farmers (61 years compared to 54 years) and are
entering farming at lower rates than whites (4 percent compared to 19 percent). Black LRFs tend
to supplement their low farm income with off-farm jobs and by producing food for home
consumption in greater proportion than white LRFs. Black farmers nationally have experienced
institutionalized discrimination by USDA, as cited by the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, and
many of those in Southern Maryland anecdotally recounted difficulties they perceived to be due
to race. These experiences ranged from the inability to get capital and operating loans, quicker
foreclosures, being quoted different prices for farm commodities and supplies, never being
visited by USDA agents, a perceived lack of access to information and new technologies, and a
general insensitivity to them as farmers and people.
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4. Low Level of Education Among LRFs. Limited resource farmers generally attain lower
levels of education than non-LRFs. The average number of years of education of LRFs
nationally is 9.7, compared to 13 years for non-LRFs. In Southern Maryland, LRFs exhibit
similar patterns. Sixty-five percent of the survey population never completed high school. Black
LRFs tend to have less education than whites – 74 percent having never completed high school
compared to 53 percent, respectively. The older age of LRFs may contribute to these lower
educational levels. Of the respondents with college degrees, five out of six were black, but they
represent only nine percent of all black respondents. A low quality or quantity of education does
not necessarily indicate low management capability or an inability to employ new technology. It
does suggest, however, a lower tendency to make use of elaborate written material or to easily
understand government regulations. This has implications for the rate of awareness and
participation of LRFs in government programs and new agricultural practices if the only form of
outreach is through literature.
5. Regional Development Provides Off-farm Job Opportunities. Adjacent to both
Washington and Baltimore and economically linked to the economy of the metropolitan region,
Southern Maryland has experienced a good deal of development over the last decade.
Population in Charles and Calvert counties, for example, grew by nearly 25 percent from 1980
through 1986, and indications that growth continued throughout the decade are visible. Demand
for new housing and the availability of land suitable for residential development, the creation of
new office and shopping complexes and new schools, and the additional ancillary services that
accompany development stimulated a spurt in employment opportunities. Unlike more isolated
rural areas, farmers in Southern Maryland have access to a range of off-farm jobs opportunities.
Fifty-three percent of the sample population worked off the farm, earning income to subsidize its
farm operation and supplement household income. Fifty-nine percent of black farmers earned
off-farm income compared to 46 percent of whites. Development, on the other hand, has
escalated the cost of land and taxes, making it difficult for the marginal farmer to purchase or
rent farmland and/or maintain his operating expenses in the face of declining agricultural prices.
Southern Maryland lost 17 percent of its land in agricultural use from 1982 to 1987. While high
land values have encouraged many land-owners to sell, the phenomenon has added to the
number of displaced tenant farmers and sharecroppers and to the overall decline of agriculture in
the region. As the general economy and the pace of development slows in the early 1990's, offfarm employment may no longer be the answer for LRFs who want to continue to farm.
6. Land Ownership by LRFs High. Generally, land ownership rates among limited resource
and minority farmers in Southern Maryland are high. Ninety-five percent of the LRFs sampled
and 86 percent of minority farmers in general own farmland. Roughly 13 percent of both the
survey population and all Southern Maryland minority farmers were full tenants or
sharecroppers, owning no land. Twenty-four percent of the sample own over 50 acres of land.
The average acreage owned is 28 acres for blacks and 35 acre for whites. The high level of
ownership may reflect the survivors of the farm crisis of the 1980's. These ownership rates are
an incentive to devise programs to help sustain these farmers.
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Factors Influencing LRF Participation in USDA Programs
and the Implementation of Soil Conservation Practices
1. LRFs Underrepresented in USDA Programs. LRFs in Southern Maryland do not
participate in USDA programs in large numbers. Only 38 percent participated, somewhat better
that the 28 percent of LRFs participating nationally. Black LRFs participated at higher rates than
white LRFs, representing 41 percent of all black LRFs, compared to 34 percent of all white
LRFs. Previous studies have shown a relationship between program participation and education.
That only 20 percent of LRFs completed or had some college may partially account for the low
level of program participation. Participation by all LRFs is highest in the FmHA and crop
insurance programs. Given the low output and income levels of these farmers it is not surprising
that participation in price support and Commodity Credit Corporation programs is low – 6
farmers and 1 farmer, respectively. Like most USDA programs these are not designed to
accommodate small producers, a fact LRFs are aware of. Unfortunately, this has deterred LRFs
from exploring other services offered by USDA agencies such as ES, SCS, and the Forest
Service that may be applicable to LRFs. Additionally, there is a lack of trust in government by
LRFs, particularly among those who have been involved with FmHA. Finally, some farmers
view the term "limited resource farmers" as being derogatory, and are opposed to being
stigmatized in any way.
2. USDA Outreach to LRFs Low. Visits to Southern Maryland LRFs by representatives of
USDA were generally low. During the year prior to the time of the sample interviews no more
than 38 percent of LRFs had been visited by a USDA agent. Independent of the outreach done
for this study, SCS had the best level of outreach, visiting 38 percent of all LRFs surveyed. (It
must be kept in mind that the majority of LRFs identified for outreach were from SCS lists.)
Thirty-three percent of LRFs said they received visits from ASCS, followed by 26 percent by ES
and 24 percent by FmHA.
3. Printed Material Most Common Means of Reaching LRFs. The distribution of printed
material is the primary means of information and technology transfer used by USDA agencies.
There is a general dearth, however, of literature written specifically for LRFs. Forty percent of
the information received by LRFs is in the form of printed material, reaching over 60 percent of
LRFs. Visits from USDA agents is the next most common type of information received,
accounting for 24 percent of all information received, and followed by visits to agencies at 22
percent, group meeting at 10 percent and other forms such as radio, TV, conferences, and wordof-mouth at 3 percent.
4. Soil Conservation Practiced Widely. Although only 25 percent of LRFs perceive their land
to have erosion problems, conservation is practiced by 81 percent of all LRFs. Thirty-seven
percent employ at least two practices. Management practices are most widely employed, with
cover crops representing 43 percent of all practices. Management practices account for 60
percent of all practices, while 40 percent are structural, led by grassed waterways and diversions.
LRFs in Southern Maryland used structural practices at higher rates than LRFs nationally (28
percent). That Southern Maryland LRFs are such good stewards of the land reflects the fact that
many of them own their farms and have a higher vested interest in its sustainability. LRFs are
also more apt to use conventional farming practices than the soil depleting, capital- and
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technology-intensive practices encouraged by USDA programs and used by most large
producers.
5. SCS Conservation Planning and Cost-Sharing Underutilized. Similar to the figures for
LRFs nationally, the percentage of Southern Maryland LRFs with a conservation plan is only 27
percent. Only 19 percent of all LRFs have plans prepared by SCS, which means the other plans
may not meet regulatory approval. Thirty-five percent of those with plans had plans over 20
years old. The average age of conservation plans is 14.5 years. Generally, LRFs in Southern
Maryland do not farm highly erodible lands. Nearly 60 percent of respondents do not feel they
need a plan. Only five respondents said they were unfamiliar with conservation planning. Few
LRFs participated in the SCS cost-share program despite the high level (81 percent) of LRFs
employing conservation practices. Only 13 LRFs out of 95 indicated ever receiving cost-share
payments. This may be due to a number of factors including limited awareness of cost-share
resource, low application of expensive conservation practices, and limited resources with which
to match SCS contributions.
6. Formal Technology-Transfer Mechanism Needed. Despite the activities of ES and SCS
that integrate LRFs into their programs, no formal apparatus exists to test and transfer
technologies specifically geared to LRFs. Staff limitations preclude the extensive one-on-one
interaction needed to most effectively introduce new technologies and practices. No mechanism
exists to formally incorporate LRF input into the planning and development stages of
technology-transfer projects. These shortfalls may minimize the possibility of LRF participation
and limit the success of the transfer process and the technology.
The Effectiveness of SCS Outreach to LRFs
1. LRF Identification and Outreach Strategies Hindered by Lack of Staff and Resources.
In 1987, 249 Southern Maryland farmers were identified as being members of a racial or ethnic
group and over 2,600 farmers had annual farm sales of less than $25,000. Not all of these
farmers would meet the definition of or consider themselves to be LRFs – the region hosts a
number of hobby and part-time farmers. The number, however, represents a vast difference from
the number of LRFs identified by SCS. The identification of LRFs is the first step toward
assisting them. Unfortunately, SCS did not have the staff to both research other avenues of
identifying LRFs and conduct outreach to inform them of FSA provisions. Priority was placed
on reaching LRFs operating on HEL and SCS cooperators. With this as its goal, the outreach
was a success. In identifying all potential LRFs based on census and other information and
verifying this information through field visits was less successful. Additionally, outreach was
assigned at the state level with limited support available from the district offices. Despite the
limited staff resources, however, the quality of the SCS outreach was reported by LRFs to be
very high.
2. Personal Farm Visits Prove to be an Effective Outreach Tool. Most LRFs responded
favorably to visits by SCS staff. More than other tools such as printed material, radio or video,
personal interaction provided the best means of transferring information to LRFs. SCS visits
were credited with encouraging a number of farmers to develop plans after never taking the
initiative before. Staff also exhibited flexibility in meeting LRFs at their convenience. This

52

required working after business hours and on weekends since many farmers work off-farm
during the workweek. The rapport that results from one-on-one interaction with an agent often
determines how a LRF views the agency. The experience of SCS in Southern Maryland shows
that LRFs are more receptive to information and resources when they perceive the agency to
have a personal commitment to them.
3. Paraprofessionals Augment Agency Outreach. During the course of the project,
paraprofessionals were used to collect survey information from LRFs and distribute conservation
information to them. These paraprofessionals were affiliated with UMES rather than SCS, and
represented themselves as enumerators for a research project jointly carried out by UMES and
SCS. The paraprofessionals came from the region and had backgrounds in agriculture. They
reported a receptivity that may not have otherwise been extended by LRFs to SCS personnel and
openness in describing their experiences with USDA agencies. Generally, paraprofessional
spent an hour with respondents. These visits paved the way for subsequent outreach by SCS,
while solving the immediate problem of SCS's lack of staff to inform LRFs of FSA.
4. LRF-Specific Material in Short Supply. Outreach efforts by organizations in other regions
have shown that they improved their success rate by developing materials that speak to the
specific circumstances of LRFs in terms (and in languages, as in the case of Hispanic farmers)
that are easily understood. Unfortunately, the Southern Maryland initiative had limited materials
available. Examples of what may be helpful include brochures and information packets
describing SCS and other USDA program, with explicit reference to LRFs in the heading and/or
text; video and slide presentations showing LRFs’ experiences with conservation and other
projects; descriptions of supporting services available through the land grant universities; and
regional conferences. Many initiatives have been carried out by SCS in partnership with other
USDA agencies, state organizations, universities and Extension Services, and nonprofit farm
groups. LRF-specific literature, at a minimum, would be quite helpful to Southern Maryland
LRFs, many of whom expressed being overwhelmed by typical agency literature.
5. LRFs Lists Out-of-Date and Inaccurate. SCS identified 156 farmers thought to be LRFs.
Most were taken from SCS, ES, FmHA, and ASCS lists. Paraprofessionals were assigned to visit
each LRF. They found that 32 no longer farmed and that many had not done so for years. Eight
others had died, 13 had moved or could not be located, and 2 were not LRFs.
LRF Disposition Toward Alternative Agriculture Practices
1. Synthetic Inputs Preferred More Than Organic Methods. Eighty-eight percent of LRFs
apply chemical pesticides, fertilizers or weed control to their crops. Only 12 percent farm
organically, using no synthetic inputs. Other LRFs may be applying chemical inputs sparingly –
following low-input techniques – but it was not revealed. Generally, LRFs familiarity with the
terms "low-input" and "sustainable agriculture" is low – only 8.6 expressed familiarity. This
suggests that the information and outreach initiatives related to low-input sustainable agriculture
(LISA) have generally not reached LRFs.
2. Corn and Tobacco the Mainstay of LRF Production. Corn and tobacco are the crops
produced most by LRFs. Sixty-one percent of all LRFs produce corn, and forty percent produce
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tobacco. Corn production is favored by black LRFs with over 70 percent producing it, compared
to 41 percent for whites. Tobacco production is about even by race. The number of farmers
involved in hay and wheat production exceeds those in soybeans. Twenty-two percent of white
LRFs and only six percent of black LRFs produce soybeans. Twenty-nine percent of all LRFs
produce products other than commodities including livestock, oats, grasses, honey, trees, and
sod. Fourteen percent of LRFs have orchards, but few, 2 percent, produce vegetables for the
bulk market.
3. Regional Resources that Promote Diversification and Direct Marketing Not Reaching
LRFs. With the decline of tobacco markets and the widening gap between the cost of
production and the price received, Southern Maryland has sought to diversify its agricultural
economy. Capitalizing on the growth and development of the region, some producers are
attempting to serve the growing consumer demand for locally-produced farm products, lawn and
nursery products, and specialty products. A number of initiatives have received state and
regional support, including farmers' markets, the production of technical manuals on
diversification, and workshops for producers. Generally, LRFs have not been involved in these
activities in large numbers. However, 43 percent of LRFs surveyed expressed an interest in
diversifying and producing new or specialty crops. An almost equal number expressed an
interest in working cooperatively with other farmers to market products and share production
costs. In the area of direct marketing, only 16 percent sold products at farmers' markets, despite
an 82 percent rate of awareness of these outlets. While distance and lack of transportation
preclude some farmers from selling at these markets, many more indicated a need for technical
assistance in producing for and selling on the direct market. Others were misinformed as to who
can participate or had misconception about the financial requirements of startup and
membership. Extension Service has offered a wealth of information, workshops and publications
on diversification and direct marketing. Unless LRFs are plugged into these networks they will
continue to miss valuable to opportunities.
4. LRFs Guardedly Optimistic About the Future. Over 75 percent of the LRFs surveyed
indicated that they expect to be farming in five years. Like other farmers, many of them do so
because its what they like best. They are, however, aware of the challenges they face and realize
the importance of access to information, technology, markets, and assistance. Coupled with an
interest in diversifying and producing new products, nearly half of all LRFs surveyed expressed
an interest in participating in University-directed programs and demonstrations specifically
designed for small and limited resource farmers. In addition to conservation-related technical
assistance, LRFs expressed a need for farm management assistance, scale-appropriate and cost
effective water storage and irrigation systems, organic production and pest control techniques,
horticulture and marketing.

54

XII. RECOMMENDATIONS
In recent years, limited resource farmers have benefited from national legislation aimed at
halting the disproportional rate of their decline, improving their accessibility to farm credit and
other programs, and creating special initiatives to enhance their economic viability. Central to
accomplishing any of these aims is the need for improved information and technology transfer
mechanisms. Multifaceted approaches capable of responding to the specific needs of LRFs
while at the same time integrating them into mainstream activities are called for if LRFs are to
continue to operate in an ever-changing, complex environment. In addition to ensuring that
farmers make the best of their physical resources, SCS affords LRFs linkages with other
agencies and institutions that can add to the array of resources needed to make LRFs full
participants in our diverse agricultural system.
The recommendations in this section take the position that:
!
!
!

limited resource farmers should not be relegated to a marginal existence;
improved access to information, technology and capital is essential to their development;
and
innovative outreach initiatives that are culturally sensitive to the dynamics of
limited resource farmers are required.

The recommendations are the result of analysis and synthesis of the survey data, literature review
and key informant interviews. The recommendations are organizations along the following
lines:
!
!

enhancing the quality and quantity of SCS outreach to LRFs; and
enhancing the long-term viability of limited resource farmers by increasing their
involvement in new agricultural initiatives of Southern Maryland.
Enhancing SCS Outreach to LRFs

1. Develop a definition for limited resource farmers that takes regional dynamics into account.
2. Identify and inventory limited resource farmers and create a computerized database.
3. Create a mailing list that is continuously updated and purged. Share and compare this list
with other agencies, especially those with small-scale and alternative agriculture programs.
4. Develop formal channels through which to listen to limited resource farmers' needs and to
receive their input in program planning.
5. Increase LRF awareness of SCS services and technical assistance.
6. Increase LRF access to information and their ability to make informed decisions by
developing promotional materials aimed specifically at small-scale farming. These may include
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brochures, newsletters, radio and TV spots, video and slide presentation, speakers’ forums, and
more.
7. Develop creative outreach programs that embrace personal, on-farm interactions, small group
training, and the use of paraprofessionals.
8. Increase manpower assigned to work with LRFs, particularly at the district level, so
maximum interaction and rapport building may occur.
9. Develop cost-effective conservation practices designed for small-scale operations. Publicize
these through printed materials as well as by holding on-farm tours.
10. Encourage greater LRF participation in on-farm trials and demonstrations.
11. Provide training to staff to make them more aware of the circumstances and background of
LRFs.
12. Hire staff that reflects the racial and ethnic diversity of the limited resource farmer
community.
Enhancing the Long-Term Viability
of Limited Resource Farmers
1. Convene a working committee comprised of limited resource farmers and representatives of
local community-based organizations and churches, land grant universities, USDA agencies,
state and regional agricultural interests and others for the purpose of developing immediate and
long-term initiatives to better integrate LRFs into Southern Maryland's agricultural opportunities.
2. Hold a regional conference on limited resource farmers and alternative agriculture strategies,
similar to those sponsored by USDA, the land grant universities, and others.
3. Marshal funding from regional resources such as private foundations, the Resource
Conservation and Development Program, The University of Maryland System, Maryland
Department of Agriculture, USDA and others to initiate a university-based program for
developing new small-scale agriculture models and effectively transferring the results of research
and trials to limited resource farmers.
4. Integrate limited resource farmers into the many small-scale and diversified agriculture
projects that exist throughout the region.
5. Share the success stories of limited resource farmers through printed material, seminars, and
on-farm tours.
6. Identify specialty markets that limited resource farmers might serve.
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7. Link Southern Maryland limited resource farmers with the active network of LRFs nationally.
Identify opportunities for joint ventures for marketing farm products.
8. Create small working groups or farmer cooperatives that minimize costs by sharing resources
and marketing products jointly.
9. Develop multidisciplinary teams of specialists in each district formed specifically to serve
limited resource farmers. They may include USDA agents, university specialists, and
paraprofessional.
10. Increase limited resource farmer representation on regional agricultural committee and
special projects.
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APPENDIX A
UNIVERISITY OF MARYLAND- EASTERN SHORE
Summary of Small-scale Agriculture Program
The University of Maryland-Eastern Shore (UMES) is a historically black land grant university
originally founded in 1886 to provide agricultural and mechanical training to black students,
who, because of legally sanctioned racial segregation, could not pursue an education in white
institutions. Today, UMES is a part of the University of Maryland System (UMS), and its
faculty and student body represent the diversified composition of our society. In keeping with its
historic mission, however, it still maintains its commitment to the educational needs of minority
students.
As a land grant university its mission is to provide research, teaching, and extension. In the
agricultural and natural resources areas, UMES is linked to a number of UMS institutions that
facilitate this including the Maryland Cooperative Extension Service, Maryland Agricultural
Experiment Station, and the Center for Environmental and Estuarine Studies. Over the decades,
the University's School of Agricultural Sciences has developed an array of impressive programs
in the physical and biological sciences appropriate to agriculture as well as in agricultural
economics and the social sciences. It provides research and extension services to a number of
foreign countries and is a strong contributor to national agricultural and rural development policy
proposals.
UMES has a number of programs that benefit small and part-time farmers. It has special
expertise in small-scale agriculture systems, horticulture, poultry sciences, aquaculture, resource
conservation, and direct marketing. Examples of some of the University's research and extension
programs designed to promote small-scale agriculture, soil conservation and rural development
are provided below.
Research Activities
Limited Resource Farmers. A study conducted for the USDA Soil Conservation Service of the
participation of limited resource farmers in the 1985 Food Security Act's Conservation Programs
and their perception of their role in this effort.
Rural Impact Study. A study of the impact of losing small-scale producers on the economic
viability of rural areas and the fabric of rural life.
Regulatory Impact Study. A study of the impact of government farm programs on small-scale
farmers in the past, and how they can be improved in the future to benefit this groups of farmers
by implementing an adequate, relevant and timely information system.
Market Access. A study of the lack of access to certain markets and/or marketing practices of
small-scale farmers and its impact on their level of income and wellbeing, as well as looking into
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different marketing alternatives that will help improve farm income by making farming on a
small-scale a viable and a profitable operation.
Rural Elderly. A study to determine the quality of life of rural elderly by assessing their actual
and perceived status in nutrition, clothing, and housing and the interdependence of these factors.
The study took place in St. Mary's County.
Extension Activities
Farmers Home Administration Visiting Professors Program. Faculty provided assistance to
small farmers in the preparation of financial statements required to support loan applications.
Also helped farmers establish financial recordkeeping systems.
Farm Program for Small and Part-time Farmers. Agricultural Consultant conducted one-onone visitations to farmers, providing technical assistance in the areas of operations planning,
farm management, and record keeping.
Soil Conservation. Agricultural Consultant conducted outreach to small and part-time farmers
to inform them of the importance of soil conservation. Technical assistance was provided in the
areas of nutrient management, maintaining conservation infrastructure, and field recordkeeping.
Farmer's Market. Extension Horticultural Agents helped create a farmer's market that allowed
regional farmers to sell their farm products directly to consumers. Over 500 consumers visit the
market on a weekly basis.
Classes. Small Farm Enterprise classes to teach growers how to manage a small farm enterprise;
Natural Design in Development seminar to help planners, developer, and landscapers understand
natural resource management and apply it to community development.
Conferences and Workshops. To address the problems, opportunities, and challenges of smallscale agriculture on the Eastern Shore of Maryland.
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APPENDIX B
UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND-EASTERN SHORE
SOUTHERN MARYLAND FARMERS SURVEY
Interviewer:___________________________________________ Date: _______________
Farm Operator's Name:______________________________________________________
Address:___________________________________________________________________
Street/P.O.Box
Town/County
Zip Code
Telephone:_________________________________________________________________
1. How many years have you been farming?
6-10 years
16-20 years

1-5 years
11-15 years
over 20 years

2. Do you farm on a full-time basis?

No

Yes

3. If part-time, what is your other occupation? __________________________________
4. Approximately how many days do you work off the farm?
5. What type of farm do you operate? (Please check one)
Crops only
Livestock only
Crops and Livestock
Other (please list)
6. What crops do you grow?
Corn
Wheat
Vegetables
Other (please list)
7. How many acres do you farm?
1-9 acres
25-39 acres
over 50 acres

Tobacco
Soybean
Hay
Orchards

10-24 acres
40-49 acres

8. How many acres of farmland do you own?
1-9 acres
25-39 acres
over 50 acres
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None
10-24 acres
40-49 acres

9. How many family members work on your farm? ___________________________
10. Do you plan to pass your farm onto a family member?

Yes

No

11. Which USDA agencies did you come in contact with in the last year?
Soil Conservation Service (SCS)
Cooperative Extension Service (CES)
Farmers Home Administration (FmHA)
Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service (ASCS)
12. Which types of information did you receive from the USDA agencies listed above?
Printed material
Agent's visits
Group meetings
Visits to agency
Other (please specify)
13. Do the lands you operate have an erosion problem?

Yes

No

14. What soil conservation practices do you use?
Contouring
Strip cropping
Grassed waterways
Conservation tillage
Terracing
Cover crops
Crop residue management
Conversion of cropland to permanent vegetation or trees
Other
15. Have you ever received cost-share payments for conservation practices?
Yes
No
16. Do you have a conservation plan?

Yes

17. Is it prepared by the Soil Conservation Service?
18. If you have a conservation plan, how old it is?

No
Yes

No

years

19. If you do not have a conservation plan for the lands you operate, what are your
reasons? (Check as many as apply.)
Never heard of a conservation plan
Have no erosion problem
No need for a plan, handle conservation myself
Not practical
Too costly
Planning to do one now
Plan is landlord's responsibility
No particular reason
Other
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20. Which U. S. Department of Agriculture Programs do you participate in?
Price and income supports
Disaster payments
Crop insurance
Farm storage facilities
Commodity Credit Corporation storage payments
Farmers Home Administration
Other
____ None
21. Do you use chemical pesticides, fertilizers, or weed controls?

Yes

No

22. Are you familiar with low input or sustainable agriculture techniques?
Yes
No
23. Do you have a vegetable garden for home consumption?

Yes

24. Do you ever sell your farm products at farmers' markets?

No

Yes

No

25. If yes, through what means?
Farmers Market
Roadside Stands
Pick-your-own
other (please specify) _____________________
26. Are you aware of the new farmers' market in Cheltenham at the old tobacco
warehouse?
Yes
No
27. Do you plan to sell fruits and vegetables there?
Yes
No
If no, why not? _______________________________________________________
28. Do you attend group meetings, farm demonstrations, or other farmer gathering?
______Yes
No
29. Would you be interested in selling your farm products or sharing resources jointly
with other farmers like yourself?
Yes
No
30. Would you be interested in producing new or alternative crops?
Yes
No
If no, why not? _________________________________________________________
31. Are you interested in farming more land?

Yes

No

32. What services or resources would help you improve your farm operation?
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
33. What is your age?
25-34 years
55-64 years

under 18 years
35-44 years
over 65 years

18-24 years
45-54 years

34. What is your race? (Ask if you are uncertain)
______Asian
_____Black or African American
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______Hispanic
______White
35. What is your sex?

_____Native American Indian
Male

36. What is your marital status?

Female
Married

37. How many years of school have you completed?
Some High School
Some college

Single
Grade School
High School Graduate
College graduate

38. What range does your gross farm income fall into?
Below $10,000
$10,000-$14,999
$15,000-$24,999
$25,000-$39,999
Over $40,000
39. What range does your off-farm income fall into?
Below $10,000
$10,000-$14,999
$15,000-$24,999
$25,000-$39,999
Over $40,000
40. What range does your total farm operating expenses fall into?
Below $10,000
$10,000-$14,999
$15,000-$24,999
$25,000-$39,999
Over $40,000
41. How likely is it that you will still be farming in the next five years?
Likely
Unlikely
42. Would you be interested in working with the University of Maryland-Eastern Shore to
test new agricultural crops and ventures designed to help small farmers?
Yes
No
43. Would you like to make any comments?
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
44. Would you like to receive a copy of the results of this study?
Yes
No
THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR COOPERATION.
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