
A OUARTERL Y PUBLICATION OF THE AGRICULTURAL ECONOMICS FACULTY

August 1986

EDITOR: J. M. LOWENBERG.DEBOER

r'n 11i1r~~---

lfl1U1rm'1

-
EDITORIAL BOARD: STEPHEN B. LOVEJOYAND JON A. BRANDT

AGRICULTURAL ECONOMICSDEPARTMENT. PURDUE UNIVERSITY

Indiana Land Values and Cash Rents Continue to Decline

by i.H. Atkinson and Kim Cook.
Department of AgricultUTalEconomics

Results of the annual Purdue land values survey
indicate that cropland values declined by around 18
percent in the year ending in June 1986;however, for
top and average land over 70 percent of the decline
occurred from June to December. The rate of land
value dccline appears to have slowed in the fIrSthalf
of 1986. Declines were reported throughout the
state, though they varied somewhat by geographic
area (FIgUre I). Cash rents declined percentagewise
only a little over half as much as land values.

~tatewide Averages
Statewide average dcclines in Indiana bare tillable

' oAndvalues from December 1985 to June 1986 were
5.4 percent on top land. 6.2 percent on average land
and 8.6 percent on poor land (Table I). Although
substantial. these declines are less than the 8.3 per-
cent to 12.6 percent reported for the same period a
year ago. Last year, 85 percent of the survey respon-
dents reported dcclines in land values from
December to June. and only I percent reported
iIicrcascs. This year, 74 percent reported declines
and 5 percent felt that values bad increased (Table
2).

During the )":8f ending in June 1986 declines of
over 18 percent occurred in Indiana cropland values
(Table 3). Other sources report similar declines. For
the 10 months ending February I. the USDA re-
ported a state average dccline of 16 percent; however.
results of a Federal Rcscrve Bank survey as of April
I indicated only an II percent annual decline for
about the northern two-thirds of the state.

The USDA reported that Indiana land values in
February bad dcclincd SO percent since February
1981. The Purdue survey indicates that from June
1981 to June 1986 dcclines were: top land, 52 per-
cent; average land. 54 percent; and poor land, 55 per-
cent.

Top quality land had an average estimated value
of $1284 per acre or $9.37 per bushel of the 137

,"-"bushel estimated long term yield (Table 4). Average
land (110 bushel yield) was valued at $976 per acre
while the 85 bushel poor land bad an cstimated value
of $680. Land values per bushel o{ yield cstimate
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FIpre I. GeocrapbJc area DIed In the Pardue Land
Values Saney.

were $8.87 on average land and $8.00 on poor land.
These figures are about $2.00per bushel less than the
1985estimates.

Cash rents dcclined statewide from 1985 to 1986
by about 9 percent to 12 percent with the qreater
declines reported on lower quality land (Table 5).
Cash rent dcclincd $10 per acre on top and average
land and $8 per acre on poor land, with 1986rents
at $102, $79 and $57 per acre {or the 3 classes of
land. Rent per bushel o{ estimated yield dropped
about $.10 from 1985 to 1986. This figure was $.72
for average land, $.02 more for top land and $.05
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.Land movilll inlO nonfarminl uses. .. Sued upon all lurwys returned.

less for poor land. These relatively small differences
have changed little for several years.

Cash rents in 1986 were about 25 percent less than
in 1981. Most of the decrease came in 1982, 1985
and 1986.

Cash rent as a percent of estimated land value rose
again because land values declined more than cash
rents. This figure is estimated to be 8.1 percent for
average land, slightly lower for top land and a little
higher for poor land (Table 5). Rent as a percent of
land value was 5.1 percent for average land in 1981
and since then has increased a full 3 percentage
points.

The value of land moving into nonfarm uses was
estimated to have a market value of S2,228 pcr acre
in June 1986, up slightly from last December but
down 7 percent for the year. The relatively small
number of persons reporting on this kind of land
plus the wide variation in estimated values makes
these per acre estimates less reliable than those for
farmland; however, it appears that the value of tran-
sition land has held up much better in the past 6 to
12 months than farmland values. Since 1981, esti-
mated transition land values have declined about 42
percent while farmland values declined 52 percent to
5S percent.

Table 1. Pereeata. of respondents reportinl specified trends In land yalues from DecembeF1985to June 1916,
Purdue Land ValuesSuney, 1ndJana,July 1986.
Tread 11/85 to 6/811 N NE

All or some land up. 3.2 5.4
All or some land downb 90.3 80.1
Stable 6.5 12.7
Some up, some down. 0.0 1.8

WC

3.6
70.6
15.8
0.0

C

7.4
74.1
18.5
0.0

SW

2.2
60.6
36.8
0.0

SE

4.6
44.2
48.9

2.3

IN

4.8
73.8
20.8
0.6

.Moll respondenll reponed all classes of land 10 be up. and a few reponed some classes 10 be liable and olben up.

bMolt respondenll reponed aU classes olland 10 be down. and a few reponed some classes 10 be liable and othen down.

. AU reponed lome classes of land 10 be up and othen down.
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Table 1. AYe"'. estimatedIaDcIyaJueper acre (tillable,bare 1aDcI)and per. "'. by pocrapbk --
aDd land daa, MIectedtime periodI,

CIwt. Projected
Com Dec. JUDe Dec.'15 Dec. chaD.

Area C'" bu/A 1985 1986 Jane'16 1986 6/11/16

S S % S %
North Top 135 1409 1317 -6.5 126J- -4.1

Average 107 1025 943 - 8.0 896 - 5.0
Poor 82 708 634 -10.5 602 - -5.0
Trans.. 2386 2336 -2.1 2380 1.9

Northeast Top 134 1298 1249 -3.8 1207 - 3.4
Average 107 966 900 - 6.8 863 - 4.1
Poor 80 673 604 -10.3 551 - 8.8
Trans.. 1683 1764 4.8 1817 3.0

West central Top 144 1489 1394 -6.4 1353 -2.9
Average 119 1165 1087 - 6.7 1049 - 3.5
Poor 93 849 775 - 8.7 736 - 5.0
Trans.. 1637 1657 1.2 1643 - 0.8

Central Top 145 1535 1455 -5.2 1433 - 1.5
Average 118 1235 1177 -4.7 1150 - 2.3
Poor 91 913 845 - 7.4 812 - 3.9
Trans.. 2803 2975 6.1 2981 0.2

Southwest Top 136 1275 1205 -5.5 1188 - 1.4
Average 108 931 857 - 7.9 845 - 1.4
Poor 82 637 567 -11.0 551 - 2.8
Trans.. 2031 2056 1.2 1994 - 3.0

Southeast Top 122 917 881 -3.9 851 - 3.4
Average 98 714 694 - 2.8 676 - 2.6
Poor 77 528 505 - 4.4 491 - 2.8
Trans.. 1821 1839 1.0 1845 0.3

lndiana.. - Top - ,-137 1357 1284 -5.4 1246 - 3.0
Average 110 1040 976 - 6.2 942 - 3.5
Poor 85 744 680 - 8.6 645 - 5.1
Trans.. 2171 2228 2.6 2244 0.7




