
SUMMARY OF LITERATURE ON PROPERTY VALUE IMPACTS OF CAFOs1 

 

One of the first studies to quantitatively determine that CAFOs depress home values within a 2-

mile radius at varying levels depending on the homes’ distance from the CAFO. 

Palmquist, R., F. Roka, and T. Vukina, Hog Operations, Environmental Impacts, and 

Residential Property Values, Land Economics (1997). 

 

Researchers at the University of Missouri found that an average residential parcel within 3 miles 

of a CAFO experienced a value loss of 6.6%. However, if the parcel was located within one-tenth 

of a mile of the CAFO, then the loss in value was estimated at 88.3%.  

Hamed, Mubarek, et. al., The Impacts of Animal Feeding Operations on Rural Land Values, 

Univ. of Missouri-Columbia Community Policy Analysis Center Report R-99-02 (May, 

1999). 

 

Illinois State University study found that CAFOs are the cause of “disruption of local social and 

economic systems, pollution problems . . . and negative impacts on the quality of life in rural 

communities.”  

Gomez, Miguel and Liying Zhang, Impacts of Concentration in Hog Production on Economic 

Growth in Rural Illinois, Illinois State University, working paper presented to the American 

Agricultural Economics Association (July, 2000) 

 

Study found that air quality issues which impact homeowners’ enjoyment of their property will 

have a measurable, direct, and statistically significant impact on property values. 

Kiel, K. and M. Boyle, Hedonic Studies of the Impact of Environmental Externalities, Journal 

of Real Estate Literature 9-2, 117-144 (2001). 

 

Odors from a CAFO with 5,200 sows found to diminish value of residential properties within ¾ 

mile radius by 30%. 

Aiken, J. David, Property Valuation May Be Reduced by Proximity of Livestock Operation, 

Cornhusker Economics, Department of Agricultural Economics, University of Nebraska-

Lincoln (May, 2002) 

 

Iowa State University Study considered impacts of being downwind of a CAFO and associated 

odor and pest issues and found that a moderate size CAFO has an impact of up to 6% property 

value loss within 1.5 miles and 26% loss within a ¼ mile. 

Herriges, Secchi, et. al., Living with Hogs in Iowa: The Impact of Livestock Facilities on Rural 

Residential Property Values, Iowa State University Center for Agricultural and Rural 

Development (Aug. 2003). 

 

 

                                                           
1 Many of the studies listed herein were cited by John A. Kilpatrick, Ph.D., MRICS, an Indiana State certified Real 

Estate Appraiser (#TP10601481) and a nationally certified instructor of the Uniform Standards of Professional 

Appraisal Practice (USPAP) who has researched, written and testified extensively across the U.S. on the impacts of 

CAFOs on proximate property values in Dr. Kilpatrick’s assessment of likely property value impacts from a proposed 

CAFO in Union Mills, Indiana entitled, “Impacts of a Concentrated Animal Feeding Operation on Surrounding 

Properties in and Near Union Mills, Indiana,” dated October 25, 2006. 



Study found an average value loss of 23.5% for properties within 1 mile of a CAFO. 

Kim, J., P. Goldsmith, and M. Thomas, Using Spatial Econometrics to Assess the Impact of 

Swine Production on Residential Property Values, American Agricultural Economics 

Association (2004). 

 

A CAFO with 5,000 swine had a statistically significant impact on the value of residential 

properties within 1 mile. 

Milla, Katherine, et. al., Evaluating the Effect of Proximity to Hog Farms on Residential 

Property Values: A GIS-Based Hedonic Price Model Approach, URISA Journal, Vol. 17, No. 

1, 27-32 (2005). 

 

Study found that “only landfills have a worse effect [than CAFOs] on adjacent property values” 

and that “a sewage treatment plant has a less depressing effect on nearby housing prices [than a 

CAFO].” 

Ready, Abdalla, et. al., The Impact of Open Space and Potential Local Disamenities on 

Residential Property Values in Berks County, Pennsylvania, American Journal of Agricultural 

Economics 87, 314-326 (May, 2005) 

 

According to John A. Kilpatrick, Ph.D., MRICS, “Establishment of a CAFO results in value 

diminution to other nearby properties both through a negative externality as well as through 

indirect economic impacts.  . . .  [I]t is clear from the broad array of empirical studies and case 

studies that diminished marketability, loss of use and enjoyment, and loss of exclusivity results in 

a diminishment which can range from 50% to nearly 90% of otherwise unimpaired value for homes 

which are adjacent to the facility [with] negative impacts noted at distances exceeding 3 miles.” 

John A. Kilpatrick, Impacts of a Concentrated Animal Feeding Operation on Surrounding 

Properties in and Near Union Mills, Indiana, Report to Alan M. Landing, (October 25, 2006). 

 

**Conducting a literature review, the Purdue Extension concluded that, “[m]arket prices for homes 

are expected to decline the closer the home is to the CAFO,” and specifically that a “downwind 

home will realize a significantly larger decline in value relative to a home upwind that is the same 

distance from the CAFO.” Furthermore, the Purdue Extension concludes that these “potential 

inequities . . . indicate that communities and operators must choose to site CAFOs in a manner that 

either minimizes differential impacts on home values or compensates those individuals 

disproportionately impacted.” 

Roman Keeney, Community Impacts of CAFOs: Property Values, ID-363-W, Purdue 

Extension, Purdue University (2008). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Indiana Soybean Alliance Study 

 

The Effect of Regulated Livestock Operations on Property Values in Selected Indiana Counties, 

Prepared by the Indiana Business Research Center for the Indiana Soybean Alliance (Sept. 

2008) 

 

Considering home-sale data for homes near CAFOs in Decatur, Hancock and Shelby Counties, the 

study found that CAFOs can have a positive effect on rural properties and a negative impact on 

suburban and urban properties because “whether nor not large-scale animal operations produce 

documented environmental effects is irrelevant if a prospective buyer perceives proximity to [a 

CAFO] as negative.” In other words, rural buyers do not perceive the operations as negatively as 

those buyers who prefer to live in town.  

 

The study also surveyed appraisers and agents and found that their “perceptions . . .   were 

consistent with recent reports in the media, namely, that proximity to [a CAFO] has a substantially 

negative effect on residential property values.”  

 

Although the study attempts to discredit the consistent findings of the above peer-reviewed studies 

conducted over the last two decades, the IBRC study can be discounted because: 

 

1. The Indiana Soybean Alliance who commissioned and paid for the report is a major 

agribusiness lobbying group with an interest in creating confusion over the data found by 

major research institutions and universities;  

2. The findings of this biased report have not been duplicated by any objective, peer-reviewed 

studies; 

3. The study data for this report considered small CAFOs with less than 3,500 pigs, with the 

vast majority of the CAFOs having less than 1,000 pigs; 

4. The study focuses only on the effects of CAFOs on home-sale prices but does not in any 

way consider the impacts of stigma, and interference with property rights (use & 

enjoyment, exclusion, and transfer) regardless of whether a landowner actually sells his 

property. 

5. Notably, none of the home sales considered were within a ½ mile of a CAFO.  

 


