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ABSTRACT 
This study ascertained the determinants of farmland value in Aba Agricultural Zone, Abia State. 
Multi-stage sampling procedure was used to select 144 farmers for the study. Data were elicited 
with the use of structured and open-ended questionnaire. Data were analyzed using descriptive 
statistics, partial factor productivity, hedonic price index and Ordinary Least Square regression 
model. The result of the value of farmland showed a mean value of N666, 564.42 for 1.96 
hectare on the average. The result of the hedonic regression model showed that land size, 
distance to the urban centre, distance to the market, presence of government institutions, 
proximity to tarred road, topography, value of crop and location of farmland significantly 
influenced the value of farm land in the study area. However, the farmers' perceived decision to 
alternative use of arable farmland were for construction and building (3.95), sale to foreign 
investors (3.89), as well as outright sale to private investors (3.68), leasing the farmland for 
other non-agricultural purposes apart from building (3.23) and using of the farmland for 
livestock production (2.52). The study however recommended that stakeholders in land 
management should make laws that will prevent the rate at which agricultural lands are 
converted to other uses which should also be reserved for agricultural purposes. 
Keywords: Determinants, Farmland, Value, Aba Agriculture Zone 
 
INTRODUCTION 
The use of land for residential, industrial and commercial, civic and cultural centers tends to 
dominate agricultural lands in the bid for space in the urban place (Francis et al, 2013). Urban 
expansion inevitably takes up agricultural land with concomitant increase in land values and land 
markets. There are parcels of vacant with speculators anticipating higher gains. Such lands are 
kept for non-agricultural uses as farming on it will not be cost effective (Satterthwaite et al., 
2010). For example, in conception, Chilean city of about 500,000 inhabitants, 1,734 hectares of 
wetland and 1,417 hectares of agricultural land and forests were transformed into residential 
areas over a period (25 years) 1975 to 2000 (Pauchard et al., 2006).The only option left for 
farmers is a shift from farming on their small land holdings to other relevant productive 
economic activities that commands higher opportunity cost. In most urban and peri-urban cities, 
prime agricultural land is converted to residential or industrial uses with escalated poverty and 
food insecurity issues. Furthermore, many have maintained that it is rational to value land based 
on its opportunity cost hence any land use activity with higher returns should command higher 
value. A number of factors affect commercial property values (land inclusive) in Nigeria. These 
include institutional and economic factors, location, complementary uses, competition amongst 
and between uses, design, degree of obsolescence, accessibility, road network, relationship 
between landlord and tenant, and negative externalities (Omoogun, 2006). 

Most productive agricultural land is located in immediate proximity to urban areas. Thus, as 
urban areas continue their natural expansion, these prime agricultural lands situated directly in 
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the path of encroaching development are taken up (Jess, 2006). This is the case of farmlands in 
Aba agricultural zone, Abia State. Urban sprawl in the zone following the increased 
industrialization and socio-economic activities within and/or close to the area attracts population 
explosion. The growing population density, urbanization and poverty are leading to widespread 
changes in land use and land cover, thus agricultural lands are shrinking massively. This is 
reflected in the form of settlements and satellite towns build up in the urban peripheries which 
were previously agricultural land. The trend of farm land deprivation with concomitant reduction 
in farm output and productivity despite the increasing land value is the focus of this study. This 
is a clear depiction of the situation in Aba agricultural zone and its trajectory areas.  Therefore, 
this study intends to analyze farm land values and productivity so as to ascertain the value of 
land that will increase farm productivity and income in Aba Agricultural zone.  

According to Neergard et al., (2009), urban areas in low- and middle-income nations without any 
land-use plan would expand haphazardly. In such cases, dispossession of farmland for other uses 
is imperative. Urban sprawl inevitably covers some agricultural land while changes in farmland 
values and land markets around cities often result in land being left vacant as speculators are 
targeting high values on land. Ehirim et al., (2013) noted that high farmland value obviously 
leads to cost ineffective food production. Although Aba agricultural zone is gradually attaining 
an urban status with most arable lands converted to other use, a concomitant shrinking of arable 
farmland will certainly affect food production. There may be no further increase in farm sizes of 
small holder farmers as the value of farm land continues to appreciate when opportunity cost 
becomes higher (David et al., 2013). 

However, the effect of increased land value on farm output has not been ascertained especially in 
the study area, the declining small holder farm output in the area is a major concern to its 
urbanization. No small land holding can accommodate any meaningful land improvement and 
the government policies that targeted increased output and food self-sufficiency may collapse if 
value of farmland continues to increase due to increasing urbanization. Food security expectation 
of the area is threatened by the shrinkage in farm land orchestrated by high opportunity cost. 
Such situation may leave the farmers in Aba Zone with strong doubt about closing food security 
gap and expanding farm income. It is in the above perspective that this study aimed mainly to 
ascertain the determinants of farmland value in Aba Agricultural Zone, Abia state, Nigeria. 
Specifically, the study objectives are to: examine the values of various sizes of farmland used for 
arable crop production in the study area, determine the factors that influence the value of 
farmland in the study area, and ascertain the perceived alternative use of their farmland instead 
of agricultural purpose in the study area. 

METHODOLOGY 
The study was conducted in Aba agricultural zone of Abia state, Nigeria.Aba Agricultural Zone 
made up of seven Local Government Areas namely Osisioma, Aba North, Aba South, Obingwa, 
Ukwa East, Ukwa West and Ugwunagbo. The zone is located between latitudes 50 and 390N and 
Longitudes 20 and 00 E, has a total land mass of 810,160ha and with a population of 1,167,698 
persons (National Population Commission, 2006). The choice of Aba was as a result of its high 
rate of urbanization. The pre-dominant soil of the area is sandy loam while the natural vegetation 
is the tropical rain forest, characterized by two distinct seasons; the dry season and the wet 
season. 
Multi stage sampling technique was used in selecting 144 farmers from a total of 1450 registered 
crop farmers for the study. Aba Agricultural Zone is made up of seven Local Government Areas 
namely Osisioma, Aba North, Aba South, Obingwa, Ukwa East, Ukwa West and Ugwunagbo. In 
the first stage, a purposive selection of four (4) Local Governments Areas (LGAs) out of the 7 
LGAs in the zone was done for the study. The LGAs selected were Aba North, Obingwa, 
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Osisioma and Aba South LGAs. The selection of these 4 LGAs was due to the observed rapid 
urbanization among them. The urban development though has left some areas as peri-urban areas 
due to the low speed of urbanization. There are both farming activities and other non-farming 
activities going on in the LGAs selected from the areas for the study. The second stage is a 
random selection of 12 communities from a list of 43 communities across the already selected 
LGAs in the zone. There are an unequal number of communities across the selected LGAs, 
hence a proportionate sampling was done to select the 12 communities used for the study. Aba 
North and South have 10 and eight communities respectively while Obingwa and Osisioma has 
13 and 12 autonomous communities respectively. Three communities were randomly selected 
from Osisoma, and Aba North LGAs each while four and two communities respectively were 
randomly selected from Obingwa and Aba South LGAs making a total of 12 communities used 
for the study.  

The third and the final stage, involved the random selection of 144 farmers from the list of 
farming households obtained from the Aba zonal office of the Abia State Agricultural 
Development Programme (ADP) for this study. Due to the unequal number of farmers across 
these communities, proportionate selection of only 30% of the farmers sampled from each 
community in the list was done. 40 and 37 of them were drawn from Obingwa and Osisioma 
LGA’s while 35 and 32 of them were drawn from Aba South and Aba North respectively and 
used for the study.  The 144 farmers were sampled from a sample frame of 1450 farm 
households. 

Secondary information were obtained from the State Agricultural Development Programme. 
Data that were obtained was the list of farmers in the Agricultural Zone and primary data were 
collected using a set of structured and open-ended questionnaire. Random sampling technique 
was used to select 144 respondents sampled.  

Model Specification    
Analysis of the partial productivity of arable farmland was determined using the partial factor 
productivity analysis. This is expressed as: 

Land productivity (₦/Ha) = 
   (  )(₦)

    ( )
(Ehirim et al., 2013)  ……. 1 

 
Farmland value was determined using the hedonic price model. The hedonic price model 
assumes that land prices contain information in relation to the value that a farmer puts on the 
land. The characteristics of land determine the value of such land. Hence, the variations in prices 
are attributed to different characteristics, with different productive values. There are few 
empirical evidences on hedonic price models of agricultural land in Nigeria but the studies of 
Dresche et al., (2001) and Kostov (2009) factored some features in hedonic pricing model and it 
is implicitly specified thus:   
 
In PL=𝛽 + ∑ 𝛽𝑗 𝑋𝑗 +  𝐸  ………………   2 
 
where,  
P is the per hectare price of farmland, 𝛽 is the intercept, X j represents the vector of both location 
characteristics farm and nonfarm characteristics that influence the value of farm land, and 𝛽 is 
the coefficient on X j. Each explanatory variable in the model has an exponential impact on 
farmland price such that a k change in a variable, Xj, would have a 100(exp(k𝛽j)-1) percent 
impact on land price. 
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The Xj, are the following variables: X1=land size in hectare; X2=distance to the nearest urban 
centre in kilometers; X3=distance to the nearest farm processing plants  (kilometers); X4 = 
distance to the nearest market in kilometers; X5=proximity to tarred road (kilometers); 
X6=availability of public transport (1=available, 0= otherwise);X7=presence of government 
institutions (1=present, 0= otherwise); X8=topography (proxied by combination of erosion + 
flood = 2; presence of either erosion or flooding (yes =1 and none of the above = 0 );  and X9=net 
farm income (₦),  

The explicit form is specified as follows: 

PL = 𝛽  + 𝛽 X1 + 𝛽 X2 + 𝛽 X3 + 𝛽 X4 + 𝛽 X5 + 𝛽 X6 + 𝛽 X7 + 𝛽 X8+ 𝛽 X9 + e    …… 3 

The level of perceived alternative use of the farm land by farmers was measured from a 5-point 
Likert type scale of strongly agreed (5), agreed (4), undecided (3), disagreed (2) and strongly 
disagreed (1) across a list of some alternative use of their farm land to arable crop production in 
the area. The perceived use of farm land for alternative purpose was collapsed into agreed or 
disagreed using the mid value of (5 + 4 + 3 + 2 + 1)/ 5 = 3.0 as bench mark (mean score)   

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
Farmland cross sizes and productivity  
 
Distribution of farmers according to farm sizes and productivity is presented in Table 1. 
 
Table 1:Farmland across farm sizes and productivity in Aba Agricultural Zone 

Farm Size 
(Ha) 

Frequency Relative 
Frequency (%) 

Mean Farm 
size (Ha) 

Annual Land 
Productivity (₦/Ha) 

Estimated Value 
(₦) 

0.01 – 1.50 81 56.3 0.45 159,877.90 897,987.78 
1.51 – 3.00 29 20.1 1.37 144,656.65 601,120.99 
3.01 – 4.50 16 11.1 3.42 197,556.89 446,770.01 
4.51 – 6.00 12 8.3 4.44 177,562.12 334.605.88 

  6.01-  7.50 6 4.2 6.28 219,336.54 299,785.09 
Total 144 100.0    
Mean   1.96 172,994.89 666,564.42 

Source: Field Survey 2017 

The result in Table 1 is the relative distribution of farmers based on value of land estimated from 
hedonic price analysis and land productivity of relative farm sizes in the area. Majority (56.3%) 
of the farmers had relatively low farm size of between 0.01 to 1.50 hectares in the area. Few 
(4.2%) farmers have farm sizes of 6.01-7.50 hectares. Such large areas of farmlands are usually 
found in the remote areas of the Aba zone and are mainly used for arable production or forestry 
management. Again, it can be seen from the result that (20.1%) and (11.1%) of the farmers have 
arable farm land of above 1.00 hectares and below 4.50 hectares respectively. It could be 
deduced from the result that fewer farmers had large farm lands for arable agriculture while 
majority of them cultivated small size farm holdings in the area. The mean farm size cultivated 
in the area is 1.96 hectares. Umunnakwe (2011) and Ogbonna et al., (2007) suggested that 
smallholder farmers who are majorly in rural areas may cultivate on small farm holdings of less 
than 2.5 hectares but may enjoy more advantage of environmental friendly farming giving the 
increased accumulation of organic matter in the soil that enhances soil quality for agricultural 
production.  
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The result further revealed that mean annual land productivity and land value per hectare in the 
area wasN172, 994.89 and N666, 564.42 respectively. Though the land value is high compared 
to the capital base of most smallholder farmers in the area, the productivity and the returns from 
such lands may suggest a favourable farming activity in the area. Land is becoming a scarce 
resource due to immense agricultural and demographic pressures. However, Effiong (2011) 
noted that land use pattern of a region is an outcome of natural and socio–economic factors as 
well as their utilization by man in time and space. The result further suggested relatively small 
farm size of 0.45 hectares on the average with average annual productivity of ₦159, 877.90/ha, 
though it has the highest mean value of ₦897, 987.78/ha. The foregoing analysis suggests that 
farmlands with close proximity to city centers have relatively higher values given their high 
opportunity cost of land in the area. Cunningham & Siago (2005) noted that rapidly increasing 
human populations and expanding agricultural activities have brought about extensive land use 
changes throughout the world. This extensive use of land as alternative to agriculture may be the 
reason for relatively high opportunity cost of land for farming. 

Again, relatively larger farmlands have relatively higher mean annual farm productivity of ₦219, 
336.54/ha, but with relatively lower land value of ₦299,785.09/ha than others in the area. The 
hedonic pricing analysis suggested that their higher farm productivity may not be because of 
their remote location from the city center or market but may be attributed to the farmland in 
those areas are most suitable for agricultural production. This is consistent with Ehirim et al., 
(2013) who that observed that lands with superior quality are most suitable for arable crop 
production in Imo State. According to them, such lands may have higher marginal productivity. 
Large farmlands for agricultural production are mostly generated from high deforestation 
practices in South-Eastern Nigeria between 1972 and 2001 (Bisong, 2007). This practice is 
common with public than communal lands. However, agricultural land use characteristics, such 
as farm types and the nature of croplands/fallows, correlated strongly and significantly with 
deforestation rates (Idoko, Bisong, Bisong & Okon, 2008). 

Hedonic regression factors influencing farmland value 

Hedonic regression estimates of the factors that influence the value of farmland is presented in 
Table 2 below. 

Table 2:Hedonic regression estimate of the factors that influence the value of farmland  
Explanatory Variables  Linear+ Semi-log Double-log Exponential  
Constant  227.12 (2.60)** 0.9324 (2.51)** 0.8749 (3.83)*** 303.41 (2.69)** 
Land Size  -233.10 (2.51)** -82.234 (1.88)* -0.0654 (2.63)** -45.910 (1.52) 
Distance to urban -312.11 (-3.52)*** -0.5258 (-1.49) -53.678 (-2.61)** -33.509 (-2.52)** 
Distance from farm 
processing plants 

-0.0764 (-1.41) -0.9453 (-1.11) -0.9907 (-0.99) -0.7536 (-1.95)* 

Distance to the market -2.0761 (-1.96)* -1.0755 (-0.33) 
 

-7.4367 (-1.51) 
 

-0.3729 (-1.22) 
 

Availability of public 
transport 

0.0555 (0.66) 
 

0.0032 (0.71) 
 

0.4531 (1.09) 
 

0.8576 (0.81) 

Presence of government 
institutions   

1234.4 (2.66)** 
 

2317.3 (1.69)* 
 

465.41 (1.93)* 543.22 (2.11)* 

Proximity to tarred road -0.0932 (-2.52)** 
 

-0.7354 (-1.99)* -0.8867 (-1.18) -0.0412 (-0.86) 
 

Topography 2.1636 (2.61)* 6.3547 (1.89)* 41.546 (1.41) 2.119 (2.23)* 
Net farm income 0.05542 (1.82)* 35241 (1.12) 43.675 (1.01) 0.4512 (0.19) 
Location of farm land 0.6439 ( 4.55)*** 0.0046 (1.10) 0.0939 (0.49) 0.1296 (1.06) 
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R2 0.8813 0.6128 0.6892 0.6044 
F-Value  74.0939** 13.7143** 42.8075** 29.7734** 
Sample size (n) 144 144 144 144 

Source: Field Survey, 2017; Figures in parentheses are t-ratios, * significant at 10%, ** 
significant at 5%, *** significant at 1% 
 
Table 2 showed the factors that influenced the value of farmland in the study area and were 
determined by estimating four functional forms of the hedonic regression model out of the four 
functional forms estimated, linear was chosen as the lead equation based on the highest co-
efficient of multiple determination (R2) value, conformity to a priori expectation and number of 
significant explanatory variables. The results showed that the linear equation gave the highest 
value of coefficient of multiple determination (R2), highest number of significant explanatory 
variables and hence the best fit given an F-value of 74.09. The F-value is higher than the 
tabulated value of 4.29 at 0.01 critical level, hence making the linear functional form the best fit. 
The coefficient of R2 was 0.8813, which implies that about 88% of the variations in value of 
farmland were accounted for by the joint action of the independent variables included in the 
hedonic regression model. 

The coefficient of land size was negative and significant at 5% level. This means that land size is 
inversely related to value of farm land. The implication is that the larger the size of farm land the 
lower the unit value by 233.10 units. This is in line with a priori expectation. Most areas with 
larger farm sizes are located in the remote areas far from the city center. Farmers even convert 
some forest for arable crop production to increase their area of land under cultivation (Effiong, 
2011). These virgin lands under cultivation attract lower value in the area. 

The coefficient of distance to the urban centre was negative and significant at 1% level. This 
implies that the higher the distance to the urban centre, the lower the selling price of farm land 
and vice versa. Land prices are usually higher in the urban areas than the rural areas, so any land 
closer to the urban centre tends to command higher price than the ones farther from the urban 
centre. 

The coefficient of distance to the market was negative and significant at 10% level of 
significance. This is in line with the a priori expectation that the closer the land is situated to the 
market the higher the commanding value of the farm land. Farm lands that are closer to the 
market reduces the cost of transportation of produce to the market thereby increasing the profit 
margin of the farmer; so people tend to place more value on the land. This consistent with David 
(2000) that observed that distance to the market is an important characteristic to farmland value. 

The coefficient of the presence of government institution was positive and significant at 5% 
level. This implies that the presence of government institution will increase the value of farm 
land in the area than the areas where there are no government institutions. Government 
institutions attract development and investing in both agriculture and non-agricultural sectors. 

The coefficient of proximity to the tarred road was negative and significant at 5% level. This 
implies that the closer the farmland is to the tarred road the higher the commanding value of that 
farm land. This is in line with the with Andrew et al., (2002), who noted that land that have close 
proximity to tarred road command high value because of its accessibility. 

The coefficient of topography was positive and significant at 10% level. This implies that farm 
lands that are flat command higher value than undulating farm land. This is expected because 
farms that are situated in undulated land tend not to do well, as a result nutrient are easily eroded 
thus reducing the yield of the crops on the land. This is consistent with David (2000) who 
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observed that average elevation of the farmland appears to exert a negative and highly significant 
effect on farmland prices. 

The coefficient of net farm income was positive and significant at 10% level. This implies that 
farm land with higher yield and return per hectare commands higher price than otherwise. This is 
in line with Drescher et al., (2001), who noted that farmland that offers a higher expected return 
from agricultural production has a higher price. 

The coefficient of location of farm land was positive and significant at 1% level. Farm land 
located in the urban centre commands higher value than farm land in the rural areas, this is 
because agricultural produce usually commands higher value in the urban areas than the rural 
areas because of population and the ease of making money in the urban centres. Drescher et al., 
(2001) attributed factors influencing farmland prices as location, agricultural factors, and non-
agricultural factors. Location reflects the proximity of the farmland to metropolitan areas vice 
versa. Agricultural factors include characteristics related to the productivity of a specific 
farmland parcel as well as attributes of the agricultural economy. Non-agricultural factors consist 
of economic characteristics of the region related to potential demand to convert farmland to a 
non-agricultural use. 
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Table 3: Distribution of farmers based on perceived decision of alternative use of arable 
farmland in Aba Agricultural Zone 

S/
N 

Alternative Farmland Uses Perceived Decision by Farmers 
Strongly 
Agreed 

(5) 

Agreed 
(4) 

Undecide
d 

(3) 

Disagre
ed 
(2) 

Strongly 
Disagreed 

(1) 

Mean 
X 

Remark 

i. Use of the farmland for building or 
other construction 

67 
(46.5) 

37 
(25.6) 

16 
(11.1) 

14 
(9.7) 

10 
(6.9) 

 
3.95 

 
Agreed 

ii. Sale of the farmland to foreign 
investors 

72 
(50.0) 

35 
(24.3) 

12 
(8.3) 

9 
(6/3) 

6 
(4.2) 

 
3.89 

 
Agreed 

iii. Outright sale of the farmland to private 
investors 

67 
(46.5) 

32 
(22.2) 

12 
(8.3) 

8 
(5.6) 

15 
(10.4) 

 
3.68 

 
Agreed 

iv. Leasing the farming land for other non-
agricultural purposes apart from 
building. 

55 
(38.2) 

13 
(9.0) 

34 
(23.6) 

12 
(8.3) 

12 
(8.3) 

 
3.23 

 
Agreed 

v. Use of the farmland for livestock 
production. 

19 
(13.2) 

16 
(11.1) 

19 
(13.2) 

53 
(36.8) 

42 
(29.1) 

 
2.52 

 
Agreed 

vi. Use of the farm land for aquaculture or 
fish farming activities. 

15 
(10.4) 

27 
(18.8) 

15 
(10.4) 

58 
(40.2) 

50 
(34.7) 

 
2.34 

 
Disagree

d 
vii. Use of the farmland for forestry 

activities. 
8 

(5.6) 
7 

(4.9) 
22 

(15.3) 
55 

(38.2) 
40 

(27.7) 
 

2.07 
 

Disagree
d 

viii
. 

Keeping the farmland fallow. 8 
(5.6) 

12 
(8.3) 

19 
(13.2) 

46 
(31.9) 

38 
(26.4) 

 
1.91 

 
Disagree

d 
ix. Allowing the land for other religious or 

divine purposes. 
7 

(4.9) 
2 

(1.4) 
19 

(13.2) 
47 

(32.6) 
50 

(34.7) 
 

1.69 
 

Disagree
d 

x. Giving the land to government for 
infrastructural purposes. 

8 
(5.6) 

7 
(4.9) 

8 
(5.6) 

41 
(28.4) 

54 
(37.5) 

 
1.58 

 
Disagree

d 

Source: Field Survey Data 
 
The result in Table 3 showed the farmers perceived alternative use of farmlands instead of arable 
farming in the area. The mean scores for alternative use of arable farm lands ranges from the 
least score of 1.58 to the highest mean score of 3.95. Farmers agreed to give out their arable farm 
land mostly to construct building if they had the resources to do so instead of using it for arable 
farming. Construction of building on the farmland instead of arable crop farming with a mean 
score of 3.95 is the most perceived alternative choice decision of arable crop farmers in the area. 
It could be seen from the result that 46.5% of such farmers strongly agreed in giving out a 
portion of such lands for building of houses if there is an opportunity for that rather than using 
the land for arable farming. This perceived choice decision of farmers is close to offering the 
land for sale to foreign and private investors with a mean value of 3.89 and 3.68 respectively. 
More than 50% and 46.5% of the farmers gave out their arable farm lands to foreign and private 
investors rather than cropping on them. This makes the opportunity cost of arable farm land 
increasingly high since the value of perceived alternative use of such land is very high. The 
reason for this increasing opportunity cost of land could be the rapid urbanization of the 
agricultural zone. The rapid encroachment of peri-urban settlement, need for lands for industrial 
building and estate may be the reasons for high opportunity cost of land in Aba Agricultural 
zone.  
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This finding contradicts that of Ehirim et al., (2013) who observed that suitable arable lands in 
Imo state have high opportunity cost due to the increasing value marginal productivity for 
cassava production. Farmlands for arable crop production must show a superior quality if food 
security is to be achieved. The study also showed that farmers agreed that they can use their farm 
land for livestock production (with a mean score of 2.52), majority of these farmers are 
undecided whether that could be an alternative economic activity for them. Although farmlands 
can be used for other agricultural purposes, arable crop production is the commonest economic 
activity of most small-holder farmer since farm lands can be easily accessed either on communal 
or rental basis. Again, the finding collaborated the finding of Effiong (2011) that lands within 
urban areas have high value hence, agricultural productivity in such areas can be compromised 
following both environmental pollution and high opportunity cost from alternative uses. The 
need for food security should make farmland available and at an affordable cost but with rapid 
urban encroachment in the area this could be very difficult with concomitant disadvantage to 
food production in the area.  
Among other perceived alternative uses of lands such as aquaculture, forestry management and 
fallow were each disagreed by the farmers with a mean value of 2.34, 2.07 and 1.91 respectively. 
The least alternative use of farm land by the farmers was to give their land to government (1.69) 
and use for divine or other religious activities (1.58) in the area. 

CONCLUSION 
The study concluded that the value of land in Aba Agricultural Zone is high and this affects the 
size of land holding of farmers in the zone. Also, factors that affect the value of farmland in the 
study area were land size, distance to the urban centre, distance to the market, presence of 
government institutions, proximity to tarred road, topography, value of crop and location of farm 
land; hence farmland that offers a higher expected return from agricultural production has a 
higher price.  
 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
In view of the findings, the study however recommends the following 

i. The value of land in the study area was high. Therefore, stakeholders in land 
management should make laws that will prevent the rate at which agricultural lands are 
converted to other uses. 

ii. Policy makers should make laws that will designate some areas within the zone as green 
areas. These areas will only be reserved for agricultural purposes. 

REFERENCES  
Andrew J. P; Ruben N.L& Robert N. S (2002) .The Effects of Potential Land Development on 

Agricultural Land Prices.  Journal of Urban Economics. 52 561 – 581 
Bisong F.E. (2007). Land use and Deforestation in the rainforest of South-eastern Nigeria (1972-

2001). Nigerian Geographical Journal, 5(1), 19-28 
Cunningham, W.P., Cunningham, M.A., & Siago, B. (2005). Environmental Science: A Global 

Concern. New York:Mc Graw-Hill. 
David, A & Gabriel E (2013) “The Distribution of Urban Land Values: Evidence from Market 

Transactions” December 2005 
Drescher, Klaus; Henderson, Jason and McNamara Kelvin (2001). Farm land prices 

determinants. A selected paper presented at American Agricultural Economics 
Association Annual Meeting, August 5-8, 2001, Chicago, Illinois 



Agricultural Economics and Extension Research Studies (AGEERS)Vol7,No.2,2019 

10 
 

Efiong, Joel (2011) Changing Pattern of Land Use in the Calabar River Catchment, Southeastern 
Nigeria. Journal for sustainable development.  4(1) 92-102 

Ehirim, N.C.,Okere,R.A.,Onyeagocha, S.U.O.,Rahji, M.A.Y., Awoyemi, T.T., Oluwatayo, B.I., 
Salman, K.K (2013). Econometric Analysis of Suitability and Marginal Value 
Productivity in Imo State Nigeria. Journal of Development and Agricultural Economics, 
5 (11), 450-456 

Francis, Z. N., Romanus, D. D., & Raphael, K. K. (2013). Urbanisation And Its Impact on 
Agricultural Lands In Growing Cities In Developing Countries: A Case Study Of Tamale 
In Ghana. Modern Social Science Journal, 2 (2), 56-287  

Idoko, M. A., Bisong, F. E., Bisong, J. N. &Okon, I. E. (2008). Application of geo-information 
for evaluation of land use change: a case study of Federal Capital Territory, Abuja. In 
Bisong, F. E. (Ed.), Geography and the millennium development goals: translating vision 
into reality (444-448). Calabar: Index Books Publishers.   

Jess, M. K (2006). A Modern Disaster: Agricultural Land, Urban Growth, and the Need for a 
Federally Organized Comprehensive Land Use Planning Model. Cornell Journal of Law 
and Public Policy. 16(1), 57-99 

Kostov, P (2009). A Spatial Quantile Regression Hedonic Model of Agricultural Land Prices. 
https://www.researchgate.net/publication 

National Population Commission (NPC) (2006) census publication. 
Neergard, A; Drescher, A. W & Kouame, C (2009). Urban and Peri-Urban Agriculture in 

African Cities. in Shacleton, C.M; Pasquini, M.W; Drescher, A.W (eds) (2009): African 
Indigenous Vegetables in Urban Agriculture. London Earthscan 

Ogbonna, D.N, G.T. Amangabara &T.O. Ekere (2007). Urban Solid Waste Generation in Port 
Harcourt Metropolis and its Implications for Waste Management. Management 
Environment Quality International Journal.  18, 71-88 

Omoogun, C. B. (2006). The Centripetal Effects of Location on Rental Values of Residential 
Property in Metropolitan Lagos. The Built Environment: Innovation, Policy and 
Sustainable Development. Proceedings of International Conference organized by 
Department of Architecture, Covenant University, Ota, Nigeria. Covenant University 
Press. ISBN 978-37963-0-5. In Oni, A O (2010) ‘Land Value Determinants and 
Variability in Commercial Property Values in Emerging Economy: Case Study of Ikeja, 
Nigeria’ Covenant University, Ota, Nigeria 

Pauchard, A., Aguayo, M., Pena, E.,& Urrutia, R. (2009). Multiple Effects of Urbanization on 
the Biodiversity of Developing Countries: The Case of a Fast Growing Metropolitan Area 
(Concepcion, Chile). Biological Conservation 127 (2006) 272-281 

Satterthwaite D.,McGranahan, G., & Tacoli, C. (2010). Urbanization and its implications for 
food and farming. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society B. 

Umunnakwe, J. E., & Nnaji, A.O. (2011). Influence of Land use Patterns on Otamiri River, 
Owerri and Urban Quality of Life. Pakistan Journal of Nutrition, 10: 1053-105 

 


