Dhocellamsoriar Asvisar # 4

ECONOMIC CONSIDERATICNS AFFECTING PERMIT DISTRIBUTION POLICY
: ON PUBLIC RANGE LANDS ‘
YAMPA RIVER DRAINAGE, COLORADO

IIT The Agricultural Situation - An Economic Survey

By

Rs T. Burdick and Marion Cleawson

Submitted to U. S, Forest Service

October 1936

Department of Eoonomios and Sociolcgy .
Colorado Agricultural College
cooperating with
Division of Farm Management and Costs
Bureau of Agricultural Economics
United States Department of Agrieculture



Table of Contents

Nature of this study———-———w—- e e e e e m e e e en
Historical changes ——ewsmommmo oo e
Present economic organization of agriculture———----
Size and type of farms found ———e——mcmmmmmcmaae
Crop yields -
Crop sales —
Range forage production-- e
Average grazing period ———-——mm—me—————————
Rate of stocking pastureg-——wrm———————m—mommocnee
SOOIl ErOSLON ——rmmm e oo e e o o o e e e e
Set—-up of average cattle ranch =—————e—meee—ue——
gpefation of sheep OULFits —mmemmmmem oo
arm tax delinquency -—~e—=———rmemmme————————— e

Comparison of returns from cattle and sheep produc-
TILOTL v o e e s e e 2 e 2 e e et e e e g e e s e e

Winter feed vse. public domain for sheep ————w——-
Value of different types of range —me———mmmc——e————
Barnings as a basis for grazing fees -—ww——we—ae-u
Budgets for typical farms ———wermmmcemmmm————————
Livestock prices , e e e s o e o e
How satisfactory are farm incomes ew—m————mm——oma—e
Ecenomic problems of the Yampa River area -———-———=-
Sonclusiong from the economic survey —=ewem—e——————
Use of range by farms of different types —w—e—ee—ve
Dry land crop farms SN S
Small livestock farmg e—m—m—mr e e e e
Large livestock farms -
Desirable poclicies for public range use -—w=—=m————-
Basis for awarding permits me—————emcmmre e

Specifie tracts of public range

Protection vse distribution —————————mommmee—m——
Commensurability -
Selection ¢f permittees - e e
An economic unit e e e e e e e e
Stability of permits teir ot o e e e
Elimination of inequalities -
Crossing permits ————
Time of issuing permits e e et e e e
Land use and social welfare ———sermmmame e —————————
Conclusions as to public 1ands ~—mw———mmm———————————
Policy for State and County lands —mmm———m—————=oe
Appendix tables - e et e o e e e em e

k

O R~ ONOY £\ TV



Fconomic Considerations Affecting Permit Distribution Pelioy
ocn Public Range Lands, Yampe River Drainage, Colorado

ITT The Agricultural Situation - An Economic Survey
By Re T Burdickl/&nd Marion Clawson%/
Submitted to United States Forest Servico, September 1936

Nature of this Study

In 1935 the Ue. S. Forest Servico began a study in the
Yampae River drainage aree of Colorado, which had as its ob-
jective tho formulation of policiss and regulations for the
distributien of grazing permits ¢n the Routt and White River
National Forests. The need fer such a study was found in tho
widespread demand for grazing privileges by people who hed
boon refusod permits. The Department of Economiecs and Sociology
of the Colorado Experiment Station was asked to assist in the
study, by analyzing the economic situation of tho area. 1In
1936, the Divisien of Farm Management and Costs sf the Bureau
of Agricultural Economics, U. S. Department of Agriculture,
was asked te osoperate in the economic phase of the study.
The results of the economic study are given in the following
pages.

Historical changes in the agriculture of the ares

In order to properly understand the present ceonomie
structure of tho agriculture of the Yampa River drainege area,
it is necessary to review briefly tho changes whioch have takon
place sineo ocarliest settlement, Until 1866, there wero only
e. wvery fow cattle in the entiro area, and they werc kept %o
preduce meat for nearby mining semps. Beginning in 1867 and
continuing until approximately 1889, sattle were driven into
nerthwestern Colorado each yoar from the South to be fattened
on the good grass available, and then shipped to eastorn mar-
ketss At first this method of operation was very profitable.
Grass wes plentiful and large numbers of sattle ware brought
in. Very soon, due to lack of regulation, the eountry was

}/ Assoeciate Economist, jJopartment of Eoonomics and Sogiolngy,
Colorado State Collaege.,

E/ Assosiate Agricultural Economist, Bureau of Agricultural
Eoonomies, U.S.D.A.
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overgrazed and the grass was much less plentiful. Some cattle
were kept over the winter, and at first this was satisfactory,
but hard winters and lowered forage producticn combined to
oauso very hoavy losses, and finally the abandonment of these
methods.

Baginning about 1890, ranchers started to acquire land
end raise hay for winter eattle feeding. Most of the range
was still epen for use by enyone having eattle and able to uso
it. Gradually, range lands were homestepnded and fenced, the
best lands being taken first in each locality. Sheep were ex-
ocluded frem the best cattle ranges, but were found on the
desert winter ranges of western Moffat County and, after the
Mcffat railrsad was built, in the highest mountain areas of
sastern Routt County. Beginning about 1916, or perhaps
carlier, the better range lands passed into private ewnership
quite rapidly, largely as a result of the Stock-raising Act
of 1916, which permitted filing on 640-acre stock raising
ranches, Dry land grain production, while introducod earlier,
sproad rapidly during this same period, encouraged by good
rainfall and high prices.

Until 1920, tho Yampe River areea had beon predominately
a range cattle area; the post-war depression forced many oattle
outfits into bankruptsy and sheep replaced cattle on much of
the range, both public and privete. The lower numbers of ecattle
lesséned the demand for hay for winter feeding of the breeding
herd, placing the hay producer in an unfavorablo position and
lowering the value of hay lands. Dry years have made grain
farming unfeasible in many localities, and the deprossion which
begen in 1930 has raised many problems for all types of pro-
duocers. '

Present economic organization of agriculture

Size and type of farms found.- Two sources of date are
aveilable to show the size and type of farms in the Yampa River
drainage aroa, - the county assessors! records for 1935, and
the census for 1930, According to the former, ono~half of the
farms in the area aro orop farms, keeping but few livestoek
(Table 1)0 '

More than half of the erop farms, or more than one
fourth of all farms, had less than 50 acres of orop land.
Less than 10 percent of the crop farms hed as much as 90
asres of ocrop land. About two fifths of all fgrms were es-
sentially cattle ranches, but these were also small, Theso
ranches raised hay and grain te feed teo livestocke Abeut 10
percent of the total number of farms had sheep, and a third
of these were only farm floecks, Only 31 operators had three
or more bands sof sheep. (Seo appendix, Tables 1 and 2).
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Table l.- Number of farm units of important sizes and types,
Yompe River drainage, Colorado, 1935.

Portion of

Size and type of farm Farm units All farm
units
' Number Percent
l. Crop farms (less than 10 cattle,
few sheep) 1041 5046
8. 8mall - less then 50 acres crop land 802 29.3
b. moderate size 50 to 89 " " 255 12.4
c. large sizo 90 or more " " " 184 849
2. Livestock (chiefly cattle) farms and
ranches 813 395
8. small - less than 50 acres crop land 340 165
b. moderate size 50 to 89 " M 183 8.9
c. large size 90 or more " " " 290 14,1
3. Sheep outfits (few cattle, with or with-
eut crop land) 204 9.9
a. farm flocks, less than 300 head 66 3.2
b. range outfits, 300 to 800 head 49 2.4
c. one and two band range outfits,
800 to 3000 head 58 2.8
d. rango outfits, 3 or more bands,
over 3000 head 31 1.5
Totel all fams eccememecccmecracmn e 2058 100.0

Based on data taken from county assessors! records, by U. S.
Forest Service.
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The 1930 census reports contein data on the number of
farms reporting verious emounts of gross ingomes inp 1929, 1Im
that year, 42 percent of the farms in Routt and Moffat Counties
had less than $1000 gross income, and 74 percent cf all farms
wore beleow $2500 in gross income. However, the 26 percent cf
tho farms each reporting $2500 or more gross income producced
more than 70 percent of the total income of the area. When
it is recalled that prices of agrioultural produots wore
relatively high in 1929, it is apparent that the incomes of
many farmers in this area have been very low sinco 1929.

These two sources of data agree in revealing that thero
are many small farms in this area, and only comparetively fow
large ones, though some of the latter aro very largo. On two
thirds of the farms, the farmor apd his family woro not fully
employed if wo may judge from the smell arcas of orops grows,
and the normal labor required to handle orops. Seme cf the
operators of these small farms sesured work fcr pay away from
the farm, but the opportunities in this regard de not cffor
omployment to all the availablo laber.

Crop yields.- Yields of important crops vary censider-
ably within %H@ Yampa River drainago area, duc to variations

in preoipiteticn end in soils. In tho eastern part, near Elk
River, Steamboat Springs, and Yampa, yields arc fairly high
and ocnsistent from ysar to yoar. On tho western sdge ¢f the
farming area, near Great Divide and Craig, yields average low,
and vary widely from year to year. Bebween those two oxtremos,
yields gradually decreass as ono goes westward, although thero
are small areas whioh vary considerably from the average sur-
rounding lands. (See appendix, Table 4).

Average yiolds, which must bo interpreted in light of
the variation which exists betwoen localities, are fairly
high (Teble 2). These yields are somewhat above the 10-year
average yields reported by the Bureau of Agrioultural
Eoonomics, Us Se. De A., for Moffat and Routt Counties (Table 3).
This differenge is undoubtedly due to tho faot that %ho
farmers who were interviewed tendod to report tho yiolds
they would get in & goed crep year, wibhout making sufficiont
allowance for orop failures, and their reported yislds aro
thereforo veo highe The farmers interviewed may have beon
better-than-averago farmers, alsc. It should be neted that
wheat, barley, and omts yield approximately the same total
weight per acre, according to oach sourco of date. Thasc
grains are ohiefly used for livestoek feod, and the afapt-
ability of a particular seil for onc or theo other is ofton
the deciding factor in dotermining which crop to grow,
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Table 2,~- Normal acre yields of important crops, Yampa River

‘drainage, Colorado.l/

Farms .
Crop report- Narmel yield per aore
ing Unit on irrig, on dry
land land
Wild hay 18 ton 1,3
Timothy and olover hay 64 ton 2.0
Alfalfa hay - irrigated 37 ton 1.9 =
- ary . 54 ton : 1.2
Wheat - irrigated 8 cwt, 24.4
- dry 51 cwt. 12.8
Barley « irrigated 8 owt. 19.8
- dry 25 owt. 15.5
Ogts - irrigateld 16 cwt. 21.2
- dry 47 cwt. 13.1
Potatoes - irrigated 5 ewt. 77
- dry 22 owt. 54

1/ As reporved by Tarmers interviewed in 1036.

Table 3,- Average acre yields of whoat, ecats, and barley on
irrigated and dry land in Routt and Moffat Counties,

Colorado, 1924-1933.

Routt County

Moffat Ceunty

Crop Unit Trrigated Dry Irrigated Dry

land land land land
Wheet cwt. 16.7 9.7 15,4 840
Oets " 14.8 8.0 12.5 6.6
Barley " 18.1 10.6 17.6 9,3

DivisIon of Crop and Livestook Estimates, Bureau ef Agricultural

Economies.
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Crop Sales.~ Records of crop production for 111 farms
secured in 196 show that. the percentage of normal orep pre-
duction sold was as follews: timothy and oclover, 11.9; alfalfa,
52; wheat, 72; barley, 28.,8; oats, 34.4; and potatoes, 64,3,
There was considerable variation within the ontire area, For
example, at Baggs 87.8 percent of the barley was sold, while
ne barley was sold in the Yampa, Williams Fark, Fortifiecation,
Great Divide and Maybell subareas. Wheat was sold rather uni-
formly throughout the aree studied except at Great Divids and
Maybell where little was sold,

Range forage production.- The most commen measure o
farage production on rangs lands is the nimber of livestock
fed on these lands. More stock can bo run on a given arcy faor
a.short time, than the annuel forage produstion will support;
but, in the end, tho number of stook is limited by the forage
producod. Tho smaller the area of range land required to sup-
port an animal unit (mature cow or oquivalent) for eno month,
the greater the forage preduced per asro. The amount of forage
produced per sore of range land varies in the same wey as do
orop ylelds, being highest in tho eastern part of tho area and
lowest in the western part., The average range land for all
ranches included in this survey was stocked with one animal
unit month on 3.14 aores. This is the equivalont of .78 aore
per ewo (and lamb) per month im the summer, or .52 aors per
ewo (witheut lamb) per month in winter. (Tabls 5)

The average season of use of private range lands ex-
tends frem April 15 to Nevember 15, tho exaot date of beginning
and ending varying with the lcoation and ¢haracter of the range.
The eastern part of tho Yampa area samnot ordinarily be used
through a lang season, but does have a higher carrying ¢apaeity
during the proper season. Because of the relatively high
precipitatien, these ranges in eastern Routt County resovor
Quickly from qver-use., The range areas in western Moffet
County ean be usod sver a lenger seaseon but have a distinotly
lower carrying oapacity. Suoh ranges are more suscoptible to
serious injury from overgrazimg, and reeover slowly from sueh

injuny,

@ho averages shown in Table 5 are in every instance
less than the pumber of agres per maturo eow reccmmended by
the Nationel Forest Service fer lands npear tho Routt and White
River Forests, and by tho grazing administratien for lands in
wostern Moffat Gounty.

This indicates tho xnoed for a oareful study af astual

grezing use over a period of yoars to detemine the effoot
upon forage,
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‘Tablo 4.~ Average grazing period.

Sheop Cattle

Type of grazing No. Date Date Ave No. Date Iavo Av.
resc- om off day rec- on off day

ords ords
Spring range 6 4/25 6/22 58 7 4/26 6/3 38
Summor range 18  5/3 10/19 169 33  5/1  10/12 164
Fall range 5  9/25 11/10 46 2  10/17 11/18 22
Irrigated pasture 3  5/11 10/21 163 18 5/14  10/11 150
Aftermath - spring 2 4/14 5/8 24 12 §/12 6/11 30
- fall 7 10/3 11/11 39 33 10/8  11/23 46
National Forest 19 6/23 9/30 99 14  6/6  10/20 136
Public Domein 16 11/4 4/11158 4 8/2  1/4%45
Winter feed 14 12/16 4/14 119 42 11/18  4/26 159

This analysis is confined to thcse records with eomplete

date on grazing dates.

Note that 18 sheop outfits had their

private swmer range while 19 were on the Mational Forest; .
while with ecattle 33 herds used priwmte sumer range while 14
wero on the Nationsl Forest.

No attempt was mado to select ranches %0 be visited.
Apparently a larger proportion of sheemmen use the National
Forest, while a smaller proportion of cattlemen use tho

National Forest,
area.,

(1)
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Table 5.~ Rate ef stockihg irrigated pastures, spring-summer-

fall renges, and creop land after harvest, Yampa
River drainage, Colorado.

: owned and leasod:
Cemmunity Irrigated : spring-sumer- : Aftermath cn
¢r location pasture : fall ranges : crop land
Forms Reto of Farms Rate of Farms Rato of
report-Stock- report- Stock- report- Stock-

ing ing ing ing ing ing
number aeres number acres numnbeyr acros
per a.u. PEr 8.+We Per a.le
menth wponth menth
Yempe 1 o2 13 2.87 8 © 1,01
Stoamboat 13 »29 22 2.02 18 2479
Elk River 6 33 8 2.¢4 3 2.36
Craig and Hayden 5 o 27 14 3.34 10 2,92
Williams Fork 2 71 13 3.€0 9 1.61
Fertification Creek 5 2.99 1 1.09
‘Baggs 2 .25 7 2,37 4 8,088
Maybell ) 2 1.5 5 4,90 3 4.3
Danfarty Hills)
Great Divide & 5.79 . g . 7.1
Winter publie domain 3 . 1l.43 1/ ‘
Entiro area 31 .31 95 .34 63 2,55

3/ Not included in average ef all resorde.
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The men interviewed claimed littloe or no "overgrazing"
on their own lands. It was apparent that there were wido
variations in carrying capacity on lands lying in tho same
cemmunity. For this reason in all the budgets prepared fram
these data the only grazing figure used was the average of all
ranches. The variations shown in Table 5 are suggestive, but
possibly not significent.

Those interested should study the forage cover map
shown in the Forest Service section of this study.

Irrigated pastures have a ralatively constent rate of
uso throughout the entire area, at about 3 asre per animal
unit month, or 3-1/3 months grazing per acrs for onc mature
cow,. The amount of use of hay meadows and stubble fiolds
varies greatly in different localities., Most of* such uso is
in the fall after crops are harvested, but where spring range
is short, hay meadows may be pastured in the spring as well.
Meny ranchers use hay meadows less for pasture than they
might, usually because they have amplo spring-fall range.

Soil Erosion.- The report on soils and soil eresion
prepared Dy Je Be Hemmon of the Soil Conservetion Service, eas
part of the ecomplete study of the area, indicates that somo
shifts should be made in the use of some crop and range lands.
The effect of these shifts has not been taken into aoccount in
Tables 2 and 5, but presumably the result would be to increase
yields per acre and decrease the total acreage of certain orops,
through the elimination of:the poorer aress.

Prevailing practices in livestook production.- Shoep
and cattls are the predominent kinds of livestook found in
the Yampa River drainage srea. The latter are kept ehiefly
for beef production, though some cows are milked and the milk
er cream sold. Hogs are kept on some farms, but are generally
‘not a major enterprise, Poultry is kept ochiefly to produce
for home needs.
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Set-up of average cattle ranch in Yamps River
» ’ drainage, Coloredo

(Based on 49 reports ef ranches with 10 or more cows)

The normsl breeding herd, en the average ranch, cen-
sisted of 153 head of cattle ef all ages, of which 952 head
were cows and two-year-eld heifers. Of these latter, 8 head
were classed as dairy ocoWs, and wera milked during tho yoar.
O0f the remaining cattle 26 each were yearling heifors and
steers, with 5 older steers and 4 bulls. Most calves are
born during the spring, se¢ that by winter they ara weanad,
and censidered as yearlings. On the average, 60 head of
calves were branded each year, in addition te & few that
died befere branding time. This is an average .calf crop ef
64.5 calves por 108 cows and two-year-old heifers., The total
yearly death loss for all ranches was 5.2 head of all ages,
or 3.4 perocent of all eattlo (excluding unweamed calves) qn
hand.

The most common sales practice, as shown by this
study, was te market long yearling steers, some long year-
ling heifers, and fat cows. A few long two-yvear-old steers
were scld by an sccasional gperator, and then not every year,
such sales being confined to “the lighter yearlings held over
fer more growth., A few calves were occasionally sold as well,
The majerity of these cattle were sold as feeders., The total
yearly sales were 54.4 head pér ranch., Sale weights per head. -
were ostimated, by the ranchers, to be as follows: cull cows,
888 peunds; fat cows, 1064 pounds; two-year-old heifers, 796
pounds ;- yearling helfers 622 pounds; #wwo-year-eld stears,
880 pounds; yearling steers, 702 pounds; steer calves, $55
pounds- and heifer calves, 338 pownds. '

The total weight of beef (live) sold an the average
rench was 40,500 pounds., On the basis of the ocattle in the
breeding herd (excluding wnweaned oalves), tkis was an aver-
age of 264 pounds per head. That is, for each heai in the
breeding herd (excluding unweaned oalves), the gverage rancher
sold .355 head or 264 pounds each year. This compares with
284 pounds ef beef per head for North Park for the years 1929~
1931, and 254 -pounds reported by Vass for Wyoming in Wyo. Bul.
197.. Range conditions in much of the Yampa River drainage area .
-do not favor high oalf crops. The range is rough and brokes,
and brushy in many places; water is often available at short
distences and in numerous places. All of thesas conditions con-
tribute to the separation of the breeding hord into small bunches,
and the separation of cows and bulls. The ramchers interviewed
estimated that the calf crop was highest from eattle runring en

irrigated pasture; about 7 percent lewer from cattle running
F , . .

(10)



on good privabe range; about 10 percent lower than this from
osattle running on National Forests, but possibly slightly
higher from cattle running on publie domain. There is thus
a variation of nearly 10 percent above and below the average
ealf crop of 65 percent, depending on the type of range used.

Beef production per head is affected by the type of
range used for grazing, by calf crops, and by general menage-
ment practices.

Too few esattle records were secured to justify a
separate classification for each of these variables. However,
there were 34 ocattle records oast of Craig., These ranchos had
70.5 percent calf crops and cattle -sales of 286 pounds per
head the first of the year, There wero 15 cattle ranches
west of Craig. These ranches had 54,1 percent calf crops and
cattle sales of 220 peunds per head the first of the yoer.

No cattle records were secured west of Maybell, but
there aro some indications that cattle sales in western
Moffet County are less than 200 pounds per head the first of
the year, These wvariations, if they continue, will havo an
important effect upon the possibilities of »refit from ocattle
production in warious locations within the area.

Cettle death loss was 3.8 percent for the 34 ranches,
and 2.6 percent for the 15 ranches. The inorease in the oast
being associated with the rougher renga and presence of more
larkspur.

Operation of Sheep Outfits

Although some farmers in the Yampa River drainage have
farm flooks of sheep or feed hay in the winter, by far the
greater part of the total number of shoop are run the year
around on thé range. These outfits vary in size from one-
band outfits, possibly comprised of sheep owned by several
men, to large outfits operating several bands. The larger
outfits which run their sheep on the range throughout the
year, use supplemental fesd when necéssary. Some of the
smaller outfits follew this practi¢e, but many of them feed
hay to their sheep on the farm in the winter, The long
winsers and heevy snowfall of parts of the Yampa River drain-
age introduee special problems in feeding sheop. Where the
snow is deep, sheep may not ge% sufficient oxercise, ro-
sulting in dietary troubles and heavy losses when sheep are
placed on the range in the spring. The wet, mucly feed
corrals found on some ranches, when the snow is melting in
the spring, may result in foot-ret among tho sheep, unleoss
control measures are adopted. Winter feeding of sheep is
easier in tho lower wvalleys, from Hayden west oen the Yampa
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River and from Slater west on the Little Snake River, than it
is farther to the oast where the snowfall is  greater. But
some ranchers have fod successfully even on the Elk River,
where snow is quite deep.

Some sheep outfits raise their own ewes faer replacs-
ment, othew buy them. There are adventages both ways, the
dociding factor often being the price that must be paid for
ewes. When replacement owes are raised, the ewo lambs savod
in the fall are not bred until the next fall, resulting in a
lewer number of producing ewes in the fleock. These ewe
lambs de gain in weight during the year, however. Buying
roplacement owes results in a somewhat higher cost per hoad,
but also in a higher gross income per head. Some outfits
keep old ewes in the flock until they die, others sell some
sach year, The latter methsd results in some income from
these eld owes, but necessitates higher costs for replace~
ment ewss.
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Teble 6,- Comparisen of results from different methods of
- handling shoep, Yampa area, Colorado.

Rengs flooks
Tteom “Winter  Winter Farm
Unit feeding grazing flook

Mumber records Ne. 11 17 13
Average mumber sheep : No. 1331 6094 134
Percent lamb orop Petb. 92 82 104
Sales per head first of year Lb. 80 52 72
Wool olip per head Lb. 7.9 9.2 8.2
Percent lambs sold as fat Pet. 83 84 99
Percent lambs sold as feedor Pot. 17 16 1
Average salo weight fat lambs  Lb. 80 . 78 . 80
Average sale wight feeder lambs Lb. 66 66 35
Amdunt feed per head:
' Hey Lb. 425 23 585
Grain Lbe ) 2 2
Cottonseed cake Lb. 2 9 1

: Table 6 swmarizes the results reported for threeo
methods of handling sheep, i.e., winter feeding, winter
grazing on the public domain, and small farm flocks.

If these 41 sheep revords are divided inte those with
their headquarters east or west of Craig, the number west is
toe few to justify too much emphasis upon the differenses,
but the nine "western" records do show lower lamb crops, less
pounds of sales per head of sheep, and greater death loss.
This is in agreemsnt with local opinion and reflects the’
sparse vegetation and overgrazing whish are prevalent as one
goes farther west in the areas.

The date in Table 6 will be used later in this report
in preparing sheep budgets. :

Parm tax delinquenoy.- Part of the present economic
situation of agrisulture in the Yampa River area is shown by
the record of tex delinquency. Tax delinquency in Moffat County
was quite high prior to the depression and naturally increased
fram 1930 to 1932 (Table 7). Daba are lecking for Routt #ounty,
but delinquency is known to be lower than in Moffat County.

Tax delinquency in 1928 camot be ahtributed o either drouth
or depression, but was due primerily to tax charges on lands
in excess of their ability to pay. Considerable areas of
range jand had been broken up for crop land., Tho small size
of theso now farms, and a lack of carital to equip them, re-
sulted in their being unable to produce onough to earn the
operator a reasonable return for his labor or to pay taxes.
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One immediate result of this widespraad tex delinquency
has been & tremendous increase in the acreage of land held by
the county, or for which the county might secure a tax doed.
Some of this land has been seld to stockmen for range, and
same to others for farm land, but recently there has been &
tendency for the county to hold such land and lease it for
range, The existence of such widespread delinquency prior %o
the depression is ample evidence of mistakes that have been
made in land settlement and of the need of far-reaching
changes in the agriculture of the area, and in the methods
of assessing land. Assessment of land as grazing land, and
payment of taxes on that basis, contribute more teo county

revenues than assessment as crop land and widespread tax de-
linqueney.
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Table 7.- Tax delinquency in Moffat County, Colorado, 1928 te

1932.
Year Aroa of agrioultural lend  Assessed veluation of resal
taxes delinguent for taxes estate (land and bldgs.)
wera Percent Amount Peroont
levied Acres of total delinquent of total
1928 457,937 48,7 1,922,887 47,1
1929 485,208 50,5 1,986,604 49.2
1930 512,464 52.2 2,129,935 54,2
1931 720,948 72.1 2,320,165 7440
1932 761,087 7540 2,195,570 727

Source: Preliminary report on Farm Tax Delinquenoy in Celorado,
1988 to 1933, by Gs Se Klemmedson. Coslorado Agricultural Ex-
periment Station and Bureau of Agricultural Economics, UesSeD.A.

Comparison ef Returns from Cattlo and Sheep Rango
Producticn

Some of the range land of the Yampa River drainage ares
is better suited fer use by sheep than by cattle. The desert
winter range area, for example, is used almost exclusively by
sheep, since water is available only in the form of snow in
winter, under which condition sheep fare better than cattle.
The type of forage found, such as weeds and brush, is also
better suited to sheep. This winter range is overgrazed under
present rainfall and forage conditionses There is general agree-
ment on the necessity for a 50 percent cut in the number of
sheep on this type of grazing. Some of the high summer range,
becauso of its broken topography and the presence of brush,
poisonous plants and flies, is better adapted to sheep than
cattle, Sheep can be herded to utilizs rough or brush arsas
‘much more successfully than cen cattle. Larkspur, the most
common poison affecting ocattle, is seldom the cause of death
loss of sheep, nor aro they affected by flies to the same
degree as are cattle. There are some mountain grassy parks
where sattle may utilizo forage better than sheep. The real
determining fector for mest of the range is the relative re-
turn from cattle or sheep.

What have been the returns from range eattlo and sheop
preduction during the past 25 years? It must be recognized
that conditions bave changed during that period. Twenty years
or more ego much of the range outside the National Forest was
in much better condition than'today. This is particularly true
of the winter range. The winter feeding of cettenseed oake or
other supplements has increased during this peried. Aceurate
date on the changes in eosts and returns, during tho past 25
years, are lacking, but prises areaveilable.
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Teble 8 has been prepared to show the possibilities
of gross income from cattle and sheep. As shown earlier the
average beef production was 264 pounds per head. The aver-
age sheep production was 53 pounds plus 8.6 pounds of wool.
To make direot comparison easier each has been adjusted to
an animal unit, which may be defined as the equivalent of a
mature cow. The number of cattle the first of the year
times 0,83 gives animal units, and the number of sheep times
0.2 gives animal units. This results in 318 pounds of beef
per animal unit, compared to 265 pounds of mutton plus 43
pounds of woeol.

Column 4 in Table 8 shows the gross value per animal
unit of cattle for the 25 years, 1910 to 1934, based upom
__Colorade September 15 prices, Colwumn 7 shows a similar cal-
culation for sheep. Column 8 shows the sheep gross income
as a percentage of the cattle gross income., In the years
1910 to 1914 sheep gross inoome was 122 perecent of the cattle
gross. For the entire 25 years it was 166 percsnt,

The above comparisons have all been en the basis of
grogs returns from cattle and sheep, with no allowance for
the costs of operation. From the budgets presented laber
it oan be calculated that the expenses of operation (not ine
cluding interest), per animal unit, for sheep and for cattle
are between $14 and §15 por animal unit., These costs are all
estimnted but are in c¢lose agreement with actual ranch resords.

If cattle prices were 6¢ per pound, the 318 pounds
average production per animal unit would bring in $19.08.
In order for the 265 pounds of mutton and 43 pounds of wool
per animal unit of sheep to bring a gross total of $19.08
average lemb and sheep prices could be 5¢ per pound and
wool prices 13§¢ per pound.

If sheep prices were 8¢ and wool 22¢ (as used in the
budgets discussed later ir this repert) the gross income
from an animel unit of sheep'would be $30.66. The 318
pounds of cattle would require an average sale price of
approximately $9.65 t¢ bring $30.66,

 The number of times that cattle sell fer $9.65 per
hundredweight on the range when sheep bring $8.00, er
oattle bring $6.00 when sheep gell for $5.00 are few in
recorded history. These gomparisons explain the shif%
from oattle to sheep which has been taking plage in $he area,

(16)
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To partly offset this advantege, cattlemen can use
irrigated passturoc. The number of records secured were too
few to justify absolute confidence in the results, but these
records indicated thet beef production per head on irrigated
pasture was 20 percent better than the average for all re-
cords. This increase will put cattle on an equal basis with
sheep, i.e., Rach can soll for epproximately the same price
psr hundredweight as long as wool prices keep their relativo
level. (This ignores the fact that sheepmen ean also in-

creas; their produotion above the average of 53 pounds por
head.

Winter Feed vs. Public Domaln for Sheep

There are wide differences of opinion in this area as
toe the results from winter feeding of shoep. The date
summerized in Table 6 show some of the differences in lumb
erop, weight of lambs, and emounts of feed as shown frem this
study.

L )

Budgets shown in some detail in Table 5 in the Appendix
illustrate the possibilities from handling sheep by each
‘method. The one~band budgets for winter foeding result in
$991 more return for use of investment as sompared to the
one-band budget on the public domain. This exact figurc may
not bo significant as it is due to the salo prises anl ex-
pense rates used uniformly on all budgets. But tha fact
that winter hay feoeding, en the basis of the informatiun
given by men who have fod sheep in the winter, iz more pro-
fitable than winter grazing is highly significant.

It shows that one solution for the present over-
grazed winter range is to feed hay on private lands. Many
sheopmen will find it necessary to learn how tec foeds The
faoct that others have learned, should be a challenge to thoso
who doubte The epportunity to imorease income by so doing
should be a further inducoment te try feeding.

Value of Different Types of Range

The problem of land values is important, It affects
the sommunity in many ways, This study resulted in date
that can be of some assistance in estimating land values.

Table 9 has been prepared based upon the average
results from all cat tle and sheep records secured, It
uses the average pounds of production per animel unit as
discussed in Table 8, and the average acres cf various kinds
of range land required per animal unit per month as shown in
Table 5. The prices used aro tho same as in the budgets,
which will be disocussed on follewing pages.
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Table 9,- Land values based oan average results all records,
Yampe. River area.

Line Cattle Shesp
Average welght sales per
enimal unit livestock m=wewe=cewwaa -—- 1 318 1bs. 265 1lbs.
" " W00l cmmmcemcctemecsnn———— 2 43 1bs.
Assumsd prices, livestock, cwbem===m=- - 3 $6.75 $8.00
" weol, lb.--- ------- ——— 4 022
Value per animal AN b e e m~ea 5 $21.46 $30.€6
Rench expouse other than interest
(inoluding operatorts labor)
per animal unite--cwe-w- e m—e———-— w— 6 14.00 14,00
Iifforenceper animal unite-eerweveemee 7 T+46 16.€6
5 percent on valus per animal unit
($50  )emeeccma- c———m—————— R 2450 2,50
Net available to pay for use of land-. 9 4,96 14,16
Net por montheceeemcccacavcnccnanncnaax 10 41 1,16
Average amount range land to carry
animal unit 1 month (Table 5)es~ecwme 11 3.14 3.14
Earnings per acre of range (line 10
divided by line ll)meemececra-= mm——— 12 « 130 37
Equivalent land value (capitalizing at
B) mammmmmmmem——mmmem——————————em=== 13 2460 7,40
Average amount irrigated pasture te earry
animal unit 1 month (Table 5)=w=w=aws 14 «31 «31
Earnings per acre irrigated pasture
(line 10 divided by 14)emmcae—ce—e=- - 15 1,32 3e T4
Equivelont land value (capitalizing
8t 5%)mmmmmmmm——— e ————— deemmam== 16 $26.40 $74.80
Agres public domain to carry animal
unit 1 month (Table §5)=mwee-ac.cewcee= 17 11.43 11,43
Earnings per ao0rg-ececee==-= - ———— 1e « 036 +101
Equivalent land value capitalized at 5% 19 o 72 2.02
Fivo months earnings (the average time
that animals used feed or aftermath)~ 20 $2.05 $5.30
Equivelent wvalue 1 acre irr. crop land 21 $41,00 $116,00
Pryland (ono third)=------- cmmmenenm—. 22 $13.66 $38.8¢6
Seven months earninggee~ewemmeeccecccae= 23 $2.87 $8.12
Equivalent value, 1 a0roe--eeeccccaas= 24 £57.40 $162,40
Pryland (one third)-eee~eemccecac-ca- - 25 $19.13 $54.13
Earnings per animal unit (line 9)e~-== 26 $4.9€ $14.16
Equivalent earnings per hoade--=c-e=-w 27 $4.12 82,83
Equivalent earnings per head per month 28 34 e 23
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Line 5, Table 9, shows that the gross incoume per
animal unit will be $21.46 for cattlo end $30.86 for shsepe
Line 6 assumes a uniform charge of $}4 per animal unit for
all ranch costs other than interest on investnent. Line 8
assumes a uniform charge of 5 percemt on $50 per animal
unit valuation ef livestocke. (This would be the equivalent

of $50 per cow in the breeding herd and $10 per owe in the
floek. ) '

Line © shows $4.96 per animal unit of cattle and
$14.16 per animal unit of sheep as available te pay for the
use of investment in real estate and imprevements. Lino.l0
shows this as net (earnings) per manth.

From this point on caleulations have been made to show
the value of various kinds of land, In all cases a 5 percent
rate was used in estimating valuations. Also it should be
emphasizad that the resulting valuation is for real estate
per acre, including all improvements.

For example, cattle earn § percent\on $2.60 grazing
lend (line 13) while sheep can support a $7.40 valuation for
gimilar lands. '

In the oase of irrigated pasture (line 16) sattle can
support a $28,40 valuation and sheep a $74.80 valuation.

In the ocase of publie domain used fer winter grazing
(1ine 19) cattle oan support a valuation of 72 cents per acre,
sheep $2.02,

In lines 20 to 22 it was assumed that one acre of irri-
gated hay and crop land would furnish hay, grein and after-
math grazing for 5 months per animal unit, Under these con-
ditions cattle could support $41 hay land and sheop $116.
Assessed valuations in the area were approximately one third
as high fer dry crop land as for irrigated. Line 22 indicates
$13.66 and $38,66 as the respective dry land values which are
one third of the irrigated rates.

Lines 23 to 25 are similarly propared om the basis of
7 months furnished by one sacre.

The earnings per moxth (line 10) are on the basis of
animal units. Reduoing this to a head basis would result in
cattlo earning 34 oents per head of all sattle en hand the
first of tho year, and sheep earning 23 cents per head on
hand the first of the year (line 28). In other words, one
sheep oarned two-thirds as mueh as cne head of cattle under
the price and productien rates used in this analysis.
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The earnings per acre (lines 12, 15 and 18) are signi-
ficant as an indication of the rent per acre which might be
paid for such lands., For example, cattle carn 13 cents por
acre on range land (line 12). This of course is upon the
assumption that cattle prises are $6.75 per hundredweight
and that 3.14 acres of grazing are required per maturo cow
(animsl unit) per moxth., If the calf erop, sale weights,
death loss, sale prices, or production of forage differed
from these averages, the net earnings per acre would ob-
viously change.

Por example, if all other conditions remain unchangod
ard cattle prices are $6.00 per hundredweight rather than
$6,75, then the 13-cent earnings per acre drop to 6.7 cents
per acre, or 21 cents per monthe This is practically the
National Forest base foe for present grazing, and would soom
te be olose to actual values. However, thers is one further
point to consider. 1In the budgets which will be discussed
later, all grazing lands were allowed a uniform tax of 8
conts per acre., This tax is included in tho §14 per animal
unit ranch exponse (line 6, Table 9)., Consequently, all
renge land earnings are above the 8 cent tax charge. Tho 13
cents would be 21 cents per aore before deducting the tax.
The 6.7 cents would be 14.7 cents before deducting tho tax.
Taxes go on irrespective of market fluctuations in ocattle
prices. It would seom desirable to either reduce real os-
tate tax rates, and replace them by en incomo tax or frankly
tie assessments on real estate to earnings, if tho cammunity
is to avoid a tax sitwation whero it is possible for taxes
to absorb 8/14.7 of the income (i.e., 54 percent in this
case), and with lower cattle prices (below $6.00 per cwt.)

actually take all of the earnings.

The calculations in Table 9 are offered ag§ a sug-
gestion as one way to estimate earnings per aocre, and amounts
whieh can be paid per acre for differont kinds of land., The
individual, by substituting his own experience as to pro-
duction, prices, acres per mature cow, etc., can caloulate
the amounts which he cen pay for grazing land, }/

Earnings as a Basis for Grazing Fees

They also indieate that under average conditions
present National Forest cattle fees are very close to their
actual value. Sheep fees are far below their ability bo pay.
For example, the 37 cents per acre (line 12) indicates that
sheepmen with 8 cent lambs, cen pay three times as much per
acre for grazing lend, when compared to sattle at $6,75 per

1/ Seo Appendix for a blank form to be used in ealoulating
individual productian in relation to land wvalue.
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hundredweight, If sheep average prices drop to 7 cents this
3T=cents would drop to 30 cents, and at 6 cents for lembs it
would be 163 ocents per acre of grazing, All of these aro
carnings above the flat tax oharge of 8 cents per aoro, tho
samo as for the cattle calculations.

The ¢omparable fees per head of sheep per month would
be (line 10, $116 divided by 5), 23 cents for the 8 cent
Tembs, 18.9 gcents for 7 cemt lambs, 10 sonts for 6 cent lambs,
and 4 conts for 5 cont lambs,

The base fees for sheep in the Routt National Forest
is 5% cents per head per month, . This fee might be raised
to 12 or 15 cents per hoad in order to place it on & sem-
parable basis with the 21 cent sattle base fee.

The caloulations in Table 9 are on the year basise
In other words earnings per animal unit of sattle or sheep
are assumed to be uniformly distributed throughout the 12=
month period., Consequently, fees for winter grazing oam bo
on tho same basis of rate per head per month as the fees for
National Forest summer grazing,

Line 18 indicates that if 11,43 acres of public do-
main winter grazing were used per animal unit per month
(equivalent to approximetely 2 acres per head of sheep) then
these public domain lands earned 3.6 conts per acre fram
sattle and 10,1 cents per acre from shoep. (This is above
the arbitrary charge of 8 cents per acro tax.) Sinco no tax
is psid on public domain, but merely included here for g¢on-
venience of comparison, the correct earnings om public domain
would be 11,6 conts per aore for cattlo and 18,1 cents for
shoep.

This again assumes the use of theo average gonditions
found on all ranches. Actually the production of beef is
seldem feasible on public demain, due to lack of water and
absence of proper vegetation. Also the production of sheep
on the public domain is below the average for all ranchos
studiod, so that the publie domain cannot show earnings per
aero or per head which are as high as the average used,
Table 9. The budgets in the following pages will meke
allowanco for these somditions.

Budgots for Typical Farms

In order to compare farms of different types, under
the same oconditioms of priees, costs, and yields, farm bud-
gets wore set up for 29 possible farmse A farm budget is
simply a plam for the operation of the farm, based on past
sxpsrienco as a guide to fubure production. All ferm budgets
wore made with average crop yields per acre, although it was
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realizod thet same farms in each group secure high yields,
end others§ law, Likewise, im other respects, some farms
and some farmers are better than average, and others worse.
(See Table 6 in Appendix for data used in prepearing the
budgets. )

Livestook prices.- In the preparaticn ¢f these budgets
it was necessary te select some price as a basis of cam-
parison, Prices paid to farmers in Colorado for livestack
are available by months sinece 1910. The average of all yoars,
1910 to 1934 inclusive, for the month of September was used
as o base, This period was favorable to sheep. In order to
reduce this price advantage, the 25-year average priee for
21l sheep and lambs ($8.61 fram Table 8) was reduced to $8.00
4n making the budgets. The 25-year average price far all
beof cattle ($6454) was increased to $6475.

Some of the more important date used in arriving et
the final answer - the amount of monsy the faim earned above
expenses = are found in the Appendix, Table 5, and a summary
of this information is in Teblo 10, The first five farms~
sach had 40 acres of crop land; one farm kept dairy cattle,
milking 20 cows and selling cream or milk; two others raisod
grain, ons on irrigated land and one on dry land; whilo the
other two raised petatoos as woll as grain, on irrigated
and dry land, Some farmers have done well with potatees.
The Yampa River area produces some potetoss fer sced for
winter potato arcas in Texas, and some for homo consumptien.
In most places where soil and other conditions are faverablo,
frost is a bad hazard, Potato production is rather risky,
and oan be carried on suocessfully only by a few farms, with
spocially favorable lgocations.

Only two of the six 40-acre farms were able te pay
the operator $50 a month for his wn.gos. The 40-acre dry lenpd
grain farm did the peorost of all, returming only $183 as
wages for the farm operator (line 4), There are many 40~
acre dry land farms in the Yampe River area, and many of
them are located whero yields are belaw average. Such
farms offer little opportunity even in years of goed rain-
fall end good prices, Forty-acre farms producing irrigatod
grain, dry lend potatoes, and dry land grain, failed to earn
going wages for the operator. Farms whieh cannot carn
wages for the operator have no surplus with which to pay’
tuterest gr debts. No matter how low the land is walued,
sueh & farm ocannot pay igterest on that amount, unloss tho
eperator is willing to werk for lass than going wages, and ts
sacrifico his family for the privilege of owming such o
favn, These 40-aore farms, while not paying wages in crop
production, were valuable range lands before they were
breken up.
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While’ the average 40-acre farm camnnot return wages to
its operator, there are exceptions. The irrigated farms
growing potatoes and keeping dairy cattle are illustrations
of this. Where good irrigated hay land and irrigated
pastures or high quality range is available, dairy herds pro-
ducing milk for sale will do very well. The operator of
such & farm must work e good deal more and harder througheut
the yoar than tho operator ef a 40-aocre dry land grain farm,
One farmer from whom a record was secured made a good living,
sufficient to sond the boys to college, fram 35 acres of dry
land grain and potatoes, An exceptionally favorable location
was responsible for potate yields more than twice average,
and potatoos provided the major part of the income., Omly in
speclal circumstances can the farm witk 40 acres of crop lend
make an adequate living for a family.

H
‘ Six farm budgets were preparsd for farms with 80 aores -
of crop land (lires 6 to 11 inelusive). Three of theso earned
more than the operator!s wages, Dry land potato preductien,
§rrigated potato production, and irrigated grain production
produced much larger incomes per farm than irrigated hey pro-
duction. The latter type showed up the worst. As with tho
smaller ‘farms, it was only the exceptional 80-more crap faym
*%at earned returns above wages. The statements mads abovo
¢bout potato production apply here also. Irrigated grain
production is carried on only on well drained soils, and the
ylelds reported are these which can be secured only from the
best grain lands., Irrigated hay and dry land grain production
on 80 acres of crop land, two rather common types of farms,
parned the operator less then $50 per month, with no allowance
for any interest for the land or equipment used. Suoh farms
pperated in this way have little value, though of course thoy
ran be combined into larger units.

In Teble 1 it was shewn that over 40 percent of all the
karns in the Yampa River drainage arga were crop farms with
less than 90 acres crop land. These budgets indicate very
glearly that with average prices it is only the exceptional
form of this type which oan earn the operator $50 a month,

ven with no allowance for interest on land of equipment.
'his cenclusien squares with cammon knowledge, based on obe
gservations One sheepman said he saved the lives of 32 dry
farmers by buying their plgces during the recent drowth.

e dry land grain farm of this type, in Great Divide, had
had ne threshing bill for five years, fer the simple reasemn
that he had not raised e¢mough graim to thresh.

i

Two budgets are given for farms with 80 acres of crop
iand producing hay and grain and foeding it all to cattle
or to sheep (lines 12 and 13), This aereage of land is
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sufficient to provide winter feed for SSEAAttle or 474 sheep.
The strietly beef ocattle outfit of this size just paid the
operator's wages, with only $35 allowance for interest on in-
vestment (line 12), A farm flock of sheep, rumning on irri-
gated pasture ih summer and being fed hay in winter, can be
made to earh a very satisfactory return (line 13). Few
farmers keep a farm floeck as large as 464 head, but many keep
smaller flocks of 200 or 300 heads Considerable variatien
we.s found among the farm flocks studied - some did very well,
but some did poorly. It seems logical that farm flooly
running on irrigated pastures, should produce béetter than
renge flacks, but in fact the production was abaut the same.

Budgets are also presented (lines 14 and 15) for 300
and 500-head cattle outfits, running cattle on range in
sumer and feeding in winter. Such eutfits require the full
time of two men throughout the y®ar, and .additional help as
well, Cattle outfits of this size can pay all expenses, pay
the operator $50 a month, and still have something left %o
pay interest on land end other investment, However, the
acreage of land required is comparatively large, se that the
value per acre is low - $16 to $26 per acro for irrigated
crop land, and approximately $1 to $2 per acre for range land.
This represents a fair average of what good cattle outfits
can Qoe 3/

Budgets were also worked out for six sheep outfits,
twe with 615 sheep, three with 1230 sheep, and one with 4820
sheep, Each of these outfits was more than able to pay the
operator full weges. The outfits which fed sesured a some-
what larger net return than did the outfits running on the
rangé in winters However, they owned a much larger area of -
land, particularly crop land, so that the amount ef investe -
ment poxr acre of grazing land whieh oeuld be supperted was
akout the same, -

Budget 8~e wasg for 1230 sheep run on privately owned -
winter range. The value of $2,39 per acre was for all rangs,
both summer and winter, Aotually the sheop wero on spring,

1/If 1.4 ton of hay per head of cattle is used in place of the
2 T. used in all budgess, then 80 cattle can be kept and the
net inoome will be increased approximately $400,

£/IF sattle are fed 1.4 Ts in place of 2 T. hay per head, tha
net income would be inereased approximately $350 for the
300 head, and $590 for the 500 head outfit, Lees moreage
would be required for the ranch,
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summer and fall range for 7 months, and on winter range

5 months. If the net earnings ($2196) are divided in

" this ratio and set against the aoreage of each, it would
result in a valuation of $3.86 on sumer range, and $1.56
per acre on winter range.

Some economies of operation can bo made by larger
cutfits, in the use of labor. These are most marked as the
outfit increased from a ene~-half-band unit to a one=band
unit, but are still in evidence until a two-band wnit is
operated, Further inereases in size bring much smaller
proportional increases in efficiency, and at the same time
bring increased risks., The owner can keep a ons-band out-
fit under close personel supervision, a two~-band outfit loss
so, and a four~band outfit léss, Unless tho odperator is able
to pick and retain competent, trustworthy men, he is running
e risk of having losses corrsspondingly larger, —

Not only do the larger ocutfits return the operator
full wages and leave a sum to pay interest on land, but they
hire considerable amounts of labor, most of which is local.
The larger outfits, partioularly the sheep outfits, beocause
they earn more money, are able to pay more for grazing land
than the small man can afford to pay.

Budgets 9-a, b and ¢, are for a one-band sheep outfit,
winter fed, and with 80, 70 and 60 percent lamb crops, this
being the only change between the three budgets, introduced
to show its effect upon land value. The 60 percent lamb
crop can support land values approximately one half theso
for an 80 percent lamb crop.

Budgets 10-a, b and ¢, are for 296 head of cattlo
with 70, 60 and 50 percent calf orops. The 50 persent calf
crop oould not support any land values,.

All the farm end ranch budgets were caloculated cn
the basis of ownership of all spring-summer-fall range used.
Many ranches have Forest permits and a few operate on publio
domaine, Forest permit grazing fees are lower than the cost
of runmning cattle or sheep on owned land. Frequently land
can be leased at a lower cost than its owmership entails, if
allowence 18 made for interest on tho money invested in land.
The rancher, who runs cattle or sheep on National Forests or
leased ranges at a lower cost than his neighbor who owns his
range, has a larger net income which can be used for family
living expenses or for payment of interest amnd debts. If
half of the necessary range land is owned, this greater in-
came can be used to pay interest on a much higher value per
acre, since fewer acres are involved than when all the range
is owned. Thus, a rancher who owns only half ef his range,
and runs on the Forest with the rest of his stosk, can afford
to pay considerably more for his range than can tho ranchor
who must own all his range.
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Colums 6, 7 and 8, Table 10, show the value per acre
for irrigated land, dry crop land, and private grazing lands
upon whieh 5 percent can be earned with the budget as shown.

These values were secured as follows: The assessed
veluatiens in the area were approximately one third as high
for dry crop land as for irrigated crop land. In estimating
texes, values of $30 per acre irrigated, and $10 per acre
dry were useds Private range land was valued at $2.66 per
aocre,

Budget 3-a, for example, has $394 available to pay
return on land investment. This budgot kas 80 aores irri-
gated land, 9 acres farmstead valued as dry land, and 91
acres of grazing, or a total ‘of 180 acres. Each of those
areas were multiplied by the corresponding assessed wvalue,
le0e, 80 x 303 9 x 10; and 91 x 2.66, giving a total of
$2,732. The $394 is 5 percent of ¥7,880 which is 288 per-
cent of the assessed valuess Each of these values was in-
creased, (i,e., 30 x 288; 10 x 288; and 2.66 x 288), re= -
sulting in land values of $86 per acre fer irrigatod land,
$29 for dry land, and $7.65 for grazing. This mothed -
differs from that disoussed in connection with Table 9, and
is offered as another method by which one may estimate land
valucs, '

How satisfactory are farm inecmes?

The budgets given in Table 10 show what farm incomes
may reasenably be expected from farms of different sizes and
typess Seme farmers can do better than this, but at least
as many will not do as well, Are these incomes sufficient
for a satisfactery standard of living, and should we be
setlsfied with them? The answer to this question is largely
a matter of what we consider a "satisfactory standard of
livings" The man who has a ranch which produces enough te
give the family $2,000 a year for living expenses in addition
to a hame to live in and farm produce to eat, probably thinks
that a cash income for family living of $400 or less would be
inadequate. But same farmers have lived for many ycars on
small farms which have not averagod over $400 a year, avail-
able for family living, These farmers could not afford an
aute 1n most cases, or many other things that seem dosirable.
Yet the fact that they have continued to live cn sueh farms
indicates that these farm incomes were moderately satisfactory,
at least to these partisular farmers or those who could find
nothing better te do.

In considering the adequacy of a given ineome,

recognition must be given te the possible income for these
same people under other eonditions. Prior to 1930, eopportunity
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for employment was generally available in towns and cities;
since 1930, these opportunities have beem much loss cammon.
Small farms, which cannot produce mere than $400 net income
ovor a series ef years, may provide a better opportunity
than can any othor loecation or industry fer that farmer.

The authers hesitate to say that certein farm incomes
are unsatisfactory, but everyene is interested in having as
large an incose as possible, With the going rato of wages
for farm labor equal te about $50 a month without board, it
seems that farms which produce less than this are definitely
too small. Some famms whioh produce more, in order to enable
the eoperator to pay interost for the land op the same besis
as & larger rancher might, will have little left for the
femily living. In tho last analysis, the satisfaotoriness
of a given farm inocome must be judged by the family whish
receives ite We can point out about how large that imoome
will be over a serios of years, and how dependable., Society
as a whole, or the goverrment, may assist people to get larger
incomes, but it cannot set up a fixed ameunt belew which in-
comes are too lew to be adequate.

Economic Preblems of the Yampe River Ares

This section of Colorado has been handicapped in the
past by slow and costly transportations There have been
marked improvements in transportatison in recent years.

For several years it was badly crippled by the failure
of banke in this area. New banks end new credit agencies have
beon a big help, Better livestock prices have helped restsro
oredite The trond toward mere sheep, more milk, more ocash
crops such as potato and alfalfa scoed have inoreased tho oom-
munity income end improved the credit standing of the farmers.

Adjustments are slow, There are far too many farme
of o size whiech makos it practically impossible te earn a
gomfortable living. There are toe many shecp grazed sm the
winter range, and a general tendensy to nvergraze all olasscs
of lands due to the shortage of rainfall im rscent years,

Pax charges om grazing land and on seme recently
plowed and untried "dry crop lands" are out of line with
the productive capacity of these lands, The eammunity should
give careful attentien to its tax problem and work sut a more
equitable distribution of the sax load.

Lease rates for privaete range are very close to the
long-time valuo of such lands (20 to 25 sents per aerc is a
aormam rate fer the better range land) but fess fer publie
lands, either forest or public domein, need adjustmemt to
brigg them in line with sosts for the use of ether lands,

(29)



Social problems.- The most apparent need is for in-

' ereased Incomes, te pemit a greater diversity in living
standerdse Too meny people in the area have been forced te
skimp ayd save im order to keep in the game, The writers
made no special study ef this situatiaon. If the recemmen-
dations within this report cen be put into effect we believe
#hat incomes will improve. It is a healthy sign when a
cammunity recognizes the problems which faco it and begin to
take cammunity action toward improvement. :

Conclusions from the Economic Survey

Yampe aree

The date. analyzed in the preceding pages wero secured
im 1936. Records from earlier years were used te chock upon
the 1936 study.

No information is included here as to actusl incamo
on the farms studieds Each farmer was asked te report on
his customary or usual cropping system, crop production,
1ivestock production and salese This would give a better
picture of conditions than would result from records for
one yewar's actual business. The writers have seldeam worked
on a problem where men gave SO freely of their ¥time and wore
se serious in their endeavor %o assist in furnishing the de-
sired information. Consequently we believe that the date in
this report present a very scourate swmeary of actual con=-
ditions within the area.

This is a good agricultural area. 1t has suffered
fran droutk snd low prices, but its oattle ard shoep pro-
duction eompare favorably with most western range countrye.
The people are agreed upon the need for some changes. They
foer arbitrary action. They are ready to sit around tho
%eble and help work out their common probloms. Data woro
secured and summerized herein with that object in viow.

The writers believe that the community should unite to
gid in bringing some jmprovements into the area, such as 8
shift from small unsuccessful farms to larger sized livestock
forms; en increase in milk production for the cheese factory;
a concentratian of population in the fertile valleys and a
reduction in the cost of maintaining scattered roads and
schoolhouses on the higher, rougher grazing lands; a re-
duction im the present rate of stocking winter range, and en
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increase in the use of hay for winter feeding of sheep; an-
increase in the use of irrigated pasture for beef production;

and more uniform rules for the administration amnd use of publie
lands, }/

To assist in these latter suggestions the writers take
the liberty of adding to this report some discussion as to
present and possiblo use of the various grazing lands,.

Use of Range by Farms of Different Types

The presence of unappropriated public lands is a
disturbing element in any community. FEverybody clsaims ap
equal right to its use; no one assumes amy responsibility for
its cares Few stop to consider whether its uso is of direct
benefit, or consider the effect of their actioms upon the
welfare of their neighbors.

It is not the purpose of this report to decide how,
or by whom, public lands shall be used. It is our purpose
te point out certein relationships and effeets that have a
vital bearing upon the welfare of thosc who uso public lends,
and of those who live in the community.

Some farms or ranches are of a size and type that they
can make efficient and profitable use cof range lands, and
others are not, Production of hay for winter feeding of
livestock is a primary requirement for being able to
offactively uso summer range, unless stock is winteredon suit-
able winter range, Location of the farm or ranch, with
reference te the range, is also a factor, Possibly tho mos%
important consideration is the farmer or rancher--has he hed
the experience, and does he have the ability, to operate a
range livestock oufit successfully? Considerablo capitel is
required to owm the necessary livestock, hay lands, and pri-
vate ranges. In the Yampa River area, the locatien of the
ranch is important, since a given area of farm or range land
will produce more feed and forage in the eastern than in the
western part of the area.

Pry land crop farms de not have a large preduction of
hay, and could therefore feed only a few head of livestoek
through ths winter., Many dry farmers do not e¢wn many live-
stock now, and do not have capital with whiech to purchaso
more stocke Many dry farmers lack exverience with range
I/ Onie point should be stressed in connéotiom with the budgets
" discussed above., They are based upon feeding rates and ex-

pense items listed in Table 6 in the Appendix. Change these
rates and values and different results would be obtained.
The hay per head of cattle was used as 2 T, In much of the
area less than this can be used satisfactorily, which would
inerease the comparative eattle earniags.
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livestock produection, alse, and would have to go through a
period of acquiring experience, during which they might not
qperate as offectively as the average established ranchor.

A considerable portion of the dry farmers, espeoially in
Moffat County, were raised elsewhere and migrated to the
Yampe. River aresa since maturity. Tho average dry fam,
partioularly the smaller onos which are so ogmmon, has a low
incame and is badly in need of additional income, from any
poseible source., However, the addition of a small mumber of
range livestock to such farms might not inorease their in-
ecmes materially, and it would mesn depriving some other
farmer or rancher of this range. Fow dry farms have had the
resources to acquire private range land. As a class, dry
lopd crop fams are not at present in a poesition to use
publioc range lamds effectively, though there aro exceptions.

Small livestock farms can use range lands very offectively,
up to the TimiIt of Thelr ability to raiso hey for winter feed.
Range cattle can be opesrated on a small scalo more effectively
than can sheep,- Sheep must be herded, and it is unecenomical
to herd less than approximately a full band, Two &r more
ranchers with small flocks of sheoep may combine, to place a
full band en the range. If sheep are fed, these bands can
be split up in the fall and the sheep fed on the farm of their
evner, Such arrangements are entirely feasible, but the key
te their suocess lies in the ability of small sheepmen bo
agree and work together, With vareful menagement, the small
ranch oan pay a fairly high fee er price for range amd still
enable the operator to live with a moderately satisfactory
standard ef living,

The livestock farm which cannot tuy or lease private
range or get & permit on public range can do very woll by
" using some of its hay lands for irrigated pastures Farm
flocks of sheep on irrigated pasture will do well, if tho
pasture is not too wet, and cattle will produce more then
on range, a8 has been shown. Cattle run on irrigated pasture
for a 6-month season require 1,5 acres per head of pasture
and 1 acre cf hay lande Thus a ranch which had hay land
enough to foed 250 cattle through the winter, would have hay
and pasture land enough for only 10D head, if it should ceasg
to use or should lose its summer range, This reduction in
number of cattle run, when a ranch ¢hanges frem range teo
irrigated pasture cattle production, is the chief obstacle
to irrigated pesture cattle production. Where the area of
hay end pasture land is large enough, irrigated pasture
cattle productien is guite satisfactory.
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Large livestock farms

(a) Cattle.- Formerly cattle were grazed on the
public domain in northwestern Coloradce In later years
with shortage of forage, and drouth, few have made satis-
factory gains, and meny cattlo have been removed from the
"free" lands,.

(b) Sheep have continued to use the public domain
after it was umprofitable for cattle. Sheep can do this
because of their ability to exist upon weeds and brush that
cattle do not relish. They can also use snow for water,
Many operators have built up a sheep business based upon
winter grazing of public lands, and summer grazing on the
Netional forests, with owned or leased land for spring and
fall grazing, The competition effered by these operators
hes been a serious handicap to the existence of the cattle
men.

The writers hold no brief for either cattle or sheep,
but the data shown earlier in this report aro ample reason
for the trend toward more sheep and less cattle in the area,
Sheep producers bring mora money into the country. The
chief complaint against sheepmen centers around the "drifters'--
men who have no pemanent home and talre no ective part in the
community life. It is apparent that some rcgulations as to
movement of livestock will remove much of this criticisme.
Local people, and representatives of the grazing service
and of the National Forest should arrange o hear all sides,
and work out a mutually acceptable program which will retain
the good features of a profitable industry and eliminete the
questionable features.

Some critisism is directed toward the "large shesp
operator.,"” The authors were interested in the data secured
in this study. The data indicated quite clearly that many
"large operators™ had men working for them who had been with
them for 15 to 30 yoars. Frequently the wage paid to theso
men excecded, by several hundred dollars per year, the nomal
expectation as to income from tho independont operation of a
privately owned "small livestook ranch," and this without
the need for any investment or risk of loss.

Since this is the case, it would seem to be an advan-
tage to have in a comunity two ways to meke a living - one
by individual ownership and operation of & ranch, the other
by working for a compebent large scale eperator.

Desirable Policies for Public Renge Use.- This ecomomic
survey has furpished information which should be helpful in
formulating future polisies. What constitutes a desirable
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goal er policy depends to a large extent on the kind of things
oach person values most highly, One person feels that thoss
policies should be adopted which will result in the maximum
population for an area, snother wants satisfactory incomes fer
everyone living in the area, another is primarily concerned
with the protection and preservation of the natural resources,
and so one Within the Yampa River esrea there are conflicting
interests and desires on the part of various people, and it
would be impossible to formulate any progrem which would fully
satisfy everyone.

Some of the problems are highly controversials, Many
require, for their solution, data and oxperiences which can-
not be secured within the limited time allotted tc this study.
The writers wish to emphasize the cconomic sides of thoso
problems. If due consideration is given to economic factors
as well as to custam and tradition, it is cur hopo snd belief
that a satisfactory answer can be found for practically all
these problems. Government officials are bound by law sr
regulations handed down from superior officers. The general
public must recognize this and be patient, while men learn
and correct the mistakes made through one cause or another.

A few quotations may help toward a better understanding. The
National Forest Manual, page 3G, states: "Every offort will
be made to distribute the stock on the range satisfactorily
in order to sesurs greater harmony among the users of the
forest, to reduce waste of forage through unnecessary moviw
ments of stock, and to obtain a more permanent, Judicious,
snd profitable use of the range.,” "There is no law which
gives am individual or corporation the right to graze stock
upor National forest landse The grazing of such lands may
be allowed by the Secretary of Agriculture only as a personal
privilege,"

"The primary obligation of govermment (is) to requiro
the conservative us¢ of national resources," as stated in a
letter dated May 13, 1936, written by Mr. C. M. Granger,
acting chief of the Forest Serviece.

The Taylor Grazing Act as amended July 26, 1936 states
the purpose of the act: "To stop injury te the public
grazing lands by preventing overgrazing and soil detefiori-
zation, to provide for their orderly use, improvement, and
develapment, to stabilize the livestock imdustry dependent
upon the publioc range, and for other purposes."

These quetations give one a clear picture of the re-
sponsibility laid upon the shoulders of edmimistrativo
officials, With these in mind let us consider some policies
and briefly outlime their economic and practical phases.
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The basis for swarding permits:~ 1In the National
Forest this has been upon properly quallfied personss In the
Grazing Administration it has been based upon properly
qualified lands., Some quotations from page 18G of the
National Forest Manual will serve as an indicator of National
Forest policy: "For the purpose of contributing to the
stability of the livestock industry---- the Forests shall
provide for the recognition of preference in the use of
National Forest renges and the renewing of permits to an
oxtent consistent with the prevention of monopoly and with
the principle of a reasonable distribution of grazing privi-
leges." Page 19G, "A preferente may be acquired in the
allotment of grazing privileges, but no legal right will
accrue to the National Forest range,"-----"Prefeorences may
be acquired in the following ways (a) by prior use and
occupancy of lands included within a National Forest, (b)
by local residence and ownership of commensurate ranch
property dependent upon the range." (Four other methods
are listed such as inheritance, purchase of stock or ranches,
regular use, and renewal to co-pertners,) Page 21G, "A
permittee with a preference may change his residence to a
point more remote from the forest without affecting the
status of his preference, provided he maintains his other -
interests"-«~-«"a permittee--~-may dispose of such property,
but unless he secures equally dependent and commensurate
ranch property within a reasonable time his preferencé may
be revoked,"

It is significant that the National Forest gives
permits to individuals, but does so only upom the basis ef
lands ownod,

The shief arguments in favor of giving the permit on
the basis of land, and, once given, kept for that specifio
traot of land, are briefly as follows:

le . It introduces stability into the grazing program.
2. It opens a way for future adjustments, i.e., whon
such lands are aoquired, the use of National Forest grazing

goes with them.

3¢ It permits lemsa of the land and use of tha
grazing privileges by the tenant.

4. Tt removes a continual pressure from new appli-
cants for consideration for mow permits,

5. New applicants will be new owners of old lands,

henco a now applicant will replace an old permittes, not
crowd him out,
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6e It gives somewhat the same impersonal standing to
a grazing permit that now attaches to a water priority fer
irrigation.

7. These tend toward a condition of greater security,
and a feeling of confidence, They would help to remove the
frequent hard feeling, misunderstanding, and jeelousios now
present.

The chief arguments in favor of giving the permit on
the basis of persons may be summarized as follows:

le It recognizes that individuals are the actual
users of permits,

2. It is easier to keep a check upon the individual,
and to control his permit.

3. It prevents the tendency to look upon a permit as
a "right", which is superior to any policy of the government.

4, It recognizes that the demand for grazing is in
excess of the available supply - therefore a selection must
be made. '

5« It recognizeus that the dependent ranches are in
excess of the available supply of grazing.
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6e It allows for a selection of individuals rather
than of units of land.

7. These all tend toward greater elasticity and freo-
dom for adjustment in selecting permittees.

8. It gives greater elasticity in administering
public lands and in providing for other uses which may be
higher than grazing.

A comparison of these opposing arguments and their
relative merits should be made with due regard for tho overw
lying policy "of the greatest good to the community," and
"the greatest stability of the livestock industry.”

It is not the purpose of this economic study teo de-
cide National Forest policies, but merely to secure data
upon which such policies may be baseds Field work on this
specifio problem has been done two years, 1935 and 1936.
The Colorado State College has made a study of selected
cattle and sheep ranches in this area for the years 1926 %o
1934 inclusive.

Possibly this experience justifies a comment as to
which policy would benefit the area economically. If proper
safeguards as to qualifications of individuals could be
blended with choice of ranches within dependent territory,
it seems to the writers that a selection of permittees could
be made which would meet with the critical test of faimmess
to all cencerned. Thén if proper regulations could be drawn
looking to the future, the community would have a recognized
accepted policy, upon which all could agree, which would
permit the normal changes of ownership and of movement of
population to continues Whero men werc unadapted to handling
livestock, their lands would not be qualified for permits,
In other words, a "rule of reason" could create a blend of
land and person as the basis of permits, with benofit to
both sides.

Specific tracts of public range: = The tendeney among
National Forest officials end grazing administration officials
is toward giving a pemit for e specific tract of publie lends.
All arguments seem to point toward this as a desirable goal.
Proper régulations to cover future changes in carrying ‘
ocapacity,; or public needs for other uses such as fer rec¢reation,
reservoir sites, or game refuges, should be worked out.

In actual practice, the Forest Service is following
and has been for somo time a poliey very similar to this, as
regards allotment of speeific tracts of range. But we feel
this poliey should be made moro definite and of wider appli-
cation and that it should be the recognized, amnouneed poliey,
not just one that has grown up through adrinistrative peliey.
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Proteotion of range vs. distributiem:- The Mational
Forest Manual, page 235G, states: "Reductions on grazing
preferences are made for two purposes - protection and distri-
bution"--="Distribution may be defined as the granting of
preferences to qualified New Class A applicants and increasing
preferences to qualified Class A permittees below the pro-
tective or exemption limit,"

Cuts for protection when needed are sound and meet
with universal approval.

Cuts for distribution arose from fear that monopoly
would dontrol the range. Where the range is fully used it
means that some new man is given a chance at the expense of
someone who is now established. 1/ Giving one man a permit
at the expense of another does not add to community welfare.
It merely keeps everyone in a state of uncertainty. It pre-
vents a permittee from taking an interest in his allotment.
He will hesitate to cooperate in building up the range if
there is no security in its use.

It would be a sound policy to issue a permit to a new
applicant when he comés bearing & record of purchase of land,
or livestock, or both, from a formor permittee, Obviously,
consideration should be given to the pwper use eof National
Forest or public domain lands which had been used by a per-
mittee who drops out and no one cemes qualified to replaco
him with livestook,

Commensurabilityg/;eems to be a reasonable basis for
selecting pemittoes., This sudy indicates that (a) only
those lands should be accepted as commensurate property,
which are definitely useful to the ranch in its year's oper-
ationss In tho past, the Forest Servioce has "aacepted" (which
really means "required") property as commensurate which was
of little use to the rancher., A sheepmen who runs on winter
renge should not be required to own hay lands, which produco
hay for winter feeding, except for supplemental feedinge Due

2/ The old govermment poliecy of settlement alse asocounts in
part for these distribution cuts. The present trend of .
govermnment policy is toward stabilizing existing settlers
and retiring submarginal operations, i.e., resottlement
activities. :

E/ Defined by the National Forest as follows: The term “com=
mensurate property" means property of the kind and smount
necessary to furnish feed or forage fer the olass of stoek
in eecordance with the custom of the locality during the
portion ef the year whon it is not grazed upon the
nationel forest,
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regard should be given to the seasonal adaptability of
commensurate property-ownership of summer range dbocs not
constitute commensurability for more summer range, etc. A
deficiency of spring-fall range is not offset by surplus
hay production for winter feeding,

(b) Lands submitted as commensurate property should
be properly used, as far as seasonal use, rate of stocking,
etc., are concerned., One federal arefncy should not permit
or encourage mis-use of private lands, while at tho same
time other federal agencies (soil conservation service) are
paying ranchers and farmers to properly use their lands.
The rating attached to each type of land should bes such as
to pemit its proper use--if certain ranges will be injured
by spring use, they should not be accepted for commensurability
as spring range, for instance. Commensurability ratings in
the past have pretty well, but not entirely, achieved this
objective.

(¢) Lands which are submitted for commensurability
in a certain way, 'and accepted in that way, should be used
as submitted, For instance, a tract of spring-fall range
submitted as commensurate property should not be used as
summer range. In the past, property has often been submitted
as commensurability in one way, and used in quite another way.
A common situation has been for a man to offset a shortage of
spring-fall range by producing more hay, and then proceed to
use the limited spring-fall range for all his stock all sea-
son, and sell the hay. If comménsurability standards are
preperly set in the first place, there is no reason why a
permittee should be allowed to use commensurate property in
some other way., Mis-use of eommensuratc land should be suf-
fiocient ground for rejection of property for oommensurability,.

These limitations and interpretations scem necessary
if commensurability is to be a workable method of determining
oligibility for the use of publie lands.

It does not answer the question as to choice betweon
equally worthy applicants, when thero is not enough grazing
for all those who wish to use it, This is a problom which
is local, and should be settled on the basis of a minimum
of disturbance of established operators, and for the best
interests of the cammunity as a whole,

The application of commensurability will mean that
many operators will be faced by several alternatives. They
will find it necessary to reduce their livestoek numbers,
er buy &dditional grazing lands, or increase the use of
supplemental feed, chiefly during the winter grazing of
publie domaig.
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Selection of permittees:« The writers have listened
to many arguments as to who should, or should not, be given
a permit for the use of public lends. From this discussion,
two classes of applicants emerge as most dissatisfied, or cs
targets of criticism, .

(a) Small operators.- This phrase is used advisedly.
Every man has a private definition of "small," Careful study
of the budgets showm earlier in this report, will indicate
the limitations of income whon a rancher has less than 50
head of cattle or less than 200 head of sheeps It is not for
the best interests of a community to encourage a scale ef
living, or size of business that merely allows the operator
to subsist. Every effort should be directed toward aiding
men toward a more profitable business.

A grazing permit, for a number of livestock so small -
the opnerator has little or no chancé of making & good living,
is a questionable asset. There are, at present, some per-
mittees whose operations are below the minimum point at
which & reasonable living can be obtaineds Such permits
should not be disturbed during the continued activity of the
present holder, No new permits should be granted that are
below "family-size." Just how large the minimum unit should’
be, is hard to say: there is a temptation to set it too high,
where the family income would be fairly good, but whero meny
people could not reach it. A farm with about 20 head of
ocattls, the cows being all milked, or one with about 65 hoad
of beef cattle, or one with about 200 sheep, under the leng
time average prices assumed in the budgets will pay the
operetor going wages for farm labor, with little left to pay
interest on investment in land or livestocks Certainly new
permits should not be granted tc farms smaller than these.
How much larger should the farm be before a pernit is given?
Farms twice this size would still not be very large, and
might be held up as a reasonable goal.

An economic unit:« At the outset of this study, oneo
of the Tacts sought was, what is the proper size of an
eoonomic unit? It should be fairly obviocus that there are
as many sizes of "economic units" as there are individuals
who are in business after a period of years. In other words,
each man has his own idea as %o what is required. Some, it
is true, hang on in hopass of better days, and would prefer a
larger business, But it would be absurd to set up a mythical
farm and say, "Here is an ideeal, economie unit, if ysu fail
to measure up to this standard, you will receive scant ocon-
sideration when govermment favors are dispensed."

It would be far better to face the facts of limimtion
of income whieh are indicated for some of the smallor ferms
summarized in budget form on earlier pages of this report, and
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join ‘in community endorsement of every policy which will tend
to reduce the number of such farms, and increase the number

of other farms which do offer a long time opportunity for
better income.

(b) Large Operators:- These men, under the present
system of paying fees, have definite advantages. In the
past the National Forest has used a "maximum limit" as an
arbitrary attempt to avoid the development of monopoly in
use of grazing.

If the suggestion made later, that fees be increased
up to their full value should be put into effect, the advan-
tages of size will largely disappear. There will be little
tendency to develop monopolys Under these proposed con-
ditions the writers see no economic argument for placing an
arbitrary limit upon the size of ranches.

But if fees less than their full value are retained,
then a maximum limit to size of permit is highly desirable.
There should be seme 1limit to the amount of low cost range
which is allotted to any one person. IHow large this limit
should be is not an easy point to settles Many conditions
need to be studieds Possibly it would differ for different
kind of public lands. But onec it is agreed upon it should
be fairly administered, and a period of years should be
allowed, within which the operator above this limit should
be given time to make the needed adjustments without being
forced to sell livestock with no chance to pick a favorable
time.

(¢) Residence of applicant has been advanced as a
basis for selecting permitlees. A careful study of the geo-
graphy of any western lands adjacent to National forests, or
public domain, will convince the impartial student that
politieal boundary lines are not a sound guide te the so-
lection of those who are most dependent upon any specifio
area of public lands for their balanced year round operatien.

It is much more important that fees be put upon & fair
basis, and that national administrative agencies pay their
fair share of such fees to local governmental units in lieu
of taxes, When this is done, and permittees selected upon a
uniform basis, little objection will be raised as to the
residence ef the permitteo.

Stability of pemmits:- There should be "one best way"
of allotting pemits on publis landse Onoce that way is found,
agreed upon, and used, it should reduce the uncertainties, and
make a permit relatively permanent, subject to proper restric-
tions to prevent a feeling or belief that permits are rights
rather than privileges.
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In the abscnce of any sush "one best way" in the pest,
there has been a feeling on the part of those who do not have
permits, that they wero unfairly discriminated against, and a
resultant continued pressure to force supervisors of public
range to roallot the use of range. This has never worked to
the satisfaction of many., It should be abandoned and
permanency of permits recognized as a desirable goal.

It bears repetitien that range resources are limited -
when fully used, and a new man is given a chance, it can be
done only at the expense of someone who is already established.

Stability of permits will give permanence to som-
munities; it will improve the security of loans for overation
of ranches; it will give the operator a chance to plan ahesad
and work cut a long time polisy for the best use of his lands
and resources.

Elimination of inequalities:- If permits are given an
added degree of stability, care must be taken that it does not
add to, rather than eliminete inequalitios.

The previous analysis has shown that fees on the National
*Forest and public domaim are not high erough to pay for the
value of the forage secureds The rancher with & permit is in
a favorable position., If he is protected in the permi%, it
will tend to give permanence %o his. economic advantage.,” With
these low fees, he can outbid ncn-users of public lands, when
oach desires te buy or lease private lands.

In view of these facts, the authors see only one way
in which permittees, as a class, and non-permittees, as s
olass, can be put on an equel basis~--raise the fees on public
ranges to the full value of the forage, on tho basis of long-
time. .average prices of:livestock and on the basis of the
portion of the year the livestock are on a particular kind of
land, or to the cost of private lands of the same character,
whichever is the lower. If the fees for use of each tract
of land are placed at just what the forage on that land is
worth, there is no longer any need to get worried over the
financ1al adventage one type of operator has over another,
or to require umnecessary commensurability standards to off-
set the advantage of low fees. The man who does not have a
permit can afford to bid for private land in competition with
the man who dees,

There are many problems in determining the walue of
forage on a particular range, and it is probably impossiblo
to value each tract at its exact value.s But tho essential
point is to value Forest and publioc domain lands as a whole
on & par with nrivate range lands, as a whole. Feses should
ocertainly vary according to the location and.accessibility
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of the range, its carrying cepacity, the production of beef,
lamb, or wool per head, and the costs of operating on that
renge. All of these items need a careful determination of
factse Fees might also vary from vear to year, according

to the price of livestock, If this is desired, they should
bear some definite ratio to some well-known and quoted price,
so that there sould bc no room for dispute or debate over
the emount of the fecs.

In working out such fees, the problem of cattle vs.
sheep will come to the front, In parts of the eleven western
states cattle are more productive than sheep; in other areas,
sheep are more profitable. As shown earlier, the Yampa River
basin in Colorado is apparently more profitable fer sheep
production, If this relationship continues, the shift fram
cattle te sheep, whisch has been taking place since the World
War, will continue. Either that or cattlemen will increase
their production of beef per head through better methods ¢f
handling cattle, or increasc the milking of cowse Tho
growth of the cheese industry in the valley suggests that
this adjustment is already under way. It will add to the
community income end should be oncoursged.

Some may object ¥o the conclusion that sheep pay
better than cattle and ask, What of the future? The
writers concluded from this study, and the analysis of
cattle and sheep prices over the past 45 years, that sheep
can make a better showings We cen see nothing to change
that situation in the future. True, there will be individual
years when cattle prices will be favorable, but they will
not offset the years when sheep are more profitable, Further-
more, the outecome of farm planning and soil conservation in
the Middle West will undoubtedly result in an increase in
the numbher of cattle pastured and raised in the Mississippi
Valley, Sheep in that valley have sericus limitations due
to insect pests. It seems reasonablc to anticipate a trend
toward more favorsble sheep prcduction for the western rango,
rather than more favorable sattle production.

Crossing permits:~ The National Forest Manual, page
14G, states: "This regulation (of crossing permits) is for
tha purpose of allowing a reasonable movement of stock across
National Forest lands for any legitimate purpose, but under
oontrolled conditions that will insure that the crossing
privilege is not abused and does not result in damage to
forest lands or other related interests."

The March 2, 1936 issue of Rules for Administration
of Grazing Districts, page 9, states; "Crossing licensees
shall follow the route prescribed in the crossing license,
at a rate of not less than five (5) miles per day for sheep
or goats, and ton (10) miles per day for cattle and horses."
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This study disclosed the need for strict enforecement
ef driveway regulations and for seme method for controlling
the driving of livestock over private lands, to reduce the
present controversy over methods of settlement for use of
grazing enroute,

Time eof Issuing Permits
The National Forest Menual, page 23G, states:
"Protection reductions may be made at the close of any
grazing season---" This statement would suggost that the
Forest Service favored making changes in permits in the
fall of the year. In practice most permits are issued in
the spring.

The tendency to issus permits in tho spring puts the
permittees at a disadvantage if a reduction is made in the
number of livestocks, If reductions are made in the fall
months, the rancher has several months within which to mako
needed adjustments to meet the reduction in his permit.
When the reducticn is deferred wntil spring, he must act
quickly, and may be forced to sell at a disadvantage.

The writers suggest that administrative officials
announce reductions in the fall, or else make some allowanoce
for time to meet the reduction when cuts are made in the
spring.

Land Use and Social Welfare

Tho Forest Service has used "Depondency Zones" as
one means of limiting the number of applicants for grazing
pormits. These zones tended to encourage the settlement of
foothill and high elevation homesteads by those who wished
to use the National Forest., Many of these haomosteads wore
unable to support a family at anything but asubsistence
scalo of living. At the samo time they made extra demands
upon the oémmunity to furnish roads, schools and other ime
provements, either through texation or by private investment.

The majority of these homesteads were omn lands well
sdapted to grazing and peorly adapted to crops. Many of
them have reverted to the counties through tax dolinquency.
Meny have been purchased as grazing land.

The cammunity should recognize %he bemefit of having
its populatien distributed along the valley floors whoro
roads, schools, electricity, telephones, and other improve-
ments can be secured for the least expense, This will leave
the rough, inaccessible and higher lands for grazing and will
roquire a minimum of exponse in furnishing reoads or other im-
provemegts.
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Conclusion as to Public Lands:- The suggestions
made above, if put into effect, would result in considerablo
change in the present use of range lands. Time should be
given for needed adjustments, and careful hearing should be
given to all sides of the question. No one should be forced
to make sudden changes in the set-up of his ranch. No new
applicants should be admitted until present permittees have
been given time either to qualify or to adjust their operations.

In meking these adjustments an opportunity should be
given for everyone teo present his ocase, and to criticize the
whole program and the claims made by all applicants. Some-
thing resembling the public meetings of the livestock asscci-
ations should be held before Forest permits are changed or
reallocated. There should be ample opportunity for everyons
to learn all the facts about cach situation, and to expross
his views on it.

Both the Forest Service and the Divisisn of Grazing
have provision for the review of the action of the local ad-
ministrative agency, by a higher authority within the same
Service., This arrangement should certainly be continued.
Bofore any change in policy with respect to geme and wild-
life was adopted, local hearings should be held and ap pro-
val obtained as far as possible from all interested agencies.

Policy for State and County Range Lands

This study has concerned itself chiefly with Federal
range landc. The State of Colorado owns a considerablc area
of range land, part of the grant made by the Federal govern-
ment to assist in providing education within the State.
Routt and Moffat counties have taken title to some tax de-
linquent range land, and can take title to more lande. Theso
range lands should be used in conformity with principles
similar to those laid down for Federal lands. County and
Stete lands could be more effeetively administered if they
could be consolidated, by exchange with Federal or private
lands,

State and County lands might well be leased on long-
term leases, The present system cf competitive bidding on
State lands is certainly not conducive to protection and
preservation of the forage on the lands, nor to their most
effective use, and it is questionable if higher incomes are
secured than might be obtained from longer term leases,

State lands might be leased at a price to equal or exceed the
appraised wvalue of the forage produced. State and County

lands on long-term leases should be accepted in part as cam-
mensurate proverty for permits on Federal range lands. Counties
should develep seme constructive policy for the handling of
their range lands,
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Counties and local governmental units can assist
private land owners in bringing about best use of land, No
good is accomplished by assessing range lend at more than
it is worth, and having it tax delinquent half of the time;
and a great deal of hamm may be done, through the efforts
of the owner to get taxes out of it through drastic over-

grazing. Taxes should be adjusted to some share of what the
land earns.
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APPENDIX

Table 1. Number of farms in Moffat and parts of Rio Blanao
counties (Yampa River drainage) Colorado by acroago
and type of crop land, and by numbers and kind of

‘ livestock, 1935,

s Dry=Tarm sIrrigated: Irrigated:
Crep acreage and numbers of livestock:crop land:crop land:end dry : Total

s : :farm crop:
:land
1. Farms with less than 50 acros crop:. . H H :
land +196 s 89 : 21 :276
as with less than 10 cattle : 154 . 31 12 ¢« 197
be " . 10 or more " : 37 21 7 65
ce " sheep : 5 : 7 2 14
2. Farms with 50-89 acres crop land :136 : 30 s 42 :208
a, with less than 10 cattle : 80 : 10 18 ¢ 108
be " 10 or moro " : 55 ¢ 10 20 : 85
cs " sheep : 1: 10 4 . 15
3+ Farms with 90-129 acres crop land : 40 : 15 : 24 : 79
ae with less than 10 cattle : 20 : 8 9 35
be " 10 or more cattle T 18 8 14 . 40
¢« " sheep : 2 : 1 . 1l 4
4o Farms with 130 or more acres crop : : : :
land : 44 : 46 + 48 2138
8. with less than 10 cattle : 12 . 3 3 14 . 29
be " 10 or more " : 32 27 28 87
ce " sheep : 0 16 6 : 22
5. Parms with grezing land only H :129
a. with less than 10 cattle : : 74
be " 10 or more " : : : - 33
ce " sheep : : 20
6. Farms reporting no land : : :148
a. with less than 10 oattle H H : H 60
e " 10 or mora " : : : : 43
ce " sheep : : : : 45
Total 1416 :150 $135 £976

7 X
Based on County Assessort's records.
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Appendix

Table 2.

Number of farms in Routt County, Colecrade, by acreage and

type of crop land, and by number and kind of livestock, 1935.

:Dry-farm :lrrigated:irrigated: ALl

C 4,

Based on County Assessor's reocords.
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Crop acroage and numbers of livestock:erop land:crop land:& dry : farms
: : :farm crop:
H land
le Farms with less than 50 acres : : : :
crop land : 380: 72: 64: 516
8s Wwith less than 10 cattle :310 s 57 : 38 1405
be " 10 or more " s 59 : 13 s 20 : 92
ce " shoep ¢ 11 : 2 : 6 : 19
2. Farms with 50-89 acres crop land : 138 273 %4 . 259
a. with less than 10 cattlo : 91 : 12 : 44 1147
be " 10 or more cattle s 43 : 12 : 43 : 98
ce " sheep s 4 : 3 : 7 : 14
3. Farms with 90-129 acres crop land : 37 233 62: 122
e, with less than 10 cattle : 18 : 16 : 20 : 54
b " 10 or more " : 19 : 3 : 39 : 61
ce " sheep : O 4 : 3 : 7
Farms with 130 or more acres : : :
crep land : 28 a7: 133: 188
ae with less than 10 cattle : 11 : 16 : 39 : 66
be " 10 or more " : 13 : 11 : 78 :102
c. " sheep : 4 : 0 : 16 : 20
-5+ Farms with grazing land only : : : 26
e Wwith less than 10 cattle : : : 11
be " 10 or more b s : : 11
ce " sheop : : : 4
6. Farms reporting no land : : 169
aes with less than 10 cattlo : : : : 53
be " 10 or mere " : : : : 96
ce " sheep : : : : 20
Total : 583+ 149: 353 1280



Appendix

Table 3. Number of farms in Yampa River drainage, Colorade, by acreage

and type of crop land, and by number and kind of livestock,
1935

:Moffat & :Routt :
Crop acreage and numbers of livestock:RioBlanco:County Total
sCounties : ’

l. Farms with less than 50 acres crop: :
276 516

land . : 792
as with less than 10 ocattle 2197 :405 :602
be " 10 or more " : 65 : 92 :157
ce " shoep : 14 : 19 : 33
2, Farms with 50-89 acres crop land : 208 259 467
ae with less than 10 cattle +108 : 147 . 2255
be " 10 or more 'T : 85 : 98 :183
ce " sheep : 15 : 14 : 29
3+ Farms with 90-129 acres crop land : 79: 122: 201
ae with less than 10 cattle : 35 + 54 : 89
be M 10 or morae " s 40 : Bl 1101
¢s " sheop : 4 s 7 . 11
4, Farms with 130 or more acres crop : : :
land : 138 188: 326
ae with less than 10 cattle : 29 : 66 : 95
be with 10 or more " s 87 £102 :189
ce " sheep : 22 : 20 s 42
5. Farms with grezing land only : 127: 26 153
as with less than 10 cattle : T4 : 11 : 85
be " 10 or more " : 33 : 11 s 44
ce " sheep : 20 : 4 : 24
8. Farms reporting no land : 148. 169: 317
a, with léss than 10 cattlo : 60 : 53 :113
be * 10 qr mers " s 43 : 96 +139
ce " sheop s+ 45 s 20 1 B85
Total : 976 1280: 2256

Based on Counbty assessor's records.
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Appendix Table 5.~ Comparative budgets for farms of various sizes
and types, Yampe River drainage, Colorado

: 40-acre crop farm :40-acro
: Irrigated : Dry land :farm, cattle
Item :Chiefly:Some :Chiefly:Some sirrigated
: grain :pota-: grain :pota-:crop land
: ;toes :toes
Acreage grown of: grain 30 20 30 20 10
hay 10 10 10 10 30
potatees 10 10
Acreage cwned of: irrig, pasture 43
private range 54 54 54 54 89
Average number of: cattle 1 1 1 1 25
sheep
Quantity sold: grain, owt. 614 348 284 162 28
hay, tons 14 14 6 6 6
potatoes, ewt. 536 384
beef, ch. 36
la.m.b, cwt.
butterfat, 1lbs. 4000
wool, lbs.
Cash income from: crops sold 684 954 314 576 58
livestock sold 28 28 28 28 121
" products sold 1120
Total 712 982 342 604 1299
Expenses for: feed purchased 4
hired labor 20 115 20 95 20
shearing, etc.
threshing 73 49 38 29 23
taxes on land & l.s. 45 45 21 21 105
breeding stock purch. 50
miscl. @ash costs 80 80 80 80 80
Grazing costs & fees
Total 218 286 159 225 282
Receipts less expenses 494 ' 693 193 379 1017
Operator's wages 494 600 183 379 600
Return on investment 93 417
Months labor empleyed 12 1/3 14 12 1/3 13 2/3 12 1/3
(assuning operator empleyed

12 mo.)

(50)



Appendix Table 5.~ Comparative budgets for farms of various sizos

and typcs, Yamps River drainage, Colorado

3

80=acroe crqop farm

' Irrigated : Lry land
‘Ttem :Chief-:Chief-:50me :Chief~:Chief-:Same
: 1y :ly :pota=-:1ly 11y :pota-
tgrain shay  :to¢s :grain sthay  :toes
Acroage grown of: grain 70 20 4¢ 70 20 40
hay 10 60 20 10 60 20
potatoes - - 20 - - N
Acreage owned of: irrig. pasture - - - - - -
private range ol 91 91 9l 9l 91
Average number of: cattle 1 1 1
sheep - - - - - -
Quantity sold: grain, owt. 1460 345 797 796 161 410
hay, tons 10 109 30 2 62 14
potatoes, cwt. - - 1088 - - 784
beef, cwt., - - - - - -
lamb, cwt, - - - - -
butterfat, 1bs. y - - - - -
wosol, 1lbs - - - - -
Cash income from: crops sold - 1510 890 2035 806 471 1264
livestock sold 28 28 28 28 28 28
" products sold - - - - - -
Total 1538 918 2068 834 499 1292
Exponses for: feed purchased - - - - - -
hired labor 96 00 1975 60 60 135
shearing, etc, - - - - - -
threshing 187 47 96 96 27 54
taxes on land & live~ :
stock 87 87 87 39 39 39
breeding stock purch., = - - S - - -
misc. ¢ash costs 180 le0 160 160 160 160
grazing costs and fees - - - - - -
Total 509 394 518 356 286 688
Receipts less expenses 1029 524 1545 479 213 904
Operatqart!s wages 600 524 6QQ 479 213 600
Return on investment 429 - 545 - - 394
Months of labor employed 13 2/3 13 2/3 15 13 13 14 1/3

(assuming eperaor employed 12 mo. )
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Appendix Table & (Gont'd) ~Comparative budges for farms of various
sizes and types, Yampa River drainage,
Celorado,

:80-acre L.S. farm:CattlesCattle

Item : Irrig, end dry :ranch s:ranch
:beef  : sheep :300  :500

tcattle thead :head

Acreage grown of: grain 20 20 40 80
hay 60 60 316 522

potatoes - - - -

Acreage owned of: irrig. pasture - 222 29 41
private range - 877 - 4999 8244

Average number of: cattle 56 1 300 500
sheep - 474 - -

Quantity sold: grein, cwt. 145 144 81 121
hay, tons - 9 - -

potatoes, cwt. - - - -
beef, cwt. 148 - 792 1320

lamb, cwt, - 284 - -

butterfat, 1lbs. - - - -

wool, lbs,. - 3745 - -
Cash income from: crops sold 145 189 81 121
livestock seld 1027 2300 5374 8938

"products sold - 824 - -

Total 1172 3313 5455 9059

Expenses for: feed purchased 8 38 41 88
hired labor 120 230 860 1290

shearing, etc. - 95 - -

- threshing 32 32 62 93

taxes on land & livestock 117 350 971 1895

breeding stock purchasod 100 132 650 1100
misce. cash costs 160 160 712 1164

grazing costs and fees - - - -
Total 537 1037 32%€ 5310
Receipts less expensas 635 2276 - 2169 3749
Operatorts wages 600 €00 600 600
Return on investment 35 1876 1589 3149
Months ef labor employed 14 16 27 1/3 30
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Appendix Table 5 (Cont'd).~ Comparative budgeﬁs for farms of various

sizes and types, Yampa River drainage,
Coloradoe

:200=-acre crop famm:sheep fed in winter
Ttem saryland ¢ Irrig, :5 band : 1 band
sgrain : hay :outfit : outfit

Acreage grown of: grain 180 40 20 20
hay 20 160 75 147
potatoes - - - -

Acreago owned of: irrig, pasture - - 9 14
private range 204 204 3308 6585

Average number of: cattle 1 1 1 1

sheep - - 615 1230

Quantity sold: grain, owt, 2124 722 121 49

hay, tons 2 298 9 17
potatoes, cwk, - - - -
bee f, cwt, - - - -
lamb, owt. C - - 369 738
butterfat, 1lbs. - - - -
wool, lbs. - - 4858 9717
Cash incame from: crops sold 2134 2212 166 134
livestock sold 28 28 2980 5932
"products sold - - 1069 2138
Total 2162 2240 4215 8204
Expenses for: feed purchased - - 44 87
hired labor 285 285 455 925
shearing, ete. - - 128 246
threshing 237 94 32 32
texes on land & live-
"stock 89 209 449 877
breeding stock purchased- - 154 319
miso. cash costs 400 400 150 334
grazing costs and fees - - - ]
Total 1011 988 1447 2820

Receipts less expenses 1151 1252 2768 5384

Operator's wages 600 600 600 900

Return on investment 551 €52 2168 4484

Mopths of labor employed 17 17 19 26 1/3
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Appendix Table 5 (Cont'd).- Comparative budgets for ferms of various
sizes and types, Yampa River drainage,
Coloradoe.

Sheep rangad in winter

5 band  :1 band

<1 band

+4 band

Itom soutfit  soutfit :outfit on:eutfit
: : :all owned:
: : :land :

Aoreage grown of: grain - - - -
hsy - - - -

potatoss - - - -

Acreage owned of: irrig. pasture - - T - T -
private range 3240 6481 18,311 25,924

Average number of: cattlo - - - -
sheep 615 1230 1230 4920

Quantity sold: grain, cwt, - - - -
hay, tons - - -

potatoes, owt. - - - -

beef, cwt, - - - -

lamb, owt. 320 640 640 2558

butterfat, lbs, - T - - -

wool, lbs. 5658 11,316 11,316 45,264

Cash income from: crops sold - - - T -
livestock 2560 5120 5120 20,464

"products sold 1245 2490 2490 9958

Total 3805 7610 7610 30,422

Expenses for; feed purchased 215 428 426 1711
hired labor 560 895 895 4460
shearing, etc. 123 246 246 984

threshing - - - -

taxes on land & live-

stock 354 707 1654 2825

breoeding stock purch. 154 319 319 1276
misc. oash costs 190 362 362 1448

grazing oosts and fees 131 262 62 1046
Total 1727 3217 3964 13,950

Receipts less expenses 2078 4393 3846 16,672
Operatorts wages €00 900 900 1,800
Return on investment 1478 3498 2746 14,872
Months of labor empleyed 20 25 26 8O
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Appendix Table 5 (Cont'd).=- Comparative budgets for farms of various
sizes and types, Yampa River drainage,
Colorads

: Sheep ranch - 1l baxd

:usings: susing :using
Item :80%  :70%  :60%

¢slamb :lamb’ :lamb

$Orop :Crop :crop

Acersage grown of: grain 20 20 20
hay 147 147 147
potatoes - - -

Acreage owned of: irrige. pasture 14 14 14
private rango 6437 6437 6437

Average number ofs; cattle 1 1 1

sheep : 1230 1230 1230

Quantity sold: grain, cwt. 49 49 49

hay, tons 17 17 17
potatoes, cwt, - - -
beef, cwt, - - -
lamb, cwt. 632 589 445
butterfat, lbs. - - -
wool, 1lbs, 9717 9717 9717

Cash income from: crops sold 134 134 134
livestock sold 5068 4337 3592

" products sold 2138 2138 2138

Total 7340 6609 5064

Expenses for; feed purchased 87 87 87
hired labor 925 925 925

shearing, etc. 250 250 250

threshing 32 32 32

texes on land & livestock 860 86¢C 860
breeding stock purchased 319 319 319

miss, cash costs 334 334 334

grazing costs and fees - - -

Total 2807 2807 2807

Receipts less expensseg : 4533 3002 3587

Operatorts wages 900 800 £00

Return @ investment 3633 2902 2157
lionths of labor employed 28 1/5 28 1/3 28 1/3
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Appendix Table 5 (Cont'd).- Comparative budgets for farms of
various sizes and types, Yampa River
drainage, Colorado.

Cettle ranch - 296 head
: using s using : using

Item 3 70%  : 60% & 504
: calf : calf : calf
: Crop : Orop : Crop
Acreage grown of: grain 40 40 40
hay 316 316 316
potatoes - - -
Acreage owned of: irrig. pasture 29 29 29
private range 4999 4999 4999
Average number of: ocattle 296 296 296
sheep - - -
Quantity sold: grain, cwt. 85 85 85
hay, tons 8 8 8
potatoes, owt. - - -
beef, cwt. 810 736 €39
lamb, cwt, - - -
butterfat, lbs. - - -
wool, 1lbs. - - -
Cash income from: creps sold 125 125 125
livestoek 5495 4993 4341
" products sold - - -
Total 5620 5118 4466
Expenses for: feed purchasod 41 41 41
: hired labor 860 860 860
shearing, etc. - - -
threshing 82 62 62
taxes on land & live-
stock 068 968 968
breeding stock purchs 650 650 650
misc. cesh costs 712 712 712
grazing costs & fees - - -
Total 3293 3293 3293
Receipts less expenses 2327 1825 1173
Operator's wages 6Q0 600 600
Return on investment 1727 1225 573
Months of labor employed ' 27 1/3 27 1/3 27 1/3
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Table 6.~ Production end exnensc rates used in com@uting
farm and ranch budgets, Yampa River drainage,
Colorado.

l. Crop yields per acre:

Irrigated Dry land

Wild hay 1.3 tons
Timothy and clover 2.0 "
Alfalfa o 1.9 1.2 "
Wheat 2444 12,8  owt.
Barley 19.8 1545 "
Oats 21.2 13.1 "
Potatoes 77 54 "
Pasture «3 acre per animel unit month (irrigated)

Grazing land 3.14 acres per animal unit month (dry)
2. Livestock production per head:

Beef cattle 36% turoff
264 lbs, beef

Dairy lbs. butterfat
¥, calf crgp
sell % veals at
$1.00
sull vows at $3.00
@ 900 lbs.

Sheep ox hay 78% turnoff
60 lbs, lamb and
mtton
7.9 lbs, weol

Sheep on rango €87 turnoff
52 lbs. lamb end
mutton
9.2 1bs, woel

Work horses Work on 20 acres
of oraps

3¢ Foeding rates for livestock, per hsad:

%E% Grain Cottonseed oake
Horses & dairy cows ons «3 T
Cattle (all ages) 2 " «O5T
Hegs 750 1lbs.
Poultry 60 "
Sheep on range 22.7 1lbs. 25 " 848 lbs.
" en hay 425 " 8,9 " 2 "

Salt: cattle 18 1lbs. per head
sheep 4% 1bs, per head
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4.

5.

6.

Te

Seeding rates per acre:

Irrigated Dry land

Barley 100 1bs. 50 1bs.
Oats 100 " 50 "
Wheat 100 " 40 M

Potatoes 8oo " 400 "
Sale and purchase prices, per unit:

Sale price Purchass prioce

Lambs (incl. old ewes) $8.00 cwt,

Beaf 6,75 "

Hogs | 7,00 "

Butterfat .28 1b,

Wool .22 "

Hay, all kinds 5.00 ton  $6.00 ton
Grain, all kinds 1.00 cwt. 1,50 cwt.
Potatoes 1,00 "

Cottonseed cake 40.00 ton
Salt 15,00 "

Miscellaneous cost factors:

‘Wages - month men $55 mo., day men $2 day, herders $70 mo,

(all prices include allowance for board).
Threshing - oats 12¢ cwt., barley 10¢ cwt,, wheat 10¢ owt.

Shearing sheep, including sacks, twine, paint, etc., 20
Saearing Ps P

per head, all shesep.
Misc, cash costs = $2 per crop acre.

Taxes - irrigated crop and pasture land $30 valuatian, .03¢
rate, $.90 tax; dry crop land $10 ¥aluation, 30¢
rate; grezing land {2,686 valuation, .03 rete, $.08
tax per acre. ,

Horses +tex per head, $1.00

Ca-%E]@ 1" 1 1 '75
Shesp. " " " .15

Bulls - 22 cows per bull, 23 years service per bull, $125
cost, or $50 per year for 22 cows.

Bucks ~ 40 ewes (and yearling ewes) per buck, 2 years

service per buck, $22 cost per buck, or $11 per

year for 40 ewes.

Te

Household consumptions
Entire production 1 cow, 50 chickens, and gardsen;
3 hogs weighing 20Q lbss live each, 20 cwt. potatoes,
gell 80 percent potatoes above seed and home.
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8. Operator's labor excluding board $50 per month, or $600
per year, except on the more profitaeble farms,
where $900 or $1800 was used.

Methods used in calculating farm and ranch budgets,
Yempa River drainage, Colorade

l., Average yields per acre for entire area wore used,
and alsc average rates of productiom fer livestook, although
it was recognized that considerable variations in rates of
production existed.

2. It was assumed that the farm raised its own seed
and breeding stock; where these wero purchased, salas would
be increased by a like quantity, though possibly not by tho
same value,

3. Each farm, but not sheep range outfits, was set
up with a femily cow and 50 chickens, to produce for home
use, and one sow was kept, and 5 hogs raised, 3 of which
were consumed at home and 2 sold.,

4, Crops and livestock sold were valued at long-¥ime
average priees, as these have prevailed in the passt.

5. *Wages, threshing gharges and shearing costs were
determined by the survey made in 1936, Feeds per head wsro
partly estimated from experionco in other arcas.

6. Tax charges were taken as an approximate average
of recent years,

7. Miscellaneous cash costs waro takon at $2,00) per
crop aore, and includé machinery and building cost, auto or
truck cest, telephone, insursnce, and miseellaneous oxponses.
These did not provide for autos or trucks on small farms, por
for tractors on any farms,

8. Receipts less expense is difference betwen value
of products sold and operating costs. This is tho sum q?ioh
is available for family liviag, for paying interest and debts,
and for saving. In addition, the farm family has a dwelling
and some farm raised food, to add te their living.

9. Operatorts wages wero set at going prices (approxi-
mately) for farm labor, except that where a smaller sum than
this was available to pay wages, the operator got the entire
balance, 1In such cases, nothing was available with which te
pay interest, and the property was considered %o have no
valueo,
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10. Out of the return on investment, enough money was
deducted to pay 5 percent interest on an estimated investment
in livestock, machinery, and other capital, except land and
buildings. The remainder was capitalized at 5 percent
interest, to determine the total value of land and buildings
pn which 5 percent return could be oarned. This was apportioned
to different classes of land on the basis of assessed waluation
of each class of lands This total value was divided by tho
number of acres, to get a value per acre for each class of land.

11. All livestoek outfits were caleculated oy the bals
of ownership of all spring-summer-fall grezing land. If
Forest permmit is available, this will lower costs somewhsat,
ayd allow the income for land to be applied to a smaller
number of acros. Winter range was largely on public domain,
but it was assumed two sectioms of school lands wore leasod
for éach band of sheep operated, at an annual total cost of
$200, and that sheep grazing foes ef 1 cent per head per
month were paid.



Table 7.- Form tc be used in calculating velues of ranch
lands based upon production of sheep or cattle

Line Cattle Sheep

Numbor ef head first of year 1

Number of head sold

Total pounds of sales

Net receipts from sales

Total ranch expnenses, including
value of operatorts labor, and
depreciation, but excluding interest. 5

>

Differences or net ranch sarnings 6

Investment in cattle, sheep, horses

and farm equipment 7
Interest at 5 percent on this invest-

ment 8
Net earnings asvailable for return on

real estate (line 6 less line 8)}/ v 9
Ranch earnings per head first of :

year (line 9 divided by line 1) 10
Ranch earniﬁgs per head per month

(1/12 of line 7) 11 .
Acres grazing land per head per month 12

Ranch earnings per acre grazing land
(Iine 11 divided by line 12) 13

Equivalent value per acre (line 13 di- >
vided by 5 then multiplied by 100)1/ 14

Repeat celculations of lines 12 ) 15

%o 14 incl. separately for each) 16
olass of grazing land ) 17

3/ #hving made this analysis, one should ask himself tha
@mostion, is this a normal or an excepbtional value?
A similar record over a peried of years would be best.
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