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RANCH ORGANIZATION IN EASTERN
COLORADO

SUMMARY

The 22 ranches, included in this study ranged in size from 3.5 to
108 sections. About two-thirds of the area was leased land, the bal-
ance owned. Leased land cost, on the average, $ .12 per acre; owned
land and improvements were valued at $8.46 per acre. The average
investment was about $98,000 and a little over one-third of this was
covered by indebtedness.

Cattle was the chief source of income, only one man securing
over 50 percent of his income from other sources.

Feed, leases, taxes and labor were the heaviest items of ranch
expense. On some ranches taxes required one-fourth of the cash
income. Ten men failed to secure large enough cash incomes to meet
all expenses. Several of these men were forced out of the cattle bus-
iness during the period of the study. Earnings on the whole were low,
the average for all ranches being 2.39 percent on the investment.

Sale prices of cattle ranged below $5.00 per hundredweight for the
period with the exception of some classes. Yearling steers brought
$6.83 per hundredweight which was the highest for any class of cat-
tle.

Ranch expenses that had to be met from cattle sales averaged
$6.34 per head of cattle other than calves. Interest paid and 6 per-
cent on owners’ equity added to this brought the total per head up to
$12.55. Death loss and depreciation per head in the breeding herd
was $3.87, bringing the total for the breeding herd up to $16.42 per
head.

More money was made on the ranches selling yearling and two-
year-old cattle than on those selling calves and aged steers.

Winter feed costs were about $2.00 per head for cows and year-
lings and nearly $5.00 for bulls. The use of $1.75 extra winter feed
increased the percentage calf crop by nine percent. The average calf
crop for all ranches was 56 percent.

Acknowledgment is made to Mr. V. V., Parr of the Bureau of Animal Industry,
United States Department of Agriculture, for valuable assistance and sugges-
tions thruout the study as well as for aid in assembling the material in final
form. Credit is due Mrs. R. W. Ihmsen who so ably checked and tabulated the
records secured. The authors are especially indebted to the cattlemen who ex-
tended such hospitality and friendly cooperation toward the field representative
and so willingly gave him the information pertaining to their ranch organization
and practices upcn which this publication is based.
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Varying the number of cows per bull from 25 to 50 had no direct
relationship to percent calf crop. Feed conditions, character of range
and control of herds were more important.

Cows were kept in the breeding herd about five years and bulls
about four years.

One man cared for about 660 head of cattle on the average, the
highest was 1019. Ranches handling over 600 head per man made
more money than those handling less than 600 head. Large ranches
made more money than small ranches.

From 1922 to 1924 profits decreased. In 1925 prices were better
and better incomes were secured.

Individual ranches made money thruout the entire period.
Chief among the reasons for success were the size of ranch: efficiency
i use of labor; care of herds to secure good wintering and calf crops;
seliing one and two-year-old steers rather than calves; economy in
operation, coupled with hard work on the part of the owner.

INTRODUCTION

Ranching has always been the pioneering agriculture of the United
States. As fast as man has pushed the houndaries of civilization west-
ward, range cattle production has started on the advance line of this
development. We are in a stage of agricultural adjustment now where
the early type cattle ranch, which consisted of ownership of a head-
quarters and extensive use of the free range, is pushed clear out of
the picture. Acquirement of land is crowding the open range on all
sides. Crop culture is decreasing the acreage of grazing lands.

For example, in the three plains counties of Baca, Cheyenne and
Lincoln, there were 332 farms listed by the United States Census in
1900. They occupied &.1 percent of the land area of the three coun-
ties. In the 1925 census these same counties show 3,610 farms which
occupy 54.4 percent of the land area of these counties. In 1900 the
farms listed by the census in these three counties were, for the most
part, headquarters for cattle ranches.

In 1925 most of the farms were producing crops as well as live-
stock and fences were everywhere. In 1925 Baca County had, in the
order named, wheat, sorghum and corn as the leading crops; Chey-
enne County had corn, wheat and sorghum; Lincoln County had corn,
wheat and beans. Barley was fourth in acreage in all these counties.

In addition to these long-time adjustments in farming which in
many instances bore heavily upon the cattlemen, the cattle industry,
following the world war, entered into one of the most disastrous per-
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iods of depression ever experienced on the range in the memory of the
present generation. Cattle prices shrank to one-half or even one-third
or less of their war time value within a period of several months. This
abrupt drop in prices, following the war period threw the cattle in-
dustry into chaos. Men who had borrowed to increase their herds
during war time found now that a high percentage of their income was
needed to pay interest. In many instances loans exceeded the mar-
ket value of their cattle. ILabor was cut. Repairs and maintenance
of buildings, fences and equipment came practically to a standstill.
Fconomy was the rule. Yet in spite of every effort many cattlemen
failed, either by forclosure or bankruptcy, or by selling out and quit-
ting the business. Losses were enormous.

In 1922 when this period of readjustment was in its initial stage
the United States Department of Agriculture started cooperative pro-
jects in the western states to study range cattle production with special
interest in ranch organization and management and economic factors
influencing production.

In Colorado this work was carried on by the Bureau of Agricul-
tural Fconomics in cooperation with the Colorado Experiment Station
and extended thru the vears 1922, 1923, 1924 and 1925, The results
of this study are shown in part in the following pages. It is the opin-
ion of men most intimately acquainted with the ranches included in
this report that the study will be of primary importance in showing
what took place when the industry was running on short shift and at
the minimum upkeep expense, recognizing that these conditions were
not normal.

However, even under these desperate circumstances some men
were able to make money. There were wide variations in operation
costs. Some men were able to weather adversity better than others.
The experience gained during this four-year period should prove help-
ful in future years as a basis of comparison, and as an incentive to
consideration of economic factors in range cattle production. It is
with this in mind that the records are presented to the public.
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the surface a few inches cause these shallow rooted grasses to re-
vive immediately and grow. Overgrazing of these short grasses usual-
ly causes unpalatable plants to increase.

Wire Grass.—Wire grass indicates a soil which is not as heavy
as the loam of the short grass associations. This soil forms an excel-
lent seedbed. Water penetrates it comparatively rapidly, almost all be-
ing absorbed. It does not blow hadly.

Buncr Grass—Bunch grass indicates sandy land. This soil
is not especially rich in plant food but it holds all of the rainfall and
permits the growth of the deeper rooted bunch grass. This land blows
badly when plowed.

In wet years the short grass land gives the greatest crop yields
but it also has the most crop failures caused by July drouths. Early
maturing crops seem best for this type of soil. The bunch grass, sandy
lands yield best in dry years while the wire grass areas are qome-
what intermediate and are considered by old settlers to be the best
for general agricultural purposes. Crops will mature on this land
under rainfall conditions that burn up the crops on the short grass
soils. The limitations of crop production on these various soils are
problematical and will be governed largely by crop adaptations and
cultural practices. Tt is improbable, however, that for the present
we can afford to overlook the economic utilization of the grazing lands
as the best available method to utilize and conserve these plains soils.

The majority of the ranches included in this study are located in
short grass regions. Crop production on these lands on the whole
should be kept secondary to grazing as short grass is particularly adapt-
ed to grazing. It has the disadvantage, however, of furnishing almost
no feed in dry years. With the normal tendency to overstock the
range this results in heavy losses or large feed bills in dry years. Some-
times cattle are driven out in dry years to seek better pastures. But
this cattle movement at present in no way approaches the great herd
movements of the early cattle ranching days as fenced land interferes
with the former free travel of livestock.

NUMBER OF RANCHES STUDIED

Twenty-two individual ranches were studied during the four
years. Six of these men kept records all four years. Four more kept
records three years, ten men were studied two years and two men were
included one year only. Several men who started keeping records in
1922 went out of the cattle husiness before the end of the study. Other
cattlemen were found to take their places. The largest number of
ranches included in the study for any one year was 16, altho 22 in-
dividual ranches are included. Table 11, Page 22, shows for each
ranch the years’ records that were included.
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ORGANIZATION

S1zE oF RancHES——Table 1 shows the total area of owned and
leased land for each ranch for the period studied. Ranch 49 owned
96.7 percent of its land, while ranch 45 leased 97.1 percent of its
land. The average for all ranches shows approximately one-third the
area owned and two-thirds leased.

These ranches include in their number representatives of typical
ranches for the area studied. The smallest ranch had 2,240 acres
or three and one-half sections. The largest ranch had 69,225 acres
or over 108 sections, an area equivalent to more than 10 miles square.
The average size for all ranches was 19,071 acres or approximately 30
sections.

Practically no free range was available to these men during the
period ef this study. Ranch 60 had quite a little free range, the ex-
tent of which it was difficult to measure accurately. As will appear
in later tables the operator of this ranch kept about four times as many
cattle compared to his reported area as normal. This would suggest
that the amount of free range in his case could be at least 10 sections.
(Note: In this and subsequent tables, unless otherwise stated, the
ranches have been arranged from largest to smallest and the average
used is a weighted average.)

Table 1.—Size of Ranches: Average for Period Studied

Ranch Years Total Acres Acres Percent Percent
No. Studied Acres Owned Leased Owned Leased
32 4 69,225 13,575 55,650 19.6 80.4
18 4 52,570 13,360 39,210 25.4 74.6
49 3 38,280 37,000 1,280 96.7 3.3
52 3 25,290 9,000 16,290 35.6 64.4
21 2 19,940 1.940 18,000 9.7 90.3

5 4 16,223 2,000 14,223 12.3 87.7
4 2 13,510 720 12,790 5.3 94.7
57 2 12,090 2,635 9,555 21.0 79.0
8 2 11,940 8,580 3,360 71.9 28.1
15 1 10,899 320 10,579 2.9 97.1
9 2 10,600 3,080 7,520 : 29.1 70.9
+4 3 10,267 4,507 5,760 43.9 56.1
46 1 9,381 1,740 7,641 18.5 81.5
28 4 9,120 1,840 7,280 20.2 79.8
6 4 8,600 960 7,640 11.2 88.8
17 3 8,287 3.647 4,640 44.0 56.0
55 2 7,722 4,100 3,622 53.1 46.9
56 2 7,100 3,600 3,500 50.7 49.3
41 4 6,440 2,080 4,360 32.3 67.7
58 2 5,880 4,600 1,280 78.2 21.8
59 2 4,360 1,120 3,240 25.7 74.3
60 2 2,240 1,820 320 85.7 14.3
Av. 58 19,071 6,279 12,792 32.9 67.1
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This low payment for leased land reflects the depression in the cattle
business. It should be obvious that the land will not continue in-

definitely to lease for less than the cost of taxes.

Table 2.—Use of Land: Average for Period Studied

Ranch Area Area hay Value per acre Cost per acre
No. grazed and crops owned grazed leased land
32 69,200 . 25 $ 3.8§ $ .13
18 52,250 320 11.96 .10
49 37,880 400 9.717 .18
52 25,218 72 3.39 .10
21 19,940 - 11.64 .07

5 16,114 109 11.02 .12

4 13,420 90 19.03 .09
57 11,924 166 11.01 .07

8 11,270 670 6.99 12
45 10,639 360 8.00 14

9 10,560 40 4.99 .08
44 9,744 523 9.51 .18
46 9,381 5.80 .08
28 9,070 50 9.87 .13

6 8,400 200 13.52 .07
17 8,127 160 7.96 11
55 7,554 168 11.90 .16
56 7,000 100 10.74 .09
41 6,240 200 5.96 .10
58 5,675 205 3.28 12
59 4,168 192 16.44 12
60 2,115 © 1256 14.61 .10
Av. 18,884 187 8.46 12

Size oF HErps.—Table 3 gives the size of herds for each ranch. A
study of this table shows some of the variations in practice followed
by the different ranchmen. Ranches 32, 52 and 9 show a comparative-
ly large number of aged steers indicating that they held their cattle
longer before marketing than did the other ranchmen. Ranches 45, 57
and 6 show no two-year old steers or older. These men disposed of
their cattle at an early age.

The total head of cattle, except calves, as given represents a meas-
ure of size of herds most commonly used by cattlemen. The largest
herd on any ranch was 4,527; the smallest, 195; the average for
all ranches was slightly over 1000 head of cattle. About one-half of
these ranches show two-year-old heifers. On the other ranches the
two-year-old heifers are included with the cows in the breeding herd.
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Table 4.—Distribution of Capital Invested in Ranching: Average for
Period Studied

Value Value

Ranch Total Value improve- equip- Range Other Total Net
No. investment land ments ment cattle livestock debt worth
Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dcllars Dollars
32 216,072 44,661 8,465 1,860 159,771 1,315 26,157 189,915
18 254,225 148,233 11,524 3,000 89,155 2,313 75,327 178,898
49 459,810 344,213 25,184 2,748 86,193 1,472 190,671 269,139
52 76,457 26,650 3,947 873 44,342 645 36,954 39,503
21 42,230 11,900 10,687 484 18,200 959 18,000 24,230
5 70,293 32,322 7,399 928 28,433 1,211 9,125 61,168
4 49,838 8,540 7,032 1,224 32,525 517 22,000 217,838
57 48,562 19,929 9,992 1,119 17,022 500 11,864 36,698
8 187,215 56,210 8,280 1,710 18,545 2,345 64,300 22,915
45 29,098 2,560  ..... 2,473 22,160 1,905 46,000 -16,902
9 49,449 12,450 2,926 1,234 30,892 1,947 26,584 22,865
44 79,348 33.076 12,188 2,205 25,658 6,221 62,434 16,914
46 23,151 5,220 4,873 178 12,680 200 850 22,301
28 32,710 12,827 5,331 310 13,913 329 8,562 24,148
[3 32,357 11,474 2,761 578 16,964 580 11,719 20,638
17 63,677 25,616 5,335 2,879 29,062 785 10,632 53,045
55 65,290 43,614 5,435 1,529 14,237 475 23,000 42,290
58 48,139 37,842 1,740 96 8,108 383 ..., 48,139
41 242,010 26,240 4,812 1,336 7,694 1,878 3,844 38,166
58 31,922 13,737 4,774 1,643 10,368 1,400 14,488 17,434
59 27,872 14,884 3,060 1,852 7,095 981 5,946 21,926
60 51,137 24,669 4,051 1,102 20,390 925 32,681 18,456
Av. 398,002 49,776 7,275 1,462 38,088 1,383 33,200 64,802
Pct. of
total in-
vestment 100 50.8 7.4 1.5 38.9 1.4 33.9 66.1

1Includes $125 feed.
2 Includes 350 feed.
3 Includes $8 feed.
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Table 5.—Distribution of Ranch Indebtedness: Average for Period Studied

Ranch Total Land Cattle
No. indebtedness debt debt
32 $ 26,157 $ 17,040 $ 9,117
18 75,328 33,501 41,827
49 190,671 116,667 74,004
52 36,954 21,064 15,890
21 18,000 ..., 18,000

5 9,125 1,096 8,050
4 22,000 6,800 15,200
57 11,863 7,788 4,075
8 64,300 43,800 20,500
45 46,000 ... 46,000
9 26,584 1,250 25,334
44 162,434 17,024 43,867
46 850 850 ...
28 8,562 ... 8,562
6 11,718 6,000 5,718
17 10,632 1.958 8,674
. 55 23,000 5,057 17,943
5
23,844 ... 3,464

58 14,488 11,734 2,754
59 5,946 4,100 1,846
60 32,681 10,681 22,000
Av. 333,200 15,239 17,855

1Includes $1543 debt on dairy cattle
2 Includes $380 debt on sheep
3 Includes $106 debt on other than land and cattle

RancH InNpEBTEDNESS~—The 1925 census shows that in the coun-
ties where these ranches are located, the owner farms reporting a
mortgage debt had more than one-third of their real estate covered by

mortgage as follows:

Ratio of mortgage debt

County to real estate value
Pueblo ....... .o 43.7 percent
Las Animas ..........-..... 39.1 percent
Baca . .-t 38.6 percent
Otero ... ..o, 38.5 percent
Cheyenne ............... ... 33.4 percent
Linccln ....... ..o 31.0 percent

The census does not report cattle debts.
these ranches represented about one-third of
less than the census figures.

The reported debts on
the total investment, or
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out of the twentyv-two that had over $700 income from any one source
other than cattle. Ranch 41 was the only one with less than 50 percent

of the income from cattle.

Table 6.—Source of Ranch Receipts: Average for Period Studied

Receipts frem in-

Cash receipts creased inventory
Ranch Total Other Stock Other
No. receipts Cattle stock products Crops Cattle stock
32 $39,201 $20,804 $ ... $ 23 $.... $18,374 $...
18 24,137 24,087 50 Cee e e
49 29,606 29,209 356 41 e
52 19,425 19,094 331
21 6,484 5,065 1429
5 9,366 8,064 138 . 1,164 ...,
4 8,584 8,584 e e
97 4,427 4,214 213
8 7,676 6,171 755 750
45 7,502 1,860 504 5,138
9 4,082 4,014 60 Ceee e 8
44 11,828 6,597 1,737 760 71 2,592 71
46 4,766 3,726 1,040
23 5,575 3,469 54 2,052
6 3,961 3,961 e e
17 7,121 7,117 2 2 e e
55 6,665 5,436 8 15 1,168 38
56 2,727 2,543 77 75 e e 32
41 4,247 2,051 1,010 383 785 ... 218
58 8,118 7,732 287 ..., 299
59 14,872 4,026 554 232 60 ...,
60 4,950 4,550 25 375 ceee )
Av. 10,942 9,414 251 94 154 1,029 8
1Includes $9 of miscellanecus cash receipts
2 Feed

3 Total for all ranches shows a net decrease in inventory of other stock and feed

Raxcu ExpeEnses,—Table 7 gives for each ranch the important
items of expense. The items of feed, leases, taxes, labor and the
purchase of cattle represent the heaviest cash outlay. The item of
leases varies widely due to the variation in the amount of land leased
as shown in table 1. There is considerable variation in the amount of
feed purchased. Some of the men grow a much larger proportion of
their feeds than do others.

Several of the men included in this study purchased herds of cat-
tle from their neighbors. This brings the expense for cattle pur-
chased to a higher figure than would be the case if they were simply
buying cattle for replacements. There were six men who did not buy
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any bulls during the period included in this study, and exactly one-
half, or 11 ranches, did not purchase any other cattle. These pur-
chases of bulls, when considered as an average for the entire group,
are not as great as the normal depreciation and death loss on bulls
which is a further indication that these men were reducing their
expenses as far as possible.

The cash expense for taxes which averages $1,083 for all ranches
represents practically 11 percent of the actual cash income for all
ranches. Ranch 49 required practically 25 percent of the cash income
to pay the excessive tax bill. This rancher owns practically his en-
tire area. ‘There is not, however, a direct correlation on all ranches
between the land owned and the cash income required to pay taxes.
Ranch 58, for example, owned 78 percent of the land area and paid
6.6 percent of the cash income for taxes. But the group of ranches
owning over 40 percent of their land area paid a larger proportion of
their income for taxes than was paid by the group owning less than
40 percent of their land area.

Case REcEIPTS AND ExPENsEs.—In tables 6 and 7 the analysis
of receipts and expenses includes some items which are not cash such
as depreciation and changes in inventory value. Ranchmen are in-
terested in the actual cash receipts and expenses as it is from such
a comparison that they measure the results of the year’s business.
Table 8 summarizes from the previous tables the cash receipts, cash
expenses, excluding interest, interest actually paid and the difference
or the net cash available for the rancher to live on. Ten of the twen-
ty-two men included in this study did not have enough cash re-
ceipts to pay expenses and interest on their indebtedness. The aver-
age for all ranches shows $136, net cash to live on.

A brief study of table 8 will show why some of the ranches which
started to keep records in 1922 did not continue thru the four-year per-
iod. For example, ranches 21, 8, 45, 9 and 46 dropped off from our
records at the end of the year 1923. None of these men showed for
this period, when their records were available, any net cash to live on.
Ranch 32 shows a cash loss, but as shown in table 6 this operator was
building up his cattle inventory during this period, so that his total
income, together with his comparatively low indebtedness at the be-
ginning of the period, kept him in the running.

Ranch 49 was in good enough position at the beginning of the
period so that he also weathered the unfavorable prices, altho it is ob-
vious that a few more years at the rate shown in this study would
have forced him to liquidate. Some of the other vanches that had
been steadily losing money were in grave danger at the close of this
study.
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Rancn Income.—~Table 9 summarizes the figures in tables 6 and
7 to show the percent return on the owner’s equity and on the total
investment for each ranch. Some of the ranches with a net cash loss,
as shown 1n table 8, notably Nos. 32 and 28, had increases in inven-
tory which offset their cash losses so that for the business as a whole
they show return on their investment. Ranch 49 shows a one per-
cent return on the total investment. But this one percent on the total
investment is not sufficient to pay the actual interest on his indebted-
ness, leaving him a large loss on his equity. On eight ranches there
was no return for the use of the investment as a whole, while on
thirteen ranches there was no return to the owner for his equity. The
average for all ranches shows a slight loss on the owner’s equity but
a return of practically 2.4 percent on the entire investment. The
heavy interest payments, which average a little over $2400 per ranch,
are the direct cause of this state of affairs. Practically one-fourth of
the ranch income as shown in table 8 is required to pay interest on
indebtedness. On only six ranches was the payment for interest on
indebtedness less than 10 percent of the cash income.

Table 9.—Ranch Income and Percentage on Investment: Average for

Period Studied

Return Pet. Pct.

Receipts Return for Paid for cn return

Ranch Total Total minug Unpaid invest- inter- owner's owner's total
No. receipts expenses expenses labor ment est equity equity invest.
32 $39,201  §$21,432 $17,769 § 600 $17,169 § 1.821 $15.348 8.08 7.95
18 24,137 16,141 7,998 800 7,396 5,273 2,123 1.19 2.91
49 29,606 23,987 5,619 942 4,677 13,923 —9,246 —3.43 1.02
52 19,425 13,565 5,860 1,800 4,060 2,480 1.580 4.00 5.31
21 6,484 7,482 —998 —998 1,260 -—2,258 —9.32 —2.36
5 9,366 8,313 1,053 1,000 718 — 665 —1.09 .08
4 8,584 7,576 1,008 180 528 2,200 —1,672 —46.01 1.06
57 4,427 2,628 1,799 705 1.094 707 387 1.05 2.25
8 7.676 7,778 —102 —102 5,144 —5,246—22.89 —.12
45 7,502 6,531 971 720 251 3,520 —3,269 .. .. .86
9 4,082 4,138 — 56 360 —416 1,969 —2,385—10.43 —.84
44 11,828 10,839 989 1,400 —411 4,384 —4,795—28.35 —.52
46 4,766 4,882 —116 —116 51 — 167 —.75 —.50
28 5,575 3,372 2,203 540 1.663 685 978 4.05 5.08
6 3,961 2,665 1,296 480 816 953 — 137 —.66 2.52
17 7,121 8,739 —1,618 495 —2,113 795 -—2,908 —5.48 —3.32
55 6,665 5,405 1,260 1,260 1,840 — 580 —1.37 1.93
56 2,727 2,299 428 960 —532 ... — 532 —1.11 —1.11
41 4,247 3,878 369 22 347 307 40 10 .83
58 8,118 5,348 2,770 1,260 1,510 852 658 3.77 4.73
59 4,872 5,000 —128 480 —608 413 —1,021 —4.66 —2.18
60 4,950 2,338 2,612 570 2,042 2,347 — 305 —1.65 3.99

Av. 10,942 7,953 2,989 642 2,347 2,428 — 81 —.12 2.39
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In table 10 the average ranch return is shown separately for each
year. Nineteen hundred twenty-four was the year of lowest returns
on these ranches. In 1925 the start had been made toward recovery.
This gives an interesting contrast to studies made on irrigated farms
in Weld County, Colorado, for the same four years. On these Weld
County irrigated farms {922 was the poorest year, returns steadily im-
proved until 1924, then 1925 was not as good as 1924. In other words
the cattle industry was becoming less profitable up to 1924 while ir-
rigation agriculture was recovering. Starting with 1925 the cattle
business began to regain its former standing.

Table 10.—Ranch Income by Years: Average for All Ranches

1922 1923 1924 1925 Average
Number ranches ............ 11 16 16 15 58
Total receipts .................. 12,999 11,110 10,114 13,720 10,942
Total expenses ................. 9,232 8,450 7,998 10,021 7,953
Receipts less expenses .......... 3,767 2,660 2,116 3,699 2,989
Unpaid labor .................. 427 588 743 750 642
Return for investment .......... 3,340 2,072 1,373 2,949 2,347
Paid interest ................... 1,990 2,681 2,457 2,448 2,428
Return for owner's equity ...... 1,350 —6509 —1,084 501 —.81
Percent on owner's equity ...... 2.43 — .95 — 1.62 .71 —.12
Percent on total investment .... 4.11 2.08 1.36 2.81 2.39

Table 11 shows the details of the percentage return on invest-
ment for each ranch for each year. This shows that several ranches
made less money in 1925 than in 1924 (notably ranches 32, 18, 57
and 58), while the average for all ranches is better in 1925 than in
1924, The year 1923 was the poorest for some ranches (notably ranch-
es 9, 28 and 6). Seven ranches made more in 1925 than in any
previous year (49, 52, 28, 6, 55, 59 and 60). Several of these were
not included in 1922, Of the six ranches with complete records for
four vears, two made the Dbest incomes in 1922, two in 1923 and two
in 1925.

Bringing in new ranches to replace those dropping out the frst
two years makes it hard to compare results, yet the average for all
ranches agrees closely with opinions held by ranchmen that 1924
was the worst year on the range.
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Table 11.—Percent Return on Total Investment by Years

Ranch
No. 1922 1923 1924 1925 Average
32 11.84 8.76 6.98 " 5.30 7.95
18 3.90 3.32 2.96 1.48 2.91
49 e 1.03 — .01 2.05 1.02
52 6.44 2.25 7.02 5.31
21 —5.10 .56 —2.36
5 .98 1.08 —1.20 — .66 .08
4 7.60 —5.43 1.06
57 3.91 .64 2.25
8 — .96 .74 — .12
45 86 Ce Ce .86
9 5.88 —6.76 — .84
44 . —1.60 — .22 .24 — .52
46 — .50 — .50
28 4.00 2.98 5.76 7.08 5.08
6 1.25 —1.86 4.74 6.22 2.52
17 .38 2.77 —12.35 —3.32
55 — .14 3.96 1.93
56 e e —2.04 — .17 —1.11
41 —.16 2.03 1.21 .25 .83
58 6.07 3.61 4.73
59 —5.44 1.13 —2.18
60 1.94 6.11 3.99
Av. 4.11 2.08 1.36 2.81 2.39

CATTLE PRODUCTION AND SALES

Beer Propucep BY Crasses—Table 12 gives the percentage of
total beef produced each year by classes of livestock. This analysis
is based on actual sale weights and estimated inventory weights. Near-
ly 60 percent of all the weight comes from the growth of calves.
The smaller percentages produced hy the two-year old cattle as com-
pared to the yearling cattle is due to the relatively smaller number
of animals on hand for the year.

Table 12.—Distribution of Total Beef Produced Each Year

Percent of total beef preduced

1922 1923 1924 1925 Average
Calves ........ooviiviiiiin, 62.69 61.01 57.21 50.82 57.89
Yearling heifers ............ 11.42 13.23 12.98 13.12 12.78
Yearling steers .............. 8.94 10.54 10.40 12.30 10.61
Heifers, 2°S ................ 6.19 7.25 9.55 6.76 7.52
Steers, 2's ... .. 6.64 3.49 7.27 12.23 7.22

Aged steers ................ 4.12 4.48 2.59 - 477 3.98
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AvERAGE YERARLY GaIns By Crasses.—Table 13 gives the aver-
age number of pounds of beef produced per head for the different
classes of livestock each year and the average for four years.

The group of aged steers includes all steers three years and older.
As shown by the table, steers above three years make practicaily one-
half as much gain per year as the yearling and two-year-old cattle. The
gain put on by some classes of cattle in 1924 was less than in the other
years. ‘This is partly due to the fact that 1924 was comparatively dry
with a resultan short growth of grass which is reflected in somewhat
smaller gains. ‘

The gains as a whole shown by table 13 are rather low. One rea-
son for this, in all classes except calves, is the fact that losses of an-
imals are subtracted in showing the actual live weight produced by
each class of cattle. In order to show the possible effect of such loss-
es upon the gains, the last column of inventory gains shows what can
be expected normally for each class from animals kept an entire year.

Table 13.—Average Pounds Beef Produced Per Head by Classes

Estimated

Class 1922 1923 1924 1925 Average gains
Calves .................. 353 372 347 341 354 354
Heifers, 1I's ............. 187 191 186 193 190 205
Steers, 1's ......0000ee.n 233 217 2166 216 204 208
Heifers, 2's ............ 169 176 182 174 176 189
Steers, 2's .............. 215 168 189 200 194 201
Aged steers ............ 114 115 66 86 94 106

1 Net pounds of gain divided by average number on hand entire year.

2One sale of 100 yearlings in May showed only 10 lbs. per head increase over
opening inventory of the year. This reduces the average gain for all fcr
the year. Also a dry year in 1924 gave poorer feed, so less gain.

NuwmBER OF CaTTLE Sorp.—Table 14 shows the distribution of
cattle sales by classes. At the bottom of the table is also shown the
percentage of the number sold in each class and the percentage of
the total value of such sales for each class. In the case of steers of
all ages the percentage of value dold is greater than the percentage of
the number sold.

Measured by numbers of animals sold, cows and calves lead the
list with yearling steers next, followed by aged steers. The sales
of cows and bulls are usually sales of animals that have no further
value for breeding purposes. In the sale of growing cattle, however,
there is considerable variation among the ranches.
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Table 14.—Number of Cattle Sold by Classes: Average for Period Studied

Ranch Total Yearling Two-year-old Aged
No. number sold Cows Bulls Calves Heifers Steers Heifers Steers Steers
32 472 167 1 298
18 953 195 6 375 140 170 42 25
49 938 297 15 307 42 199 64 14
52 406 34 4 99 269
21 247 33 2 212

5 323 144 4 64 56 30 20 1 4
4 293 92 2 32 59 108
57 368 2 . 35 82 1 P
8 157 i6 .. 54 45 42
45 56 54 2
9 140 58 . 41 41
44 225 95 2 41 26 14 3 15 29
46 108 5 .. 68 35
28 89 27 1 3 Ve 40 18
6 208 38 1 148 10 11
117 246 71 .. 3 41 67 32 32
55 124 34 .. 2 16 72
56 108 23 1 67 13 4
41 65 19 .. 2 AN 9 PN 25 10
58 180 20 1 9 3 16 131
59 117 39 1 18 23 1 35 ..
60 133 70 .. 31 2 30
Av, number

head 300 82 3 73 23 42 7 28 42

Pct. of total

number sold 21.3 1.0 24.5 1.6 13.9 2.4 9.5 13.8

Pct. of value

sold 22.5 1.0 16.8 5.6 15.2 2.3 13.1 23.5

Table 15 shows the percentage of growing cattle sold at different
ages. Some of the ranches made a practice of growing out all cattle
to maturity and selling only long age steers while the heifers are all
thrown into the cow herd and finally sold as cull or dry grass-fat cows.
Otherg will sell all calves reserving only enough heifers to take care
of the replacement in the cow herd. Some sell the bulk of their grow-
ing stock as yearlings and two-year-olds while still others seem to
market cattle of every class and age.
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AVERAGE SALE Pricks PEr Hreap.—The cattle sold from these
ranches in the different years brought the price per head shown in
table 17, For practically every class of cattle the year 1924 shows the
lowest return per head. The actual sale price received for the differ-
ent classes of cattle, when compared with the price at which ranchmen
inventoried their livestock, which was discussed in connection with
table 4, shows that heifers were sold at just about inventory prices.
Steers brought nearly $10 per head more on the market than the value
at which they were carried in the inventory. Cows and bulls were held
in the inventory at much higher figures than they brought at sale
since, in practically all cases, sales of these animals represented their
value at the end of their usefulness.

Inventory values are placed on cattle at the beginning of each year.
Sales are made mostly in the fall. Between the first of the year and the
sale date, young cattle continue to increase in value, while breeding
cows and bulls decrease.

Table 17.—Average Sale Price Per-Head by Years and Classes

1922 1923 1924 1925 Average
COWS ... $20.54 $25.08 $24.05 $30.91 $25.82
Bulls ................. 28.55 34.47 31.20 35.70 33.09
Calf (9me.) .......... 20.52 22.51 18.60 23.00 21.50
Heifers, 1's ............ 26.77 22.82 21.01 27.93 23.03
Steers, 1's ............ 34.00 32.45 27.02 40.38 34.39
Heifers, 2's ............ e 27.38 29.50 35.32 30.65
Steers, 2's ............ 49.96 29.74 42.73 46.04 43.64
Aged steers ............ 55.22 53.80 49.85 54.40 53.35

Table 18 shows the average price per hundredweight for each
class of cattle. There is very little difference in the average price re-
ceived per hundredweight for the sale of calves, yearlings, two-year-
olds and older steers. The yearling steers brought the highest price
of any class of steers and the aged steers brought the lowest. Unless
gains for steers beyond one year old could be put on more economical-
ly than for younger cattle, it would seem that best profits could be
realized by selling steers not older than two years. As shown in Table
14 the aged steers put on about half the gain in weight per head
of the younger cattle while the average price per hundredweight is
no greater than for the younger cattle. Conditions of abnormal mar-
ket prices might justify men in holding cattle an extra year in the
hopes that the market would improve but under normal conditions these
records suggest that it is undesirable to hold steers on the range be-
yond two years of age.



Jan., 1928 RancH OrcaNizatrioN IN EastErn COLORADO 29

Table 18.—Average Sale Price Per Hundredweight Each Year by
Classes of Cattle

1922 1923 1924 1925 Average
COWS  vveeee e it e $2.62 $3.02 $2.86 $3.66 $3.11
Bulls ....... . 2.34 2.87 2.59 2.87 2.73
Calves ... i 5.79 5.49 5.87 7.66 6.05
Yearling heifers ............ 5.66 4.73 4.00 5.41 4.46
Yearling steers ............. 6.46 6.78 5.96 7.51 6.83
2-year heifers .............. P 3.84 4.13 5.06 4.31
2-year steers .............. 6.51 4.41 5.84 6.20 5.95
Aged steers ................ 5.93 5.51 5.38 5.98 5.74
AV o 4.92 4.75 4.13 5.49 4.83

There is always a question in the minds of cattlemen as to where
to sell their cattle. What market will net them the most? To attempt
an answer to this question the sales for the four-year period were
grouped asi to sales at the ranch and sales at the central markets. Table
19 shows the results. When comparison is made per hundredweight
of sales the ranch sales showed a slight advantage for bulls, calves,
heifers and about a dollar per hundredweight advantage for one-year-
old steers and about fifty cents for two-year-old steers. Cows brought
considerably more at the central markets.

However, when the net returns above marketing costs are com-
pared on a head basis as shown in the last two columns of the table,
there is not so much advantage in ranch sales. The central markets
brought a higher net return per head for cows, two-year-old steers
and heifers, while ranch sales brought more for bulls, calves, yearling
steers and old steers.

It is difficult to determine which of these comparisons is the more
reliable as a guide in the choice of a market. When bulls or heifers
are in demand for the breeding herd, the ranch sales should prove
more profitable. The same should be true where there is a demand
for steers to run on summer pasture or for feeders.

When cows are past their usefulness, or cattle are ready for
slaughter, it is reasonable to conclude that a better price can be se-
cured at the central markets as the local buyer will try to purchase at
a figure that will net him a profit on the deal.

The two-year-old steers brought a higher price per hundredweight
at the ranch but a higher price per head at the central markets. This
apparent contradiction was due to a difference in weights. Steers sold
at the ranch weighed 704 pounds while those sold at the central mar-
kets weighed 798 pounds. Also in the case of heifers, ranch sales av-
eraged 551 pounds and central market sales averaged 584 pounds. The
weights at the market were scale weights, while those at the ranch in
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COST OF PRODUCTION

Cattlemen are interested in the comparative cost of producing a
calf and of running a steer on the range. Where a business is con-
ducted in the way that a cattle ranch is, it is difficult to distinguish
between the costs that relate to producing calves and those that relate
to other classes of cattle.

Cattle of all ages use the same land. The same labor cares for
each. Winter feed can be separated fairly well. But interest, taxes,
depreciation and many other items like the pasture and labor are all
unavoidable costs of the cattle business, yet obviously not all charge-
able to the breeding herd nor to any other class of cattle. Some items
of cost may be related to the breeding herd more than to steers. Others
cannot be separated.

There is one point, however, which seems fairly obvious. The
ranch as a whole exists for the production of cattle. In most instances
any other income is incidental as shown in table 6. With this in mind
the authors decided to use a ranch expense comparison.

Table 6 shows the expenses for each ranch. The average for all
ranches was $7,953. This does not include any interest nor the value
of operator’s labor but it does include purchase of cattle. Most of
the cattle purchased on these ranches were to replace death loss and
canner sales except in the instances noted where entire herds were pur-
chased on one or two ranches. In order to give a comparison which
would more nearly reflect normal conditions it was thought best
to eliminate the actual cost of cattle purchased and substitute for it
the normal depreciation and death loss on the breeding herd. For all
ranches this figure averaged $2,145 per ranch. This represents an
expense which is chargeable to the breeding herd and the calves pro-
duced rather than to the entire cattle expense.

An analysis of table 6 shows that there were very few sales from
these ranches of anything except cattle. The sales of crops, livestock
products and livestock other than cattle shown in table 6, give only
$499 total income from these sources for the average ranch. Since it
is difficult to determine what proportion of the ranch expense was
used in the production of these miscellaneous minor sources of in-
come it was arbitrarily assumed that their cost was the same as their
returns, namely, $499. This no doubt involves a slight error but, by
subtracting $499 from the total ranch expense, one can secure the net
expense which must be met entirely from the sales of cattle.

Table 9 shows that the unpaid family labor on these ranches av-
eraged $642. In many instances this represented a large proportion
of the entire labor expense. Since the ranch could not operate without
this unpaid labor, it was thought best to include it with the other
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ranch expenses, and analyze the net ranch expense chargeable to cat-
tle, both with and without interest. This shows what ranch expenses
must be met from cattle production before the ranches can break even.

Following this method of approach and referring back to the ranch
expense shown in table 7 of $7,953. one can secure a result of $6.443
as the average net ranch expense other than interest, depreciation and
death loss of breeding herd which must be met from cattle sales. The
average interest per ranch was $6,314.

The number of head of cattle other than calves run on these ranch-
es as shown in table 3 was 1,016. Dividing this into $6,443 gives $6.34,
average ranch expense per head other than interest, death loss and de-
preciation. The ranch expense per head, including interest for the
average of all ranches was $12.55. The death loss and depreciation
on breeding herd of $2,145 when divided by the number of cows and
bulls in the breeding herd as shown in table 3 gives a death loss and
depreciation expense per head in the breeding herd of $3.87.

Table 20 shows the results of this method of analysis for each
year together with the average for the four years. The average net
expense per head of cattle was $12.55 including interest, and $6.34
without interest. The death loss and depreciation in the breeding
herd averaged $3.87 per head . This amount added to the general ex-
penses chargeable to all cattle brings the total expense per head in the
breeding herd up to $16.42 including interest and $10.21 without in-
terest.

Table 20.—Ranch Expense Per Head of Cattle Except Calves

1922 1923 1924 1925 Av.
Net ranch expenses other than
death loss and depreciation ¢f
cattle—
Without interest .......... § 6.37 $ 6.87 $ 5.90 $ 6.19 $ 6.34
With interest .............. 11.80 13.15 12.33 12.65 12.55
Breeding herd death loss and de-
preciation per head .......... 4.67 3.78 3.66 3.57 3.87
Total breeding herd ranch expense
per head—
‘Without interest .......... 11.04 10.65 9.56 9.76 10.21
With interest ............. 16.47 16.93 15.99 16.22 16.42

Rancu Expense Per 100 Pounps of Beer Propucep.—The an-
alysis in the preceding table gives the average ranch expense per head
of cattle regardless of their class, age or weight. Table 13 shows that
there is considerable variation in the amount of beef produced per
year by animals of different ages. If the pounds per head shown in
table 13 are divided into the average yearly ranch expense as shown in
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table 20, it will give the ranch expense per 100 pounds of beef
produced for each class of cattle as shown in table 21.

The expenses other than interest are $3.17 per hundredweight of
calves produced by the breeding herd. There is slight variation from
this figure n the production of yearling and two-year-old heifers and
steers. However, when the death loss and depreciation in the breeding
herd which represents $1.94 per hundredweight is considered, the total
calf expense is $5.11 which is approximately $1.75 higher than the
expense for yearling and two-year-old cattle. The expense for aged
steers is the highest of that of any group due to the lower pounds
production per head as shown in table 13.

This higher expense per hundredweight of calves as compared to
other growing cattle is due to the low percentage calf crop. With a
56 percent average calf crop, 56 calves must carry the entire expense
ot 100 cows and accompanying bulls. This makes the expense higher
on calves than on other growing cattle. [f the percentage calf crop
isi 70, the expense of producing calves would be the same as for
yearlings and two-year-olds. With calf crops better than 70 percent
the calves would be produced cheaper than other cattle.

This method of analysis suggests that up until cattle are two years
of age there is little difference in the ranch expense per 100 pounds of
beef produced. The production of calves costs more than that for
either yearlings or two-year-olds. It would seem from these figures
that better results could be obtained by selling cattle either as yearlings
or two-year-olds than could be obtained by selling as calves or as aged
steers.

Table 21.—Net Ranch Expense Per 100 Pounds Beef Produced

Expense per hundredweight including interest

1922 1923 1924 1925 Av.
Heifers, 1's ..........o.oovnunn $ 6.31 $ 6.88 $ 6.63 $ 6.55 § 6.61
Steers, 'S ... .. i 5.06 6.06 7.43 5.86 6.15
Heifers, 2's ........ ... . ... ... 6.98 7.47 6.77 7.27 7.13
Steers, 2'S o 5.49 7.83 6.52 6.32 6.47
Aged steers ... .. 10.35 11.43 18.68 14.71 13.35
Calves ........ ... o il 5.41 6.14 6.32 7.35 6.28
Death loss and depreciation on
breeding herd ............... 2.14 1.77 1.88 2.07 1.94
Total calf expense ...... ...... 7.55 7.91 8.20 9.42 8.22
Expense per hundredweight not including interest
Heifers, 1's ................... 3.41 3.58 3.17 3.21 3.34
Steers, 1's ....... ... ..o 2.13 3.17 3.55 2.87 3.11
Heifers, 2's ........ ... . 377 3.90 3.24 3.56 3.60
Steers, 2's ... L 2.96 4.09 3.12 3.10 3.27
Aged steers .................. 5.59 5.97 8.94 7.20 6.74
Calves ... .. e 2.92 3.15 3.03 3.60 3.17
Death loss and depreciation cn
breeding herd ............... 2.14 1.77 1.88 2.07 1.94

Total calf expense ........ .... 5.06 4.92 4.91 5.67 5.11







JAqUINU {801 1

8568 S6'81  PPPE  T6°LL  ¥8'BE  90'GT  92°€E  EI0E  0L'8F  LERTTUUUTUUtctorocotiicicisiceicsiocs 350D SSOLD
G9°L 14 (A9 Ly ¥e'8 8L'% 8E°L 1879 498G BLog st Aynbe s203e12d0 U0 3sddeiuf
§0°¢ ¥6°g L8'F vs'e ST 66°¢ G449 tr'e ey €97 trrrrrtrrrorirrIITIINT SSOUPIIQRpUl U0 )saa9ju)
T6'6T BGIL  GP0Z  €9°0T  GF'6L GG TT  8L°0T  GETT  EL'BT  QO'GL "t Tootcocosttecsececssiseseiss 3800 39N
g8’ 0g’ FO'L ¥S* €01 09’ iz 24 19 6 ccccrooorcrroorrrreottoJoqe] pledun pue $.103e10d0
€L°2 66T (283 LUt 1£°2 pe't 09°g e9'T 6L'% QLT Tt puBl 3UpzRIS PISEI]
U £ [ [ 15 ¥e Th ¥ s¢ 2g0 et sjusweadadwy U0 uoryerddade(
6% 83" 2 8¢ Ly’ Le 9%’ Ler 6F" ggr oottt juawdinba uo uolyeroaldeQg
LTY (4 0g'¥ €8'2 86°¢ 1£°g ST'Y 8¥°3 6%°% §Lg ccccc oottt pIeg 3urpsadq uo  uolyerodadaq
0L'g 861 8L°2 T ¥s'¢g 81 I%°¢ P 93¢ 60°g Tttt pasy Suiplauq uo ssoy yiead
1Tg 92°1 61'g PIT 812 121 95°g eey 951 DO 7T trtrtetereseisessesiiieiiaiiaaeiss goypT
$8° 6 08’ o " 25 36 96 18 LY coec asuadXe  SNOSUBIPOSII
6T 11 21 90° a o1 0z’ T 3T LR I I R e T
88°1T 601 08'1 ¥6° [2:3n+ L 82'¢ 98T 60°2 4 s L G A8 88 2
P 84" o1 80" o1 L0° eT 20" P P R
g¢¢ % 6T ¢ 06C & IST § 2T% ¢ 683 08¢ § 282 $ PT'C § LE1$ ooocoooroororerioerter ot DOJY UIOTUIM
T 980°8T FLOP G9L°F €0%°g $06°¢ TrotrrrrrrrrrrrorrIIITIritt SOA[RD JO JRqUINN
1 880°T¢ 13L°L 802’8 1906 8609 " ettt SMOD 3O aquUnN
Jed 209 I1ed M00 Jreo 209 Ied M00 Ied £09
REX Ri¥ | REX S REXY REN I8 RER 1d dIed RCX |
s1eed § AV Ge61 FT6T 8361 261

1€d L -.—U.ﬂu hOw OMﬁh0>< 3eD mvﬂﬂ MO A3 IS0 pioH Mﬂm—uNOhml.NN 2[qey



36 CoLoraDo EXPERIMENT STATION Bulletin 327

RANCH MANAGEMENT

RELaTiON 0F RAINFALL TO RATE OF STOCKING.—Probably the
most important factor in determining the use of grazing land is the
ramfall.

All ranches in the study fall in one or another of the three main
rainfall areas of the plains, namely, two ranches in the 10- to 13-inch
rainfall area, eleven ranches in the 13- to 16- inch rainfall area and
nine ranches in the 16- to 20-inch rainfall area.

Table 23 shows the average number of cattle per section, acres per
head, percentage of land used for feed crop production and pounds of
beef produced per acre for the three different groups. Two of the
ranches have been eliminated from this table. Ranch 60 was eliminat-
ed because of the unknown area of free range used, and ranch 32 be-
cause of its size and other factors.

The area designated as the 10- to 13-inch rainfall area is small and
relatively unimportant when considered from the standpoint of ranch-
ing. Only two ranches were studied in this area and because of this
small number the data for this group are not so significant as is the
case with the other two groups.

It will be noted that the rate of stocking for the two last groups
is very nearly the same but there is considerable difference in the
amount of feed crops produced and the beef production per acre.

Even with the use of a considerably greater amount of supplemen-
tary feeds the group of ranches in the 13- to 16-inch rainfall area was
unable to produce as much beef per acre as the group in the 16- to 20-
inch rainfall area.

Ranch 32, altho located in the 13- to 16-inch rainfall area is more
favorably located than the others in this group as the range is mostly
along streams and canyons where vegetation is much better and en-
ables this operator to stock much heavier. On this ranch scarcely any
land was used for feed crop production.

Table 23.—Relation of Rainfall to Rate of Stocking

Head of cattle Acres per Percent of all Pounds beef
No. of exceptcalves headexcept land used for produced

Rainfall area ranches per sec. calves crop production per acre
10-13 inches 2 20 32.3 none 5.7
13-16 inches 10 33 19.2 1.96 9.8
16-20 inches 8 32 19.9 1.28 10.3

Average 20 31 20.4 1.40 9.7
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SystEMS OF GrazING.—The systems of grazing generally employed
can not be said to be very good for the improvement of the range. Most
of the ranches used either yearlong grazing over the entire range or sea-
sonal, reserving a part of it for winter pasture. This winter pasture
usually consists of the same part of the range used for this purpose year
after year with no attempt at any regular rotation. Most men see the
desirability of rotated and deferred grazing but realize that it will
necessitate considerable extra expense in the way of cross fences and
equipment. Also on many ranches certain parts of the range may
be unsuited for rotated grazing, due to a lack of natural shelter and
water.

Table 24.—Amounts of Winter Feed by Classes: Pounds Per Head

1922 1923 1924 1925 Average
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Cows ......... 221 26 399 57 423 65 141 44 306 50
Bulls ......... 742 113 1017 158 1189 144 249 109 840 134
Yealings ... .. 724 45 669 86 532 39 569 37 613 53
J-year-olds ...1000 91 151 39 209 25 268 56 347 49
3-yr.-old steers 301 69 N .. 207 46 52 17 113 27

Roughage includes hay, sorghum and fodder.
Concentrates include, chiefly, cottonseed cake.

FeEp CroP PropuctioN.—Some supplementary feeds were pro-
duced on all ranches except the two noted above. Sorghum, either
for hay or fodder, constituted 46 percent of the roughage; wild hay,
20 percent; alfalfa hay, 16 percent; corn, 15 percent; and about 3
percent of other grain hays, millet, etc. Corn made up 91 percent
of all grain raised, the other 9 percent being oats, barley and wheat.

The average production per ranch per year was 74 tons of sor-
ghum fodder, 33 tons wild hay, 26 tons alfalfa hay, 28 tons of corn
fodder and other miscellaneous roughages combined. Grain corn
amounted to 359 bushels per ranch per year and other grain 21 bushels.

The question may be raised: “Was this crop production profitable ?’
To this we would reply that since these crops are not grown as cash
crops or direct revenue producers and no nearby market exists at which
these feeds can be purchased with any degree of dependability, either
with respect to supply or a fair price, we are inclined to adopt the
viewpoint of most cattlemen in this area who look upon the growing of
crops as a form of insurance or protection against excessive death loss,
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WiINTER FEEDING.—On the whole comparatively small amounts
of feed were used in wintering cattle. In table 24 the pounds of feed
per head are shown with averages for the four years. The feed is
figured on the basis of number of cattle on the ranch for the entire
year. Bulls were fed the heaviest, yearlings or weaned calves came
next with cows and two-year-olds still less. The reason that the
amounts shown for cows appear small in comparison with the others
is that some of the larger operators do not feed all the cows but cut
out the thin ones and feed them by themselves, while weaned calves
and young growing cattle are fed on nearly all the ranches.

Table 25 shows the cost per head of the feeds used. Of the
roughages used the sorghums constitute 67 percent; alfalfa and
native hay, 27 percent; and other roughages, 6 percent. Cottonseed
cake amounted to 81 percent of the concentrates, and corn, barley
and other grains, 19 percent,

Table 25.—Cost of Winter Feed by Classes for Each Year: Average
Cost Per Head

Class of cattle 1922 1923 1924 1925 Average
Cows ... $1.25 $2.13 $2.18 $1.41 $1.79
Bulls ............... ..... 3.69 5.56 5.89 3.26 4.78
Yearlings ................ 1.87 2.33 1.85 2.14 2.07
Steers, 2-year-olds ........ 1.84 1.39 .90 1.86 1.47
Steers, 3-year-olds ........ 1.19 .99 .51 .58

Dearn Losses.—Death losses on cows per ranch and per year
are shown in table 26. A wide variation will be noted in these losses
for the individual ranches. On one ranch the death loss on cows was
23 percent in 1923. This was due, according to the owner, to the
fact that he was unable to obtain money to purchase cottonseed cake.
The winter and spring were bad and the cows “died like flies.”

The average death loss for all ranches was 3.5 percent on cows,
6.6 percent on bulls, 2.2 percent on two-year-old heifers, 3.1 percent
on yearling heifers, 3.6 percent on yearling steers, 2.2 percent on two-
and three-year-old steers and 1.6 pevcent on older steers. The av-
erage death loss on all classes of cattle was 3.15 percent. In only a
few instances was it possible to ascribe definite causes. Cow loss oc-
curred mostly during winter and early spring or at calving time. The
high percentage of loss on bulls was augmented by one rancher that
lost seven bulls one year from anthrax, and another that lost sixteen
bulls in one year, some of which were probably stolen. In some lo-
calities the cattlemen are still being bothered to some extent by thieves.
Their operations are confined for the most part to picking up un-
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branded calves and young cattle, throwing them into a truck and
driving off to some distant place for slaughter or trade.

Table 26.—Percentage Death Loss of Cows

1 Average for period

Ranch Entire
No. 1922 1923 1924 1925 Cows herd
32 5.0 1.6 4.0 7.0 4.7 4.2
18 3.7 .8 3.1 1.3 2.2 1.9
49 .. 2.0 1.0 1.0 1.3 1.6
52 .. 1.7 2.7 2.3 2.3 1.9
21 6.9 2.7 . .. 4.9 5.7

5 1.3 .5 3.8 N 1.5 1.4

4 2.3 4.8 .. .. 3.1 2.7
57 .. .. 1.8 7 1.1 0.9

8 2.3 2.1 .. .. 2.1 2.0
43 .. .. . .. 2.6 2.3

9 4.7 23.0 . .. 14.4 9.7
44 .. 2.1 1.6 7.2 3.0 5.2
46 .. 2.9 .. .. 4.3 3.0
28 2.1 2.3 1.8 3.3 2.7 2.2

6 4.9 4.1 2.4 1.1 2.9 3.4
17 11.7 1.3 6.3 o 6.1 4.9
55 .. .. 1.3 1 1.1 1.0
56 .. .. 8.2 2.5 5.7 5.5
41 2.5 5.2 7.0 .9 4.5 2.6
58 . .. 10.8 2.0 6.2 4.2
59 .. .. 12.9 2.3 11.0 5.6
60 .. .. 5.7 3.8 4.6 4.5
Av. (cows) 4.1 3.1 3.3 3.2 3.5
Av. (entire

herd) 3.8 2.9 3.6 2.5 .. 3.15

The percentage death loss on calves from birth to branding time
is very hard to ascertain. This loss is especially heavy in the early
spring storms. Most of the men in this study, however, aim to have
the calves dropped late enough to avoid this hazard.

CarLr Crop.—Table 27 shows the percentage of calf crop per ranch
and per year. The year 1924 heing very dry apparently resulted in a
lower calf crop in 1925,

There are a number of factors under the direct control of the
ranchman that influence the size of the calf crop such as good condition
of breeding cows and bulls, young vigorous bulls in sufficient numbers ;
careful management with regard to keeping bulls properly distributed
thruout the cow-herd during the breeding season; weeding or culling
out the non-breeding cows and so on.
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Perhaps the greatest influence on the size of calf crop is the con-
dition of the cows and bulls at breeding time. It is common knowl-
edge among ranchmen that a starved cow will not breed. As the breed-
ing period usually starts in the late spring it is apparent that the win-
tering of the breeding herd is of the utmost importance. A few of
the ranchmen try to keep the herd in fair condition with practically no
supplementary feeding thru the winter months by reserving the best
grass for winter grazing. The practice works well enough in normal
vears but in dry years some supplementary feed is necessary. A light
calf crop may usually be expected after a dry season. The use of
feeds such as hay and corn and sorghum fodders, cottonseed cake, corn
and sorghum grain seem to have a direct relationship to size of calf
crop.

Table 27.—Percentage of Calf Crop

Ranch
No. 1922 1923 1924 1925 Average
32 61 41 52 34 46
18 76 71 59 58 65
49 .. 77 64 62 68
52 .. 52 47 34 44
21 46 59 .. .. 52
5 40 53 42 41 44
4 60 42 .. .. 52
57 .. .. 56 59 58
8 35 59 .. .. 57
45 . 60 .. .. 60
9 58 34 .. .. 46
44 .. 47 38 42 43
46 .. 58 N .. 58
28 68 73 59 89 67
6 66 55 61 61 61
17 61 67 45 - 58
55 .. .. 91 84 88
56 .. .. 69 72 70
41 53 49 51 27 45
58 .. .. 77 48 63
59 .. .. 66 63 65
60 .. .. 41 48 44
Av 61 57 55 49 56

Table 28 shows the relation of the amount of winter feed for cows
and the resulting calf crop. The ranches are divided into two groups,
those using less than $2.00 worth of winter feed per cow and those
using over $2.00 worth of feed per cow. The amounts of the different
kinds of feeds used are shown for each ranch. The first group used an
average of $1.37 worth of winter feed which was largely fodder,
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REPLACEMENT OF BREEDING ANIMALS.—On a well organized
ranch it seems desirable to maintain the breeding herd at approximately
the 'same size from year to year. This presents a somewhat com-
plicated problem in the case of cows. In case of bulls it is only a
matter of culling out at the end of each hreeding season and buying
enough to replace death loss and sales for the next breeding season.

With cows it is an entirely different matter. Replacement cows
or heifers are generally raised instead of purchased and the percent-
age of the required replacement must be anticipated a year or two
in advance, depending on whether the heifers are bred to calve as
twos or threes. Death loss on the heifers saved must also be reck-
oned with. An average of all ranches shows an estimated useful life
of the breeding cow to be about seven and one-half years. This would
mean a 13-1/3 percent replacement every year. However, the sum
of the sales and death loss on these ranches divided by the number
of cows on hand at the beginning of the year gives 18.7 percent as
the actual replacement that took place and this would give slightly over
5 years as the average actual life of the breeding cow in the herd.

One reason for this will be found in the fact that heifers have not
been selling to advantage at any time during the period of this study
as may be seen from table 17. This evidently resulted in letting the
heifers grow into the breeding herd and selling a greater proportion of
the dry grass-fat cows.

The average estimated useful life of a bull was a trifle over three
years. This would put the replacement at 33 percent. Figuring actual
replacement on the same basis as used for cows shows 23.2 percent,
or a service life of a little over 4 years in the breeding herd. Death
loss was responsible for 29 percent of the bulls replaced and sales 71
percent. In the cow herd 19 percent was caused by death loss and 81
percent by sales,

Ra~cr L.aBor.—In table 30 the amount of ranch labor expressed
in months is tabulated per ranch and per year with averages. This
includes all labor hired, operator’s and unpaid family labor. It will be
noted that the average per year drops from about 40 months per ranch
in 1922 to a little more than 34 months in 1924. Then in 1925 the
average is up two months per ranch or 36. This may be due in part
to some ranches dropping out of the study and others being substituted,
but the main cause was the fact that 1924 was the hardest year on the
cattlemen in the area studied. The percentage of total ranch labor that
was performed by owners and members of their families was 24.2 in
1922; 30.7 in 1923; 47 in 1924; and in 1925 it dropped back to 45.5
percent. As the business became less profitable, operators assumed a
greater proportion of the labor.
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Table 31, number of cattle handled per man, shows the same
tendency. More cattle per man were handled in 1924 than in any

previous year, on the average.

Table 31.—Number of Head of Cattle Handled Per Man

Ranch

No. 1922 1923 1924 1925 Average
32 988 1,109 996 994 1,019
18 665 643 1,023 673 726
49 . 1,085 947 781 926
52 495 538 596 543
21 601 607
5 745 683 840 511 684
4 706 430 e . 561
57 577 624 601
8 559 543 c.. - 551
45 516 516
9 347 331 339
44 531 1,064 571 661
46 344 344
28 272 426 536 412 401
6 469 568 611 836 502
17 467 599 403 482
55 343 364 353
56 207 208 208
41 358 715 829 494 538
58 376 382 379
59 294 425 341
60 957 564 718
Av. 635 657 727 659 666

Of the total amount of labor 65 percent was cattle labor while
32 percent was used for crop production and 3 percent on other live-
stock enterprises such as sheep and dairy cattle. Hired or paid labor
cost on an average $56 per month in 1922, including a charge for
board, $65 in 1923, $63 in 1924 and $61 in 1925.

There is always a plentiful supply of ranch labor tho not always
of the best kind. There is an opinion held by most old timers that
“men are not what they used to be.” The hard times in the last few
years caused discouragingly low wages to be paid in ranching com-
pared with employment in the trades and business. The greater part
of present ranch labor is apt to be made up of two classes: Older men,
who, by reason of their many years of service in the cow business, are
unable and unwilling to adjust themselves to other lines of employment,
and younger men or boys seeking employment on the ranches as a sort
of diversion or “thrill” in the form of “ridin,” ropin’ and shootin.””
The first group, of course, form the most dependable class of ranch
labor. The automobile, which is credited and charged alike with
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most of the good and bad tendencies in social and economic develop-
ment in agriculture, has its effect on ranch labor. In the words of
time large outfits and even present day large ranches in Texas and
one cattleman, “Fvery cow hand sports a car in which he chases around
every night until he can’t stay awake in the saddle in the day time.”

Ranch labor is undoubtedly not so efficient as in the past. The old
elsewhere figure 1000 head per man.

In special tasks like branding, dehorning and dipping, the neigh-
boring ranchmen will co-operate with each other or exchange work.
This makes the most efficient way of handling jobs of that sort as
every man is experienced in all phases of working cattle.

FACTORS AFFECTING INCOME

Individual ranchmen show considerable variation in their methods
and systems of managing their ranches. There is little agreement as
to the best method of marketing. Owing to these variations and also
a tendency for the ranchmen to change their marketing practices from
year to year, it was a difficult matter to group the ranches for compar-
ison.

ErrecT oF SELLING Carves oN Income.—It was found, however,
that the practice of selling calves to any considerable extent bore a
marked relationship to the financial situation on the ranches. In table
32 the ranches have been divided into two groups, those selling less
than 10 percent of their calves and those selling more than 10 percent
of their calves.

Table 32.—Relation of Selling Calves to Financial Situation

Percent of calves No. of Debt as a Pct. Receipts as a Percent return on
sold ranches of investment Pct. of investment investment

Less than 106 11 30.5 11.9 3.71

Over 10% 11 41.1 9.3 1.04

Av. all ranches 22 33.9 11.1 2.39

In table 33 the relation between the practice of selling calves and
some other phases of management has been set forth.

Table 33.—Relation of Selling Calves to Other Phases of Management

Precent of calves No. of Percent of land No. of cattle Cattle per section
sold ranches in crops handled per man except calves

Under 10% 11 .92 696 42

Over 10% 11 1.36 639 31

Av. of all 22 1.16 666 34
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The practice of selling calves by some of these ranchmen is more
or less forced upon them by the necessity of raising cash to pay interest
on borrowed money.

The ranches selling less than 10 percent of their calves are more
likely to do so from a culling standpoint than as a regular source of
revenue. In every bunch of calves there is a certain percentage that,
if calves are sold, will go as the “cut” at a lower price than the rest
or retained on the ranch to be added to the calves next year. If calves
are not marketed this cut is sometimes taken and shipped with the
old cows in the fall.

EFFECT oF S1zE OF RANCH ON IncoMmE.—In table 34 is shown the
effect of the size of ranch upon the net return per acre for the use
of land. In arriving at this figure all of the ranch expenses, including
unpaid labor, were deducted from total ranch receipts to give a net re-
turn for the use of land.

Table 34.—Effect of Size of Ranch Upon Net Return Per Acre: Average
for Period Studied

Range in Net return
size c¢f ranch (acres) Number of ranches per acre for use of land
69,225 - 13,500 7 $0.14
13,500 - 9,000 7 .03
9,000 - 4,360 7 .01
All 21 .10

Ranch 60 was left out of table 34 because of the unknown area of
free range which was used. While the net returns per acre are low
in all groups due to the low cattle prices during the study, yet the larg-
er ranches made much better use of their land, not because of larger
production per acre, but because of less expense. This comparison
would suggest that in an extensive business such as cattle grazing, large
area is vital.

Rerarron or DEaTH Loss on Cows To INcomE—Death loss is an
important factor affecting income. However on these ranches there
was no correlation between death loss on cows and percentage on in-
vestment until over four percent loss was reached. With such a small
number of ranches, size or economy of operation had more effect on
income than death loss.

NunmBER 0F CarTLE HanpLED PEr MAN.—There is a general
opinion among plains cattlemen that for the efficient use of labor the
ranch must be so organized that 700 to 1000 cattle are handled per
man in the crew. Table 35 seems to indicate an advantage in the way
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It 1s fully as important to reduce the cost of operating a ranch
as it is to try for higher market prices. Higher prices are largely out
of the control of the operator. He can, however, do many things to
reduce the cost of running a ranch, either by actually reducing ex-
penses or by so handling his cattle that they put on larger gains with
less death loss than normal.

Table 36.—Relation of Breeding Herd Cost of Calf to Percentage on

Investment
Range in cost (except in- Percent of Percent on
terest) per cwt. calf produced Nuwmber of records calf crop Investment
$3.75-% 5.00 17 62 4,54
5.00- 7.00 20 57 2.20
7.00 - 14.44 21 51 —1.08

Lanp OwnNERSHIP VERSUS RENTAL—There is a question in the
minds of many people as to the effect of land ownership on the re-
turns from ranching. In the records included in this study, it was dif-
ficult to clearly distinguish between the expenses on owned land and
leased land. If it had been possible to clearly separate the expenses of
leased and owned land some positive relationships might have been
developed. As suggested in the discussion of table 2 the cost per
acre of leased land was so low that it should give an advantage, other
things being equal, in the economy of operating a ranch.

EXAMPLES OF GOOD RANCH MANAGEMENT

While the average returns on the ranches included in this study
were comparatively small yet individual operators made fair returns.
In some instances this was due apparently to one factor; in other in-
stances it was due to another. A somewhat detailed study of a few
of these ranches will suggest some important reasons for success.

SmaLL Rance SELLING Two-vEar-orps.—Table 37 gives a sum-
mary of the organization and returns on ranch 58 for the two years for
which this record was secured. This ranch is one of the smallest
included in this study. In the year 1924 this operator made slightly
over 6 percent on his investment and in 1925 he made 3.61 percent.

Of the 5,880 acres in this ranch 205 acres were used for hay and
feed crop production. It is located in an area where the average
rainfall is from 13 to 16 inches.

The rate of stocking was 38 head per section which is the average
for the other ranches located in this rainfall area. The more liberal
use of supplementary feeds, however, enabled this operator to obtain
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Another feature that operated to the disadvantage of this man
was the number of unbroken horses carried and from which no income
was realized. These 32 horses used considerable pasture that might
have been used for cattle.

Table 37.—Organization and Returns—Ranch 58

1924 ‘ 1925

Land area, total acres .............. . ... ... ... 5,880 . 5,880
Owned land . ... .. .. . i 4,600 4,600
Leased land .......... . .. . it 1,280 1,280
Grazing land .......... ... ... . .. 5,675 5,675
Crop and hay land .......................... 205 205
Investment, total .......... . ... ... ... .. ... .. . ..., $29,000 $34,844
Land owned ........ .ttt 13,737 13,737
Improvements . ..........iiiiiiiii 4,843 4,704
Equipment ... ... ... . . . 1,775 1,511
Range cattle . ... ... ... it 7,195 13,540
Other livestock . ........ ... ... . 1,450 1,352
Indebtedness, total ......... ... . ... ... . . ... ... 14,621 14,355
Operator's equity ......... . ... ... 14,379 20,489
Receipts, total .......... ... . .. 10,395 12,186
Cash receipts ........ . .. .. . 3,974 12,064
Non-cash receipts ............. ... ... ... 6,421 122
BExpenses, total ..... ... ... 8,634 10,929
1Cash eXDEeNSE ... ..o .. 6,873 957
Non-cash eXDPense . .........cuveeeiiuuneninn.. 501 8,711
Unpaid 1aber ........ i 1,260 1,260
Net return on total investment .................. 1,761 1,257
Interest paid on borrowed capital ................ 862 842
Net return to owner's equity ..................... 899 415
Percent return to total investment ................ 6.07 3.61
Percent return to owner's equity ................ 3.10 1.19

1 Not including interest paid.

SmAaLL DiversIFTIED RancuH.—Ranch 41 shown in table 38 is also
located in the 13 to 16-inch rainfall area. In 1922 and 1923 this
ranch consisted of 2,080 acres of deeded land and 6,080 leased land
but in 1924 only 3,520 acres were leased and in 1925 this was fur-
ther cut down to 1,760 acres.

The crop and hay land amounted to 200 acres of irrigated land.
The crops produced on the 200 acres were as follows: In 1922, 165
tons alfalfa hay, 5 tons native hay, 4000 pounds alfalfa seed and 1000
bushels of corn. The alfalfa seed was the only crop product sold
and netted $420. In 1923, 85 tons of alfalfa hay, 15 tons of native hay,
300 bushels corn and 6,638 pounds alfalfa seed which sold for $797. In
1924, 130 tons alfalfa hay, 150 bushels oats, 300 bushels corn and 11,000
pounds alfalfa seed which sold for $1,650. In 1925, 45 tons alfalfa
hay, 200 bushels corn, 100 bushels maize and 2,145 pounds alfalfa seed
which sold for $275.
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The results secured by this ranch seem to indicate that a man
can diversify too much. Diversification no doubt is a guarantee against
total loss in any one year but for a cowman it is doubtful if so many
irons in the fire will pay good dividends. This seems particularly true
where much dependence must be placed on hired labor.

Table 38.—Organization and Returns—Ranch 41

1922 1923 1924 1925

Land area, tctal acres ............ 8,160 8,160 5,600 3,840
Owned land ................... 2,080 2,080 2,080 2,080
Leased land ................... 6.080 6,080 3,620 1,760
Grazing land .................. 7,960 7,960 5,400 3,640
Crop and hay land ............. 200 200 200 200
Investment, total ................... $43,532 $41,708 $41,962 $40,839
Land owned ................... 26,240 26,240 26,240 26,240
Improvements .................. 5,040 4,888 4,736 4,583
BEqguipment ........... ... . . ... 1,642 1,397 1,282 1,025
Range cattle .................. 8.945 7,407 7,775 6,649
Other livestock ................ 1,665 1,776 1,929 2,342
Indebtedness, total ................. 2,545 2,662 4,478 5,692
Owner’'s equity .................... 40,987 39,046 37,484 35,147
Total receipts . ..... ... ... ... ... ... 4,981 4,062 4,814 4,728
Cash receipts ................. 4,870 3,541 4,331 4,176
Non-cash receipts .............. 111 521 483 552
Total expense ................ ..., 5,050 3,216 4,307 4,624
1 Cash expense .................. 3,116 2,820 2,712 2,293
Non-cash expense .............. 1,934 396 1,635 2,241
Unpaid labor .................. e PP e e 90

Net return c¢n total investment ...... — 69 846 507 104
Interest paid on borrowed capital .... 204 2138 358 455
Net return to owner's equity ...... — 273 633 149 — 351
Percent return on total investment .. — .16 2.03 1,21 25
Percent return to owner's equity .... — .67 1.62 .40 —1.00

1 Not including interest paid.

Table 39.—Cash Receipts on Ranch 41

Amount of sales

Sheep Alfalfa Poultry
Year Cattle Hogs and wool seed and dairy
1922 $3,664 $328 § 173 $ 420 $285
1923 1,664 422 394 797 264
1924 2,011 149 437 1,650 84
1925 865 380 2,499 275 157

Larce Economical, RancH.—Table 40 gives the organization and
returns on ranch 52 for three years. It was the policy of this oper-
ator to add to the deeded land from year to year as opportunities pre-
sented themselves to purchase small parcels from homesteaders,
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This ranch is located in a part of the country with a rough broken
topography where deep and wide canyons with their walls of rimrock
form natural houndaries, thus eliminating a great part of the expense
of fence building.

Very little farming was done on this ranch. The small amounts
of roughage and some corn that were raised were used almost entirely
for horses.

The opening inventory of cattle on this ranch at the beginning
of 1923 shows 1,054 head of which 410 were breeding cows, 32 bulls,
222 heifers, yearlings and two-year-olds, and the balance, 390, were
yearlings, two and three-year-old steers.

The count at the beginning of 1924 shows a total of 1,265 head
and at the beginning of 1925 there were 1,622. At the end of 1925,
however, the count was down to 1,152.

The number of she stuff, including the heifer calves, had increased
by 180 head during this time while the number of steers had varied
considerably due to purchases. In 1923 there were 325 steers bought
and 300 sold at the end of that year. Again in the spring of 1924 there
were 400 steers, mostly vearlings, bought. These were held until the
fall of 1925 and sold with most of the two- and three-year-old steers
that were raised on the ranch.

In the fall of 1925 a total of (34 steers were sold which shows up
in the statement as nearly $34,000 cash receipts and also a non-cash
expense of nearly $20,000 which represents for the most part a de-
crease in the total inventory value of cattle.

The relatively low operating expense on this ranch is the outstand-
ing point. As shown in table 7 the average outlay for labor was $207
per year, this item being offset by the operator's and family's labor
valued at $1,800.

Cottonseed cake was practically the only supplementary feed used,
this being fed to cows, calves and bulls. Bulls are usually fed cake
from January 1 until May 1. Calves are fed by themselves for per-
1ods varying from one month after dehorning to sometimes from De-
cember 15 to May 1.

Cows are not all fed cake but those in need of it are cut out from
the others and fed. No steers were given cake except a small bunch
in the spring of 1925. All cake is fed on grass except for the bulls.
This was placed in troughs in the corrals.

Calf crops were relatively low on this ranch, averaging only 44 per-
cent. This low average was due in large part to the dry season of 1924.
The summer rainfall was less than one inch up to September 1, and the
calf crop for 1925 dropped down to 34 percent.
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The combination of economical operation, the practice of buying
steers and the fairly large volume of business proved profitable for

this operator.

Table 40.—Organization and Returns—Ranch 52

1923 1524 1925

Land area, total acres ..............c.ceveuenn. 21,980 23,030 30,860
Owned land ......... ... .. ... i, 8,440 8,880 9,680
Leased land ............................. 13,540 14,150 21,180
Grazing land ......................... .. 21,980 22,958 30,788
Crops and hay land .......... ............ 72 72 72
Investment, total ...... ..... ... ... .. ..., . .... $66,237 $74,174 $88,961
Land owned .......... ... .. 25,115 26,655 28,180
Improvements . ...............c..i.iiiiuna.. 4,053 3,947 3,841
Equipment ........... . ... .. e 999 8173 747
Range cattle ...... ... . ... ... . ... v .. 35,330 42,070 55,625
Other livestock .......................... 740 629 568
Indebtedness, total .................¢ccuivu. ... 26,400 39,820 44,643
Owner's equity ....... ... ... ... . ... . 0., 39,837 34,354 44,318
Total receibpts ... ... .. i e 22,020 21,971 33,897
Cash receipts ........... ... ... ... ..., 15,280 8,106 33,897
Non-cash receipts . ....................... 6,740 13,865 .. ...
Total expenses .................ccvune cun.n... 17,751 20,300 27,656
1Cash eXPense ..........iueiiiiniinnnn.. 15,609 18,208 5,951
Non-cash eXDEeNSe .................ououviiunein. 342 292 19,905
Unpaid labor ......... ... ... ... ... ...... 1,800 1,800 1,800
Net return on total investment ................. 4,269 1,671 6,241
Interest paid .......... . ... ... .. ... 1,769 2,667 3,061
Net return to owner's equity ................... 2,500 — 996 3,180
Percent return tc total investment ............. 6.44 2.25 7.02
Percent return to owner’'s equity .............. 3.77 —1.34 3.58

1 Not including interest paid.

LarcE Rancs OwneDp Lanp—Table 41 shows the organization
and returns on ranch 49 for the three years studied. This ranch is
practically entirely owned by the operator. Only one section of land
was leased the first two years and four sections the third year while
37,000 acres were owned. This resulted in a heavy investment in
land. The investment in improvements on this ranch was also un-
usually heavy.

Four hundred acres were used for feed crops. The average pro-
duction for three years was 1,130 bushels of corn, 810 tons of cane
and maize fodder, and 20 or 30 tons of alfalfa and native hay.

On this ranch of approximately 60 sections the rate of stocking
was about 38 head of cattle per section. Breeding cows received dur-
ing the winter, in addition to grass, about 100 pounds cottonseed cake
and 500 pounds of roughage made up largely of cane fodder.
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Table 41.—Organization and Returns—Ranch 49

1923 1924 1925

Land area, total acres .............. ........ 37,640 37,640 39,560
Owned land ..... ...t 37,000 37,000 37,000
Leased land .............. ... .. ... 640 640 2,560
Grazing land ..............cc0iiiiiaaan 37,240 37,240 39,160
Crop and hay land .......... ... ..., 400 400 400
Investment, total .................. .. ........ $459,337 $463,859 $456,234
Land owned ......... ... 344,213 344,213 344,213
Improvements . .............iiiitaa 25,787 25,184 24,581
Equipment . ...... ... ... .. 3,332 2,749 2,164
Range cattle ......... .. ... ... ... ... .. ... 84,350 90,175 84,055
Other livestock .......... ... ... .. ......... 1,655 1,538 1,221
Indebtedness, total .............. ... .. .. ... ... $189,187 $195.825 $187,000
Owner's quUity ...... ... i e $270,150 268,034 269,234
Total receipts . ... . .. e $ 29,822 27,413 37,526
Cash receipts ...... ... i 23,880 27,413 37,526
Ncn-cash receipts . ... ... .. ... ... ... 5,942 L. ... L.
Total eXPenses ... .. ... ... $ 25,107 27,435 28,186
1CaSN eXDPENSE ..ottt 23,019 18.635 21,831
Non-cash expense ............c...uuunnnnn 1,188 7,625 5,605
Unpaid labor .......... ... .. ... ........ 900 1,175 750
Net return on total investment ............... $ 4,715 — 22 9.340
Interest paid on borrowed capital .............$% 13,845 14,316 13.610
Net return to owner's equity .................. $—9,130 —14,338 —4,270
Percent return to total investment ............ 1.03 —.01 2.05
Percent return to owner's equity ............ —3.38 —5.27 —1.58

1 Not including interest paid.

To this liberal use of extra feed coupled with other factors such
as a sufficient number of young vigorous bulls and good herd man-
agement must be attributed the good calf crop obtained on this ranch
which averaged 68 percent as compared to 56 percent for all ranches.
Death loss was also low on this ranch, being 1.3 percent on cows and
1.6 percent on the entire herd. Beef production per acre was one
of the highest of the ranches in this study.

The quality of cattle produced was very good and the cattle
sold from this ranch were held in high esteem by eastern feeders.

Practically the only source of income on this ranch was from cat-
tle. Sales consisted mostly of cows, calves and yearling steers.

The operating expenses on this ranch were relatively high. The
largest items in the expenses were taxes which averaged $7.342 per
year; feed and salt, mostly cottonseed cake, $6,265; labor, $4,426; auto
and other miscellaneous expense, $1,323.

This ranch illustrates the difficulties encountered in the cattle
business where a man is operating a large outfit on high-priced land
and in a locality where expenses are high. The cost of labor per
month on this ranch was $72 as compared with $56 average for all
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ranches. The taxes amounted to about $16 per thousand dollars in-
vested as compared with $11 average for all ranches. This ranch is
located in" a county where the assessor lists all land as dry-farming
land and none as grazing land. Inasmuch as the largest proportion of
the land in this county is used for grazing, the higher assessed valua-
tions due to calling all the land dry-farming land, places an excessive
tax burden on the cattlemen.

Meprum Sizep ProrrrasBrLi Rancu.—Table 42 gives the organ-
ization and returns on ranch 28. This ranch is somewhat smaller than
the average of all ranches in this study and leases approximately 80
percent of the land used.

The outstanding thing about this ranch is that it consistently re-
turned a profit during each of the four years that records were kept.
No particular system or method of operating can be designated as the
cause of this success except the fact that the operator devoted his
time entirely to the care and management of his herd. No detail of
importance was turned over to hired labor but was done by or under
direct supervision of the operator himself.

Fconomy was the watchword at all times but not to the extent
that it interfered with good sound ranch management.

This ranch is located in the 13- to 16-inch rainfall area and used
about 50 acres for feed crop production which produced on the aver-
age about 45 tons of hay and cane fodder per year. This small amount
of feed was supplemented by purchase of corn and sometimes rough-
age. Table 28 shows that this operator averages about 240 pounds
of roughage and 130 pounds of corn per cow during the winter.

Cattle were practically the only source of income and the classes
sold were yearling and two-year-old steers and old cows.

The rate of stocking was 25 head per section which is rather low-
er than the average. Death loss on cows averaged 2.7 percent and
on the entire herd 2.2 percent. The calf crop was 67 percent as
compared with 56 as the average for all ranches.
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Table 42.—Organization and Returns—Ranch 28

1922 1923 1924 1925

Land area, total acres .............. 8,520 8,700 9,780 9,480
Owned land ................... 1,840 1,840 1,840 1,840
Leased land ................... 6,680 6,860 7,940 7,640
Grazing land .................. 8,470 8,650 9,730 9,430
Crop and hay land .............. 50 50 50 50
Investment, total ................... $28,841 $31,173 $33,999 $36,828
Owned land .................... 12,827 12,827 12,827 12,827
Improvements .................. 5,573 5,412 5,250 5,088
Equipment .................... 318 336 284 304
Range cattle ................. .. 9,698 12,23 15,341 18,376
Other livestock ................. 425 361 2917 233
Indebtedness, total ................. 7,000 9,125 9,125 9,000
Owner's equity .................... 21,841 22,048 24,874 27,828
Receipts, tetal ......... .. ... .. ..., 4,099 5,409 5,783 7,676
Cash receipts . .............. ... 1,560 2,305 2,550 7,676
Non-cash receipts ........... ... 2,639 3,104 3.233 P
Expense, total .......... ... ... ... 2,945 4,480 3,823 5,067
Cash expense .................. 2,136 3,664 3,011 3.644
Non-cash expense .............. 269 276 272 883
Operator’s labor ................ 540 540 540 540
Net return to total investment ...... 1,154 929 1,960 2,609
Interest paid on borrowed capital .. 560 730 730 720
Net returns to owner's equity ...... 594 199 1,230 1,889
Percent return to total investment .. 4.00 2.98 5.76 708

Percent return to owner’s equity .... 2.06 .64 3.62 5.13
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