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FLEXIBLE GRASSLAND LEASE AGREEMENTS 

Arthur Scharlach 

Fort Worth National Bank Trust Department 
Fort Worth, Texas 

To be here in Abilene, talking to this group interested in 
ranch management, makes me feel quite at home. Your theme and 
purpose not only is one that is close to my heart, but happens to 
be the way that I make my living. 

I would like to discuss with you in the next several minutes 
lease arrangements in general and some specific flexible or soil 
conservation lease arrangements that we in the farm and ranch sec
tion of the trust department of the Fort Worth National Bank are 
actually using. 

I have been a lessee and I have been a lessor. I have seen 
all kinds of lessors; for instance, the type lessee, which many of 
you know, who takes everything off the land putting nothing back 
not even making minor repairs to wells, fences, pens, improvements 
etc. and gutting the pasture. 

And then I have seen the lessor who wants every dime out of 
the land, even some who advertise their ranches for lease to the 
highest bidder, offering to put no improvements, no repair, no 
consideration for lighter stocking, but only how much can I get 
for this ranch lease. 

To me, a ranch lease agreement should be a 2-way street to 
derive maximum benefits for all concerned, including the land. 

To put it another way, it has been my personal experience 
through the years, particularly those as a supervisor with the San 
Saba-Brady Soil Conservation District and during the time that I 
have been with the Fort Worth National Bank engaged in the manage
ment of farm and ranch properties to see much of the rangelands of 
Texas, New Mexico, and Oklahoma being leased on a so much per acre 
basis regardless of weather, economics, etc. 

We all know that the competition has become so keen for leasing 
of this type of ranch land that the price per acre lease has come up 
to the point that the lessee needs to grub his pasture on an average 
year to pay his lease and come out with a very slight margin. 
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Overgrazing has caused as you all know better than I a decrease 
in our climax or better perennial pasture grasses, that these better 
grasses have been replaced with inferior grasses and with what we 
call woody encroachers, which are mainly mesquites or shinnery, oak, 
prickly pear, and quite a few other noxious plants. 

I have been told, however, two things by several people as I have 
gone along the past several years. One of them is that certain ranches 
were never overgrazed, it just didn't rain enough. The second item 
was that one had to overstock his pastures in order to make a living. 
It has been my desire for many years to try to work out a soil conser
vation lease as it might be called, which permits proper stocking and 
which will be flexible in nature so that in the dry years the lessee 
will have an incentive to properly stock the ranch to constantly im
prove it. 

Now I am not a lawyer and do not presume to be telling you how 
to write a lease agreement, as this is the business of those who prac
tice law. I would suggest to anyone that after they have agreed upon 
all the conditions of a lease agreement that they go to the attorney 
of their choice and have him prepare the legal document. 

However, to begin a discussion on lease agreements, I would like 
to start with the definition and objectives of a lease agreement. 

A lease agreement is either a written or oral agreement between 
the landowner and operator covering a period of time in trying to 
effect an equitable division of expenses and receipts on a specific 
property. 

The objectives of a lease are: 
1. That it provides a fair division of income and 

expenses. 
2. That it provides a system of ranching that will 

maintain, produce and improve property. 
3. That when possible to give assurance to a good 

tenant that his lease will be secured for more than a 
current year. · 

4. The lease should be simple, but adequate. 

Some of the legal requirements of a lease are: 
1. That it needs to have the name and address 

of both parties. 
2. That it needs the legal description of the 

property. 
3. It must have the beginning and ending dates. 
4. In cash leases a consideration needs to be 

set out and should have the division of e xpenses 
identified and the dates that consideration is to 
be paid. 
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5. There also should be a provision for a peaceful 
possession by landlord when lease is terminated. This 
is very important and something you need to watch. If 
a lease terminates and for some reason it is not prac
tical for the tenant or lessee to be gone at the ex
piration date, then you as a landlord should enter an 
agreement in writing with the lessee on a month to 
month basis; otherwise, there can be established in 
certain instances another year's tenure for the lessee, 
if he so desires. 

6. A lease needs the signature of both parties. 
The lease agreement does not need to be put on record; 
however, we have come to the conclusion through some 
experiences that we have had that we like to have our 
lease agreements acknowledged, so that if it becomes 
nece,ssary, we can p.µt them on record. 

In addition to the above there are some rules of thumb in re
gard to writing a lease agreement, which we would like to mention 
to you. 

1. Set the rental payment to fall due when the tenant has 
the money. An example of this is that if you are leasing a ranch to 
a man for instance who is in the stocker steer business in this par
ticular area of the hill country, I would suggest that a lease start 
around August 1 to terminate July 31, as the stocker steers are usu
ally put in in the fall of the year and sold in May, June, or July. 
Some of you may want the lease to start on July 1 rather than August 
1. Others may want to have the lease start on September 1 rather 
than these other two dates in the event that the ranch operation 
calls for a cow-calf and a ewe-lamb operation. In other words, Jan
uary 1 to December 31 are not the only dates or necessarily the most 
practical dates to begin and end a lease agreement. 

2. Another rule of thumb is to make the lease ag~eement 
arrangement early in the season, at least four to six months prior 
to the expiration or changing of a lessee. This gives everyone con
cern~d an opportunity to move, find another place, or look for an
other tenant, or whatever it may be. 

3. That a good lease form should provide an incentive for 
the tenant to do his best. 

4. Under terms of lea s e , I thin k that unle ss there are 
unusual exceptions that five years is sufficient time for any ranch 
lease agreement. As for option, I don't think the y do much good; in 
fact, recently we have been inserting in our lease agreements terms 
which read as follows: 
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"For one year for instance, from August 1 to July 
31, and to continue in effect from year to year there
after unless either party gives notice in writing six 
months prior to the beginning of the succeeding lease 
year." 

I like this particular type of lease because without undue 
hardship on either lessee or landlord, it is possible to make new 
arrangements. In fact, this is the terminology used in nearly all 
lease agreements in the midwest, as I learned after arguing for 
some time for a three to five year term lease at the American 
Society of Farm Managers and Rural Appraisers School at the Univer
sity of Iowa, Ames, Iowa, several years ago. We have been using 
this terminology in quite a number of our ranch leases and like 
it very much. 

Those of you that know me well know tnat I am rather hipped on 
the subject of trying to add an incentive for conservation and im
provements to land and increasing revenue in all lease agreements 
that we write. In trying to place this incentive for conservation 
practice into a lease agreement, we have used many different approaches. 

One has been to charge a base lease, and then permit the lessee 
to plow back a portion of the lease that he is paying in a range con
servation practice. 

An example of this is a 13,000 acre ranch that we are managing 
in trust in west Texas where we charge $2.00 per acre lease, per
mitting our lessee to put 25¢ per acre in escrow and to put in such 
conservation practices as additional water facilities, spraying, or 
pushing of brush, clearing of cedar, cross fencing, etc. These con
servation practices are usually recommended by the Soil Conservation 
Service and are approved by us. Our lessee is to keep records of 
the cost of these conservation measures and we have an accounting 
with our lessee at the end of each year, when he brings to us receipts 
for expenses paid out of escrow account. Should he not have spent 
the full amount, the balance from the escrow account from the origina l 
25¢ per ac r e is paid to us as lease. Freque ntly unde r a five year 
lease, a lessee has done most of the work the first year, s o that he 
can get more benefit from the conservation measures, although we 
charge off or prorate the 25¢ per acre annually rather than all at 
one time. 

We have had another ranch in the hill country, which is 10,000 
acres where we have arranged for a beginning or base stocking r a te, 
and which by agreement with the lessee we have adjusted to substitute 
stocker livestock in the form of yearling cattle and lambs, which a r e 
put in in the fall of the year and taken off in May and June. Each 
year before stocking we, the lessor-lessee, and a Soil Conservation 
Service Range Specialist, check the pasture conditions and moisture 
conditions, and if there is in our judgment insufficient pasture 

lj 



available to stock the basic number of animals, we reduce our lease 
consideration by 25¢ or 50¢ per acre depending on the number of 
livestock that are reduced to have a recommended stocking rate. 

In the event, however, pastures have improved through t he prac
tice to where our lessee can stock additional head of lambs and 
yearlings, we have not charged any addition al lease over the $3. 00 
per acre base lease consideration. The objective of this particular 
lease is to give our lessee an incentive toward improving his pas
tures. We can definitely report that the two examples that we have 
given you have worked very satisfactorily, that we are eonserving 
our asset, improving our asset, and by doing so, we are actually 
increasing our revenue, not only the current but our projected and 
potential revenue for our beneficiaries and also for our lessee. 

One of the best suggestions that I can make to any person who 
is either the landlord or manager of farm and ranch properties in 
trying · to work up a soil conservation lease is to first be very 
selective in securing a lessee. You will need one who is coopera
tive and who is conservation oriented if at a ll possible. Unless 
you have this complete cooper ation and communication with your les see, 
most of your plans will go awry . 

There is another conservation plan that we are working on now 
which is we think superior to any other plans that we have us ed as 
a soil conservation lease. We are using this particular plan on 
two ranches, one in excess of 15 ,000 acres and one in excess of 
11 , 000 acres. On the 11,000+ acre ranch, t here has been set up a 
de f e rred rotationa l grazing sys tem with the complete cooperat ion 
and a s s i s t ance of the l e s see and the assi s t ance of the Soi l Con
servation Se rvice Range Specia lis t on a ll t he pastur es wi t h the 
e xception of the t raps. 

Our lessee has agreed t o stock partially with a cow-calf 
ewe-lamb operation and partially wit h stocker livestock, which will 
be inostly seasona l graz i ng and where we have come up with a base 
s toc king r a t e t he firs t yea r of say 1 , 000 animal unit s per year, 
which agai n runs f r om Sept embe r 1 t o Augus t 31 each year . A base 
cons i deration f or the l ease f or t he fi r s t ye ar i s say $1 . 50 per acre 
for gr azing purpos e s on l y. 

We anticipate for the second lea se ye ar beginning September 1 
t o August 31 , if our pro jection works properly , tha t we wi l l be 
ab l e to i nc r e ase our s tocking rat e t o 1100 animal units f or an i n 
cr e ase of 100 animal uni t s on the r anch or a 10% incr e ase i n our 
origi na l s t ocking rat e . 

We ar e us ing a f a c t or of 3¢ .addi tional lease pe r acre f or e ve ry 
pe r cent of inc r e ase i n our s t ocking r a t e , which would me an t ha t a s 
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consideration the lessee would pay an additional 30¢ per acre for 
the second year or $1.80 per acre lease. 

We anticipate that we can improve this ranch to where we can 
easily have a stocking rate of 1200 or more animal units. Let's 
say, however, that during the tenure of this lease we had developed 
it to 1200 animal units and for a subsequent year due to drouth con
ditions need to reduce our stocking rate to 1100 animal units, we 
would figure the percentage of reduction in our stocking rate and 
reduce our lease consideration per acre by 3¢ per percent of stocking 
rate or 30¢, the same as it was increased as the pasture improved. 

We feel that this type of soil conservation lease has lots of 
merit, will certainly be equitable to the landlord and lessee, and 
let us accomplish our goals of conserving, improving, and increasing 
revenue, because as our ranges improve, our lessee will benefit from 
additional pounds o~ beef, wool, mohair, mutton that is sold, and 
our beneficiaries will benefit by an increase of lease consideration 
and in the improvement of the pasture which adds greatly to its appre
ciation value. 

About this lease, I want to go back a little bit and say that in 
July of each year the lessee and I make an inspection of the property 
and estimate at that time whether an increase or decrease in stocking 
rate is anticipated, as a result of the amount of grass at hand. 
Then in October of each year we take another look as to what summer 
rains we have had and what our pasture conditions are and adjust our 
estimates. Final adjustment at the end of August each year is based 
on monthly livestock inventory from which stocking rates are deriv-ed, 
and this is why this type of lease will work only with a lessee that 
is cooperative, honest, and good bookkeeper as to his inventory. 

It has lots of benefit to the lessee, for instance it will cause 
him to become a better manager, because lots of us might have a cull 
bull or a crippled cow that instead of selling off as soon as they 
come to our attention, we will leave around to put on a little more 
weight, and the first thing you know you have held the animal two 
or three months. Under this system the operator will automatically 
sell these cull animals when they are found, as to keep them around 
will cost him more lease money . 

Our other ranch that we are operating under a similar plan is 
different in that our lessee is using stocker steers and/or heifer 
calves to yearlings and stocker lambs for the grazing period October 
through May or June 15 if necessary. 

Realizing that economic conditions as to price of lambs or 
calves may make the wintering of lambs and/or yearling cattle a 
questionable financial venture some year, we have a clause in our 
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lease contract which in effect says that it i s understood between 
parties that by agreement in writing the paragraphs referring to 
type cattle and/or sheep which may be run may be amended with the 
exception that at no time shall over fifty percent sheep be run on 
this property. By this we mean that should the price of lambs be 
so high in the fall of the year that it migh t be impractical to 
stock with up to fifty percent lambs, that portion of t he stocking 
rate allowed the lambs can be substituted with the stocking of 
yearling cattle. 

We further agree that should economic conditions indicate the 
stocking of cows rather than all lambs and/or yearlings during the 
fall and winter g razin g season, October through May, that by written 
agreement this may be done provided that the animal unit valuations 
which we have set out in our lease agreement aop ly and that not over 
60% of the allowable stocking rate be allotted to cows. 

We have it understood in our lease agreement between both 
parties that it is not the intention to run cattle through the summer 
season, as this would tend to nullify the benefits to be derived from 
the flexible leasing arrangement. We add, however, that under adverse 
economic conditions where it might be the best interest of the l essee 
to hold his cattle beyond May 31 or the end of the fall or winter 
grazing season, an extension may be granted to be agreed upon by 
both parties. 

In this particular lease we have a September inspection period 
and for e very one percent inc r ease we agree upon for the ranch for 
the current year we increase our annual lease payment of $3.00 by 
2 1/2¢ per acre for eac h of the 1 5 ,000+ acres until such time as in 
any gi ve n year our lease increase s to 1100 animal unit s. Any increase 
in the number of animal units to be stocked in a given l ease year in 
excess of 1100 animal units will increase the lease payment by only 
the sum of 1 1 /2¢ per acre for each one percent it increase s the base 
animal units over 1100. Any decrease in the number of animal units 
to be stocked in a g iven l ease year will decrease the lease payment 
for such lease in exactly the same ratio as it was desc r ibed in our 
increase mentioned above. 

We have been operating or followin g a summer de f e rment practice 
now for six years on this particular ranch, and in our opinion, as 
well as our Soil Conse rvation Range Specialist, which has been assis
ting us for this six year period, we have improved our pasture con
ditions and stocking r a t e by possibly at leas t 20% . We a r e s trong 
believers in a deferred rotational grazing program, and/or a summer 
deferment program. We certainly prefe r the deferr ed rotational 
g r azing over any other type conservation measures. In the two l eases 
last referred to, we have a clause to which both parties a g ree as 
follows: 
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1. For the purpose of these lease contracts mentioned pre-
viously, the following animal unit valuations agreed on are: 

Stocker steer or heifer yearling 
(350 lbs. to 450 lbs.) - 8 to 9 month 
basis - September through May 

Stocker lamb on 8 to 9 month basis 
September through May 

Mature Cow or Cow and Calf - 12 
month basis 

9 month basis - October through June 

Long yearling heifer or coming 2 yr. old 
bred heifer - 12 month bas1s 

9 month basis - October through June 

Bull - 12 month basis 
9 month basis - October through June 

Ewe or Ewe and Lamb - 12 month basis 

Buck Sheep - 12 month basis 

Mature Angora Mutton Goats or Nanny 
or Nanny and Kid - 12 month basis 

Mature Horse or Mare or Mare and Colt 
12 month basis 

3 per l A.U. 

12 per 1 A.U. 

1 per 1 A.U. 
1 per • 75 A.U • 

1 per • 8 A.U. 
1 per . 6 A.U. 

1 per 1. 5 A.U. 
1 per 1 A.U. 

5 per 1 A.U. 

3 per 1 A.U. 

6 per 1 A.U. 

1 per 1. 5 A.U. 

Not only the hill country of Texas but nearly all areas of the 
state are blessed with an abundance of wildlife in the form of deer, 
turkey, quail, dove, fishing, etc. We think that we should look at 
the wildlife as a crop to be harvested within limitations. In our 
leases now we want our lessees to have full control of the hunting 
and also the responsibility of promoting additional income from re
creational resources on the ranch. We believe normally a 60 - 40 
or 70 - 30 or 75 - 25 split from hunting income is indicated, and 
this is what we normally agree upon in our lease agreement with the 
lessor receiving the larger share of the percentage. 

We have one lease agreement for hunting where we not only fur
nish the hunters but work up the lease agreements and collect the 
money, where we are splitting 75-25 . In this particular instance we 
are getting right a t a $1.00 an acre for a hunting lease and right 
at $3.00 an acre for our graz ing lease. By giving our lessee a 25 % 
split we require him to more or less keep in contact with the hunters 
and in effect are reimbursing him in a small way for some of the 
damage that hunters may do to his grass. A t ypical wording of a 
hunting clause that we use is as follows: 
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"Lessee is authorized to contract with others for 
the purpose of hunting on said XYZ Ranch during the 
regular deer season and is obligated to make every rea
sonable effort to do ~o at the going rate. As additionaJ 
lease payment lessor shall receive 60% of all hunting 
lease compensation received for hunting leases on said 
XYZ Ranch and an accounting therefore and payment thereof 
shall be due and payable within thirty days following the 
close of the regular annual legal deer season." 
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GRASS -- THE KEY TO RANCHING 

Henry Turney, Rancher 
Dublin, Texas 

When I read the program for today and learned that "Grass 
the Key to Ranching" was the subject of my .:tssignment, I should 
possibly have concentrated on one of the fundamental ecological 
principles that affect the vegetation of our state. Instead a 
T.V. commercial popped into my mind. Surely you have seen it 
many times on the "tube." The punch line is, "When you're out 
of Schlitz, you're out of beer." This deviation from the normal 
way of thinking is not as illogical as it might appear at first 
glanC'e, beca1•se when a rancher is out of grass, he's out of business. 

Actually, a stockman's first product has to be, necessarily, 
the vegetation that supports and produces his marketable product. 
As producers, we have been guilty in the past of measuring our 
success in terms of numbers of livestock units, neglecting to 
take careful stock of the forage resources that sustain these 
animals. 

This is a big subject, the subject of grass. It is at least 
half as big as Texas, since 50 percent of the state is devoted to 
range land. May I ask you to think with me for awhile about three 
stages of this great resource: the grass of the past, the g rass 
of the present, and the grass of the future. I believe we have to 
think about ve ge tation as it was in its natural state in order to 
put into proper perspective the treme ndous potential of this 
resource. 

Permit me to share some personal history concerning our vege
tation as it existed at the turn of the century. My grandfather, 
who settled in Erath county in the 1880's, brought with him about 
150 mother cows. He told me that the vegetation on six acres was 
sufficient to carry a cow for a whole year. Not many years ago I 
asked him how he trea t ed his calves for screwworms in those early 
days, when they were dropped during the summer months. He said 
that he didn't try to save these calves , e xcept from his milk cows 
that he kept in the lot. "Why?" I asked him, and he r ep lied , "The 
grass was so tall that the cows could easily hide their calves and 
it was almost impossible to find them." 
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In the year 1918 I spent 21 days in a covered wagon, tra
veling from Dublin, Texas to Raton, New Mexico. You can imagine 
that a four year old boy would get itchy feet as the day wore on, 
and my father permitted my older brother and myself to leave the 
wagon in the late afternoons and pick up coal that had been dropped 
along the railroad, to be used to build the campfire for the night. 
Modern campers would find such a procedure unnecessary, even if 
trains used coal today, with the ample supplies of firewood avail
able along the roadsides. 

Last spring my wife and I were driving between Albany and 
Stamford and noticed somewhere along the route an abandoned rail
roau line which was being torn up for salvage. Such a sea of grass 
had reclaimed the site that I stopped the car and examined the 
species in the right-of-way. It was a revelation. Not only did I 
find species that had been absent for 30 years from adjacent fenced 
grassland, but the apparent forage production along this right-of
way was amazing to behold. 

A few years ago Dr. Leo B. Merrill of the Sonora experimental 
station published the results of an investigation that had been 
made relating to the carrying capacity of the Edwards Plateau country. 
His survey was both more thorough and more authentic than my per
sonal investigations, but his figures showed that stockmen in that 
territory also carried an animal unit to about six acres at the turn 
of the century. 

What makes this information more dramati c is the fact that the 
supplementary feeds in common use today were not then available. It 
would have been impossible in 1 900 to have shipped in hay in the amounts 
currently used by stockmen, and range cubes and cottonseed cake were 
unheard of at that time. 

In my section of the country we have always had a phosphorous 
deficiency in the native vegetation, and some of the cattle run by 
these old timers would fall victim to a disease which thev ca lled 
"the creeps," as a result of this deficiency . Since minei-als were 
unknown, cottonseed was used to allevia te this condition. 

We fre quently hear our urban fri e nd s and ne i ghbors raising the 
hue and cry for us to preserve s ome of t he open country for recrea
tional purpose s . Of far greater value to posterity would be a pro
gram to set aside small areas t hroughout the state as relic plots, 
to remind us of the tremendous poteAtial that our grazing lands 
possess for forage production. 

What of the vege t ation of the present? In my section of the 
country, the dominant ori gina l species we r e little blueste m, big 
blues t e m, Indiangrass, s i deoat s gr amma, drops eeds, and lovegr asses . 
Today on the average grazing l and, these spec i es constitute less 
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than ten percent of the total vegetative cover, and none of the species 
that are now dominant on the average grazing land were significantly 
prevelant when the country was first settled. 

Today we have to supplement the native grass diet of our live
stock with winter small grains, field grazing crops, and in some 
cases, hay, in order to carry an animal unit on twice the acreage 
that was once required. In cases where livestock are expected to 
get all of their diet from native forage, plus a minimum of winter 
feeding, it takes 20 acres to sustain an animal unit. 

A year ago last May, which, granted, was a rather dry spring, 
some livestock operators in the Edwards Plateau had already started 
feeding hay. This slow, yet dramatic change in vegetative compo
sition has been so gradual that the average operator is not con
scious of it. He still believes that there is nothing wrong with 
his grassland that a good slow rain won't cure. We can invent new 
words, we can cover up the problem with scientific terms and phrases, 
but we cannot long ignore the plain fact that the basic cause of 
range deterioration in the state of Texas is continuous, heavy 
grazing pressure by livestock. 

This misuse and abuse was not deliberate. Most stockmen love 
the land and the vegetation it supports. They were not familiar 
with the way grass grows and did not realize that the plant commun
ity is a complex mixture of many species with variations in forage 
value. Too many of the present ranchers do not understand these 
things. The mistaken idea that income is in direct proportion to 
livestock numbers is still prevalent. We still hear some people 
say that they would like to take care of their grass but they can't 
afford it; and I still say that when they are out of grass they are 
out of business. 

To dramatize what the change in forage species that has taken 
place means in dollars and cents, I would like to relate a condition 
that has taken place in my country. 

In years past the vegetation consisted of about ten percent 
Indiangrass. The roots of this plant have been found as deep as 
eight feet in the ground, and clippings have indicated that its 
forage yield on the deeper soils has been as high as four tons 
per acre. This grass is almost gone on many thousands of acres of 
grazing land in central Texas. Another little grass that accounts 
for about ten percent of present cover is called Hairy Tridens. 
Its production is so low that it is hard to measure. The story 
goes that a range technician figured out that if a cow only had 
access to Hairy Tridens she would have to graze twelve hours a 
day and have a mouth forty feet wide in order to get full. 

I doubt if any range scientist will tell you that any other 
range improvement practice will be permanently successful unless 
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it is supplemented by the proper utilization of available re
sources. 

The rapid invasion of woody plants is the concern of many 
ranch operators and range technicians. These noxious invaders are 
being attacked by the bulldozing monsters of our me chanical age as 
well as by the application of various chemical formulas The brush 
problem on Texas range land is universally recognized. What is 
less well known, and seldom discussed, is the fact that this brush 
invasion is not the cause but the result of g rassland deterioration. 
Nature is going to try to cover the land with something . It is 
our responsibility to see that the ground cover is a beneficial one. 

What about the gr ass of the future? What can be done to restore 
and develop this important asset to the economy of the state? I 
believe that the research work that has been done in the past is suf
ficient and effective enough to start us on the road to improvement. 
I do not mean by this to stop further investigation, but the problem 
at hand is to apply to the land the techniques and management prac
tices that are presently available. I am an optimist, and I be
lieve the job can be done. The situation is far from hopeless. 
Our biggest problem is that we got a l a te start. 

Range science departments were not set up in the colleges and 
universities of Texas until the late 1940's and 50's. Other agri
cultural science had been taught for decades. Much time is lost 
between the discovery and the acceptance of a new agricultural con
cept. Much time is lost between the proving of a theorj and the 
practice of that theory by land operators. 

I like to tell two true stories that happened near my home to 
illustra te this point. The first concerns an individual who pur
chased a block of grazing land a few years ago and was very proud 
of his find. He told me that his land was completely covered in a 
good stand of sideoats gramma. The tragedy was that he confused 
sideoats gramma with Texas gramma, and the land that he had pur
chased was covered with the latter. From confirmed production fig 
ure s we know that the forage production of this land was only one 
fourth as g reat as it would have been had the sideoats g ramma been 
present. The man simply didn't know. 

This past summer I saw a block of range land which was becoming 
fairly well covered with little bluestem and Indiangrass. As these 
plants produced their tall seed heads, which would have contributed 
a seed source for further improvement, the owner shredded them off 
and lost the whole seed crop. He simply didn't know. 

These two e xamples only hint at the amount of work that must 
be done in the field of g rassland mana gement. 
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Texas has two outstanding range experiment stations; one at 
Sonora and Barnhart, the other at Throckmorton. Additional work 
in the field of range management has been conducted for years at 
the Spur Experiment Station. The competent personnel in charge 
of these research centers would like to see more visitors, and a 
greater attendance at their field days. About two years ago I 
investigated the attendance by laymen and agriculturists at these 
stations, and was very disappointed in the statistics I received. 
The problem of attendance should not be the responsibility of 
experiment station personnel, but rather it is the job for people 
such as ourselves to make certain that the fine work being carried 
on in research is disseminated among the people operating the land. 

At the present time the range science departments of our in
stitutions of higher learning are staffed with competent personnel, 
but students are still being graduated in agricultural education 
and animal science without having been required to take one single 
course in range management. This is not a fault of the range science 
departments, because they must have the help of interested laymen 
and agriculturalists to make curricula changes which will be more 
compatable with the present agricultural needs of the state. 

With half of the land area in the s tate of Texas producing 
native forage for livestock consumption it is inconceivable to me 
that the management of this resource is not given more emphasis 
in our college and university curricula. 

The strides made in increasing the production of field crops, 
animal health, and many other phases of Texas agriculture, have 
been phenomenal; and ye t, while these tremendous advances have 
been going on, the deterioration of our grazing land has been con
tinuing . It is time for improvements in range management techni
ques to be given a higher priority. 

Another challenge facing range technicians is the race between 
themselves and t he chemists who are working on better methods of 
controlling woody vegetation. If an effective, economical method 
of brus h eradication is de veloped before the bulk of range operators 
accept grassland management practices that improve forage production, 
the native range might be worse off than it was before the brush was 
eliminated. On much of our grassland about the only place we find 
our higher yielding species of grass is in brush, shrubs, and other 
protective cover. If this protection is eliminated, the seed source 
for range improvement will be destroyed. 

This is a challenge that more people in the field of agricul
ture must accept if our native grassland is to contribute adequately 
to agricultural production. 

I hope that I have not sounded pessimistic. I have enough 
faith in the intelligence and common sense of the managers of our 
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grassland that I believe they will ultimately adopt the practices 
necessary to insure high forage yields of native grass. We farmers 
and ranchers in Texas are like everybody else in that we resist 
change. But past performanc~ proves that we have increased our 
production of food and fiber by accepting new techniques and methods 
in other fields of agriculture, and I firmly believe that proper 
grassland management will, take its place with the other improve
ments that have been made in Texas agriculture. 

Dr. Merrill's work on deferred rotation grazing systems, which 
has been so highly successful in improving native forage production 
will someday, I believe, be considered a routine management practice 
by most operators. There is no reason to believe that a man who 
enjoys looking at a well bred cow, sheep, or goat cannot develop a 
love and respect for the plants that these animals need for their 
sustenance. If a rancher can quote the bloodlines of the males 
that he uses in his breeding work for several generations there is 
no reason to assume that he will not be able to identify the species 
of grass that contribute most to his income. The time will come 
when these things happen. It is a challenge to this group, and 
similar groups in. the state, to hasten that day. 
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RECLAMATION OF RANGELANDS BY RE-SEEDING 

J.B. Harlan 
Soil Conservation Service 

Henrietta, Texas 

Establishing stands of good native grasses to replace brush, 
weeds, annuals and low quality perennials is reclaiming thousands 
of acres of rangeland in Texas. Re-seeding is doing in three to 
five years what nature might take 30 to 40 years to accomplish. 
Land being re-claimed by seeding generally falls into two cate
gories. These are 1) land formerly used as cropland and 2) land 
that has always been rangeland but has been reduced to less than 
15% desirable grasses due to the invasion of brush or overuse by 
livestock or a combination of both. Whichever the case may be, re
seeding will pay off in increased income with the same amount of 
overhead that existed prior to the seeding. 

There are several important steps to consider in a re-seeding 
program. FIRST: What range site or soil type is to be seeded? 
This is important in order that adapted varieties of grass seed 
will be used. Grass seed is too expensive to plant varieties that 
will not grow and produce well on the area to be seeded. Several 
years could be wasted trying to establish a stand of grass if the 
wrong variety is used. Careful consideration must be given to mix
tures of seed. Be sure that all seeds used in the mixture will grow 
well in association with each other and are well adapted to soil and 
climatic conditions, liked by livestock and will develop into a stand 
that can be managed for best grazing use. In some cases, the var
iety selected should be planted in pure stands for management pur
poses. Also, good quality seed grown as close as possible to where 
they will be planted should be used and recommended seeding rates 
should be followed. 

SECONDLY: What type of seedbed preparation is needed in order 
to insure the most successful seeding operation? Consider first the 
land previously farmed but now is "turned out." Does the soil type 
present a wind erosion hazard if disturbed by any type of cultiva
tion? Is there sufficient cove r of vegetation that can be olowed 
to kill but still leave a mulch on the surface into which the seeding 
may be done? These conditions will vary as to geographic location 
and kind of soil being seeded. What e ver the preparation, a good 
firm seedbed free of as much competition as possible is desired. 
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When seeding in prepared dead litter of sorghums, no further 
preparation before seeding is normally required. Sorghums should 
be shredded down to a height of 12 to 15 inches and not allowed 
to make seed. Where light cultivation to kill weeds just prior 
to seeding is done, some type of a roller-packer to firm the soil 
around the seed increases the chances for better and quicker stands. 
Consider next the seeding operation on land where brush is the big 
factor. The first determination to make is how the brush will be 
controlled. If rootplowing is to be done, seeding can be done at 
the same time the plowing is done. If the brush is to be treedozed 
and raked, seeding can be done with farm machinery. If treedozed 
and not raked, seeding must be done by hand or in some cases by 
airplane, depending on the kind of seed used and the quality of it. 

THIRDLY: Let's consider management. If management is not 
to be carried out we should never have started out on a seeding 
program. Management is something that costs little but accomplishes 
much. Following seeding, no grazing should be done until the end 
of that growing season. During this time, weed control should be 
done if needed by mowing or spraying. After frost, light grazing 
migh~ be done during the winter months with heavy grazing in the 
spring for about six weeks to reduce competition from weeds and 
weak perennials. Resting during the second growing season is usu
ally needed to complete the establishment of a stand and get a good 
root system built up. In some areas, depending on rainfall, three 
years may be required to completely establish a good stand of grass. 
From here on, it is up to management to maintain the stand of grass. 

What is the cost of such a program? This will vary, depending 
on what is required to get the land ready and the cost of grass seed. 
If dead litter is required, about six dollars per acre for litter 
and eight dollars for grass seed and two dollars for planting for 
a total cost of sixteen dollars per acre. Where no litter is required, 
about thirteen dollars per acre should cover the cost. When seeding 
is done in conjunction with various methods of brush control, the 
cost of the seed, usually eight to ten dollars is in addition to 
the cost of brush control operation. 

Will it pay off? In comparing seeded areas with non-seeded 
areas, the cost of the operation can usually be paid out in extra 
income from increased production in six to eight years. If not done, 
nature alone will not do the job in less than twenty to thirty years. 
Why loose the added production over all these years when land can be 
re-claimed at reasonable costs and in a reasonable period of time. 
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PROPER DISTRIBUTION OF GRAZING ON RANGELAND 

B. J. Ragsdale 
Extension Range Specialist 

Texas A&M University 

To discuss proper distribution of grazing, a look should be 
taken at the general meaning or goal of rangeland management and 
the four major rules or considerations regarding it. 

Rangeland management is the manipulation of grazing to obtain 
maximum sustained livestock production consistent with the perpetua
tion of the natural resources - forage plants, soil, water and wild
life. The four major cons~derations of range land management are: 

(1) Graze with the proper kind or class of livestock . 
(2) Graze with the proper number of animals. 
(3) Graze at the proper season of the year. 
(4) Proper distribution of the grazing animals. 

Even though proper distribution of grazing i s one of those four 
major considerations, it is so closely related to some of the others 
as to make it rather difficult to consider separately. Proper 
distribution can be defined as the distribution of grazing animals 
within a grazed area to obtain proper use of the range forage through
out the grazing area. 

It is necessary to take a brief look at proper distribution in 
relation to the othe r major rules of r ange l and management before 
looking in detail at some of the other f actors influencing prope r 
distribution. 

The preference of a particular kind of livestock for certain 
kinds of forage or grazing with the proper kinds of animals cannot 
be overlooked, for certain forage plants would be over-utili zed 
while others would receive no use. An uneven utili zation pattern 
would also result. 

Grazing during the proper season must also be considered be cause 
different plants are grazed at different seasons. For example a 
range area or pasture with a predominance of cool season plants and 
grazed during the warm season wou ld result in uneven utili zation as 
~ell as inefficient utilization of the forage being pr oduced . 
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The relation of the proper number of animals to the proper dis
tribution is probably of even more significance. Too few animals 
will result only in utilizations of certain plants while too many 
animals results in over-utilization of all plants. 

Thus far, only the effects of the major rules of rangeland man
agement upon proper distribution have been mentioned. Other factors·
of major importance which influence the obtaining of proper distri
bution are water (quality, quant·ity, location); use of salt, minerals 
and protein supplements; topography; brush, weeds and poisonous plants; 
fertilization; grazing systems; and pasture size - to name a few. 

In looking at certain practices and management factors which 
can contribute to proper distribution of grazing it is necessary to 
review briefly the relation of the forage plant to grazing and sub
sequently its relation to proper distribution. A forage plant to 
function efficiently must be used properly leaving adequate or green 
leaf surface to carry out the functions of food manufacture and 
storage, maintain vigor, and carry out the processes of reproduction. 
Proper distribution combined with the proper kind and number of ani
mals in conjunction with proper season of grazing as mentioned above 
will result in proper use of the range forage. 

In addition to obtaining proper use of forage plants, proper 
distribuiton of grazing may be necessary to improve range condition , 
avoid losses from poisonous plants, protect seeded areas, reduce 
disease and parasite problems, protect noxious plant controlled areas, 
take advantage of seasonal changes in chemical composition of range 
plants, improve production of individual animals as well as increase 
the grazing capacity, increase the efficiency of production, and 
protect the water and soil resources. 

Some of the preceeding statements indicate ways or at least 
give clues as to ways of obtaining proper distribution of grazing . 
Some ways to improve distribution are: 

1. Predator control - in some areas the forage could support 
sheep or goats in addition to cattle but predators restrict 
the kind of livestock to cattle. 

2. Fire - the judicious use of fire to improve palatibi l ity 
may be used to get animals to graze certain areas. 

3. Fertilization - fertilizing certain areas of a pasture to 
improve nutritive value or palatibility may result in im~ 
proving utilization. 

4. Mowing - removal of old growth may result in animals gr azing 
mowed area. 

5. Insect control - allow livestock to graze all parts of a 
pasture rather than cause livestock congregation in certain 
areas to avoid insects. 
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6. Noxious plant control - allow animals access to certain 
areas as well as improve the forage plants. 

7. Combination of grazing animals - better livestock production 
and more uniform use of forage as indicated by research at 
Sonora and Barnhart. 

8. Change kind of livestock - Santa Gertrudis tended to travel 
a greater distance for forage and water than Herefords in 
a New Mexico study. 

9. Deferred-rotation grazing systems - Sonora, Barnhart and 
Throckmorton research indicates the results in more efficient 
production and improvement in distribution of grazing through
out a pasture. 

10. Moving feed grounds - prevents trampling, soil erosion, etc. 
11. Construct passage ways into inaccessible areas - aids use 

of certain areas in Davis Mountains. 

12. Herding or drifting - can be used to move livestock into 
under-utilized areas. 

13. Increase stocking rate - when there is an e xcess of forage 
and there is a need to secure use of all forage. 

14. Deferment - give plants chance to increase in number and 
vigor, especially in over-utilized areas. 

15. Range seeding - provide better forage species and volume 
of forage . 

16 . Tame pasture develooment - provide for deferment of range
land , e s pecially during periods of critica l growt h . 

17. Construct she lters a t strategic loca tions - us eful where 
na tural prote ction not available , live stock concentrate 
on south side of ridges out of wind i n winter. 

18 . Proper use of salt and supplemental feeds - secure movement 
of animals into unde r-utilize d areas. 

19 . Water developmen t - r educe di s t an ce animals must t r ave l . 

20. Fencing - break l a r ge pas tures into smalle r more manageable 
uni ts . 

The latter three - water, salting , and fencing - are three that 
offer many opportunities to Texas ranchmen and more detail will be 
given to them in the following di s cus sion. 

Salt e i t he r a lone or in a mixture with some othe r supplement 
can be of great bene f i t in obta ining proper distribution of grazing . 
Researc h has s hown that s tock us ually go from s alt to gr azing , thus 
it is nbt ne ce s s ary to p l ace s alt and water toge ther. By p l acing 
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salt away from water, livestock will use forage which otherwise would 
go unused as salt whets the appetite of grass eating animals. 

An important point to keep in mind when moving salt to a new 
location is to move it gradually or only to a distance where the 
new location is still within sight of the previous location. Easily 
eroded areas should be avoLded for salting locations as well as areas 
of natural livestock congregation. Select salting areas which can 
be easily reached by livestock and areas which are lightly used. 
Salt boxes can be placed up to 1/2 mile from water. A salting area 
for each 40-50 head of cattle should be provided. 

General guides for amounts of salt needed are 3 to 4 pounds 
per year per head for sheep and goats, 20-25 pounds for mature cattle, 
and 30-40 pounds for horses. Granulated salt has proven to be more 
satisfactory than block salt. 

Water is essential for the well being of livestock and additional 
watering locations offer not only the opportunity for better distri
bution of grazing but increased production. Under Texas conditions, 
the development of new watering facilities usually means (1) the 
drilling of a well, putting in a pumping unit and constructing a 
tank and troughs; (2) constructing an earthern tank to impound run
off water; or (3) piping water to a new location. Economics and 
location usually dictate the type water development which can be 
constructed. 

Earthern reservoirs should be constructed in such a manner to 
hold as much water as possible yet have as little surface area as 
possible to prevent evaporation loss. When feasible, earthern reser
voirs should be fenced and water piped to troughs to improve sani
tation. 

A general rule-of-thumb for distance between watering lo~ations 
is from 1/2 mile in excessively rough terrain up to 2 1/2 miles in 
level country. 

Minimum daily requirements are 10 gallons for a cow with calf 
and 1 gallon for a ewe and lamb or doe and kid. 

A recent study in Coke County by a student from Texas Techno
logical College clearly demonstrates that adequate watering facili
ties will aid in proper distribution. This study revealed that 
range condition was low fair in the zone within 1/2 mile of water, 
was high fair 1/2 to 1 mile from water and was good 1 to 1 1/2 miles 
from water. 

Another study in New Mexico showed that ~dequate wat e ring loca
tions decreased the overgrazed nortion of a pasture by 21%, incre ased 
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the properly used portion by 25%, lightly used portion remained un
changed, and the practically unused portion decreased by 4%. 

Fencing is needed in many instances to get large pastures into 
more m~nageable units and to facilitate the development of a deferred 
rotation grazing system. When planning new fences avoid long narrow 
pastures and pockets; consider maintenance and ease of construction; 
plan pastures according to range sites and potential forage produc
tion; and divide permanent watering locations between pastures if 
possible. 

The question of whether a practice will pay is the prime one 
in determining if any of the preceeding mentioned methods can be 
initiated. The following example is a simple analysis of a prac
tice to see if it will pay. Consider a 4 section pasture that can 
be cross fenced into four oastures so a four.oasture deferred-rota
tion grazing program can be followed. Additional water would be 
necessary. According to figures released by the Agricultural Sta
bilization and Conservation Service in 1967 the average per acre 
costs of water development and fencing were $1.76 and $.84 respec
tively or a per acre cost of $2 .60 to initia te this type grazing 
system. Results from studies at the Texas Experimenta l Ranch show 
that the deferred-rotation grazing system has r esulted in an average 
increase of salable calf of 3.8 pounds per acre over yearlong grazed 
pastures grazed at an equivalent rate. Assuming a price of $.25 per 
pound for calf sales this would be an increase return of $.95 per 
acre per year. The cost of fencing and water development could be 
recovered in three years. Since this analysis does not take into 
consideration the interest, etc. it would certainly take a longe r 
period to recover the tot a l investment, but it does demonstrate 
that the inve stment costs ne cessary to initiate some of these 
practices can be recovered in a reasonable length of time . 

More important and in summary, oroper distribution of grazing 
will result in range condition improvement and more efficient and 
greater livestock production and ultimately a greater profit. 

22 



DEFERRED ROTATION USE 

Leo Merrill 
Texas Agriculture Experiment Station 

Sonora, Texas 

Deferred rotation grazing, as opposed to deferred grazing, 
implies a systematic deferment of range or pasture land in such a 
manner that any given area will receive a rest period at different 
seasons in consecutive years. 

Benefits of Deferred Rotation Use 

The principal benefit from systematic deferred rotation use is 
that each pasture or area involved in a system received rest during 
each growth period of the year. The system should be designed in 
such a manner that each of all the important forage species is per
mitted to (a) produce a seed crop, (b) establish seedlings from a 
previous seed crop and (c) rest during the period of maximum plant 
food storage. 

Coupled with proper intensity of grazing, a deferred rotation 
system can produce adequate plant material to protect soils from 
splash effect and to retain maximum water received in the various 
forms of precipitation. 

Forage species under a deferred rotation system are much more 
likely to remain green during the so-called dormant periods. 

Adequate amounts of plant materials on the ground promote 
growth of desirable annual winter-growing forbs and grasses which 
play an important part in producing maximum livestock gains. 

Systematic deferment encourages production of a wide variety 
of perennial forage species, which in turn will increase the length 
of time livestock can graze non-dormant vegetation. 

Rotation systems tend to concentrate livestock. The idle land 
needs little or no attention, thereby reducing the labor load. 

Drawbacks of a Deferred Rotation System 

In some instances fencing and water improvement are required, 
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thereby increasing costs. 

Intensive rotation systems 
utilize the choice food supply, 
less · desirable forage species . 
gains. 

concentrate livestock and quickly 
thus forcin g the livestock to graze 
This generally results in reduced 

As an example, the 6-pasture deferred rotation system used at 
the Barnhart Texas Range Station in Crockett County grazes each 
pasture with all of the livestock from the 6 pastures for 25 days, 
then allows that pasture to rest for approximately 125 days. This 
constant, intensive use, from the standpoint of the livestock, keeps 
them under stress much of the time, not only in rather severe compe
tition with other animals for choice foods but also in the compara
tively long rest and short grazing periods which keep ve getation in 
a mature, coarse state much of the time. 

From 1958 to 1967 this 6-pasture system produced gross returns 
per acre of $3.31 annually as compared to $3 .41 per acre from con
tinuous use and $3.92 from the 4-pasture de ferred rotation s ystem. 

Kinds of Deferred Rotation Grazing Sys t e ms 

As has been frequently pointed out, the types of deferred ro
tation systems are infinite. In general, it is likely t hat more 
intensive systems (shorter grazing period, longer rests) t end to 
make somewhat faster range improvement, while the less intensive 
systems with shorter rests and longer grazing periods tend to 
produce greater per-head gains in livestock. Extremes in e ithe r 
direction might produce opposite r e sults. 

The four-pa s ture rot a tion s ys tem appe ars more ne arly to fit a 
moderate position for best livestock gains as well as higher range 
improvement than do other rotation systems yet checked for this 
particular area. 
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THE ECONOMICS OF GRASSLAND MANAGEMENT 

John L. Merrill 
Director, Ranch Training Program 

Texas Christian University 
Fort Worth, Texas 

For tne past seven years I have lived on and operated an 
1100 acre ranch in the prairie country south of Fort Worth. Since 
my "research" and observations are financed solely by myself and 
a friendly banker, I have tried hard to learn what makes water 
and soil into grass and grass into dollars. As we travel about 
10,000 miles each year with the Ranch Training class and visit a 
wide variety of operations under different conditions, ranchmen in 
every area express the same concern. In the face of rising costs 
and less labor available, they are becoming more dollar conscious 
with every passing day and are straining to increase the net in
come from the resources at their command. It is because of this 
increasing concern for dollars that I would like to discuss briefly 
three varied aspects of range economics. 

The first concern is a comparison to be drawn between keeping 
beef cows on improved pasture and on native rangeland. In recent 
years not only large areas of East Texas, but also substantial ac
reages of cropland and rangeland in other areas have been converted 
to improved pasture. The rush has been to get top production from 
each acre of high-priced land. For many the lure of less acres per 
cow has been irresistible. Too often rangeland has assumed the role 
of a poor relation. 

FIGURE one compares two situations. One is a bermuda operation 
widely applicable to East Texas, which was well managed, fertilized, 
and on which records were kept. The other is a composite operation 
fairly typical of a large area of West Texas~ The first set of 
cash expenses together with depreciation and replacement costs were 
taken from Tom Prater's excellent report of beef cow costs in Texas 
(Texas A&M Department of Animal Science Technical Report Number 8). 
The feed and fertilizer amounts were taken from East Texas reports, 
while the West Texas f eed cost provides for two pounds of 20% breeder 
cubes per day for 100 days plus five bales of hay for bad weather 
feeding. Labor charges cover approximately 16 hours annually per 
cow for the improved pasture operation and 10 hours for a cow on 
native grass. Any disagreement with these figures can easily be 
resolved by using your own. 
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FIGURE 1. 

. . 

ESTIMATE OF ANNUAL BEEF COW COST 

Expense 

Miscellaneous 

Vet & Medicine 

Salt & Mineral 

Repairs 

Hauling to market 

Bull cost 

Vehicle 

Protein 

Hay @ $0.60/bale 

Fertilizer 

Weed Control 

Labor 

Cash Expenses 

'Int. op. exp. @ 7% 

Int. herd cap. @ 7% 

Depreciation 

Replacement cost 

SUB TOTAL 

Land charge (lease) 

TOTAL EXPENSES 

East Texas 
Coastal - 1 acre 

1 acre @ $300=$300 

$4.00 

2.25 

1.00 

0.50 

2.45 

6.00 

2.00 

1.20 

12.00 

15.00 

2.00 

26.00 

80.40 

5.63 

12.46 

4.95 

~ 

$108.69 

10.00 

$l18.69 

26 

West Texas 
Range - 20 acre 

20 acre @ $75=$1500 

$4 •. oe-

2.25 

a. is 
0.50 

3.20 

6.00 

3.00 

7.20 

3.00 

16.oo 

45.90 

3.21 

12.46 

5.95 

~ 

$72. 92 

35.00 

$107. 92 



Comparison of the expenses indicates an advantage in cash 
cost for rangeland production, especially if the op~~ator owns 
his land. While land investment per cow unit is higher for range
land, an average appreciation of 7% per year in land value has off
set the interest on investment in land for the past several years. 
Recurring annual costs plus a higher labor requirement remain after 
land is paid for and make the profit picture for improved pasture 
hazardous. 

These figures are not holy and are meant mainly to encourage 
a careful pencil check of costs and returns before you invest in 
converting additional land to improved pasture or advise someone 
else to do so. The comparison is not drawn to berate improved 
pastures where they are the best alternative, but a plea not to 
overlook the advantages of well managed native grass in making 
your decision. A lot of men who went for wonder grasses now won
der why they did. If there are any wonder grasses, they probably 
are the family of climax native plants adapted for maximum pro
duction under our conditions over several thousand years. 

The second concern is the economic necessity of managing our 
native grasslands for maximum economical production. I sincerely 
believe the crush of economics will get more range management done 
sooner than all the preaching and pleading that has taken place. 
We are much like sinners, who knowing full well what we should have 
been doing all along, have waited until the mortal illness of de
clining profits has shown us the brink of damnation and made the 
path of righteousness clear as the best hope for reaching the pro
mised land of profit. At any rate, let's think dollars instead of 
"ought to" and get on with the job at hand. 

Land is increasingly unavailable, either in hands unwilling 
to sell or at prices which prohibit its acquisition only for pur
poses of livesbock production. It would seem increasingly impGr
tant to manage what we have for maximum production. A cruise of 
Texas highways would give the impression that we are producing on 
the average not more than 1/4 to 1/3 of the forage potential of 
our rangelands. Americans, and Texans particularly, like to make 
things happen quickly, and nothing symbolizes action quite like 
a clanking cat with dozer, chain, or rootplow or a swooping plane 
spraying many acres a day. These measures are often necessary to 
remove factors which limit improvement but have preoccupied our 
rangeland philosophy to the point of overshadowing the grazing 
management which is the only means of recovering the dollars in
vested in mechanical and chemical measures. 

There is little chance of additional production and payback 
until the landowner has decided as accurately as he can how many 
and what kind of livestock he has grass for, has worked to obtain 
uniform distribution of grazing for proper use by those animals, 
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and has provided for adjustments to balance livestock numbers with 
varying rainfall and forage amounts from year to year. To sweeten 
the pot, he can move about 25% faster by adapting the proven rota
tion grazing systems to his own operation. 

The nice thing about grazing management is that it takes more 
cow sense than dollars and cents. The hard part is that it is slow, 
and you can't point to any revolutionary change that will clearly 
convince yourself, wife, banker, and neighbors that progress is being 
made. There is considerably more than passing pride though as more 
rain goes in, less runs off, more and better grass grows up, calf 
crop and weights go up, and finally numbers too can go up as feed, 
vehicle, labor, and land costs per unit go down. 

This cost factor is increasingly the ke.y to survival. As prices 
we receive remain stable while costs continue to rise, we must reduce 
cash inputs to be able to show a profit. It does not take much 
figuring to decide that the number of livestock you have grass for 
is the number that will return the most net dollars. For bean money 
you and I both can do a better job of balancing grass, cattle, and 
enclosures. 

In FIGURE 2 I have listed on one side the expense items which 
make up the cost of keeping a cow brute and on the other side the 
range management tools we have to overhaul the cost caravan. A 
quick cross check will tell you that hauling to market is the only 
expense in the list that cannot be reduce.ct with better range man
agement. Try drawing a line from each range practice to the ex
pense items it affects, and I think you will be astonished at the 
direct dollar relationship. 

The third aspect of range economics concerns the research in
formation that is available to help us do a better job. There is 
irrefutable evidence that we are not even using what we have. There 
has never been a more desperate need for conscientious technicians 
and teachers who will gather applicable information and make it 
available to those they serve in a way which will motivate and enable 
them to use it most effectively. At the same time the shortage of 
pertinent range management research data is woeful for present needs, 
much less future requirements. 

Unlike equipment, chemical, feed, and seed which are commer
cially marketable products and find ready sponsors for research pro
jects, research in grazing management, vastly more significant to 
the industry, has neither commercial firms nor funds to back it. 
If we are to avoid a dead end of ignorance, you and I must in every 
way possible make known to our fellow ranchmen, nrofessional people, 
taxpayers, and legislators the tremendous need for publicly and 
privately supported research in grazing management. 

The time when all available cropland must be used for vegetable 
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FIGURE 2. 

COST TO KEEP A COW 

Miscellaneous 

Vet & Medicine 

Salt & Mineral 

Repairs 

Hauling to market 

Bull Cost 

Vehicle 

Protein 

Hay 

Fertilizer 

Weed control 

Labor 

Interest 

Depreciation 

Replacement cost 

Land 
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RANGE PRACTICES 

Grazing Management 

Proper use 

Stocking rate 

Distribution of grazing 

Feed & Mineral 

Water development 

Fencing 

Adjustment-flexibility 

Deferment 

Deferred-rotation grazing 

Limiting factors 

Brush control 

Reseeding 

Chiselling, pitting 

Fire breaks 



and grain production for human use is not too far away to realize 
that the product~on of livestock may be totally dependent on range
lands unsuited for other uses. Our range production did not go 
down in a few years, nor can it be raised to its maximum level at 
the last minute. Now is the appointed time, and we are the appointed 
stewards. What's your move? 
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RANCH MANAGEMENT 
CONFERENCE 

The purpose of this conference is to bring 
together ranchmen, technicians, and others 
interested in ranch and range management in 
an effort to help solve some of the problems 
facing today's ranching industry. These 
meetings will provide for discussion of the 
latest information on brush control, grazing 
systems, stocking rates, ranch investment, 
income tax problems on ranches, forage 
inventories, wildlife management, range 
reseeding, poisonous plant problems and 
other points of concern on West Texas 
ranches. 

An advisory committee to the conference 
is composed of ranchmen, bankers, range 
technicians and research specialists. Members 
of this Advisory Committee welcome your 
suggestions concerning the conference. 

Sponsored by 

American Society of Range Management, 
Texas Section 

Abilene Christian College 

Texas Technological College 

Texas A & M University System 

U. S. Soil Conservation Service 

Abilene Christian College Chapter 
of the Texas sCcti~n of ASRM 

Rolling Plains Chapter of the 
Soil Conservation Society of America 

and 

West Texas Chamber of Commerce 

Abilene Chamber of Commerce 


	00001_1
	00002
	00003
	00004
	00005
	00006
	00007
	00008
	00009
	00010
	00011
	00012
	00013
	00014
	00015
	00016
	00017
	00018
	00019
	00020
	00021
	00022
	00023
	00024
	00025
	00026
	00027
	00028
	00029
	00030
	00031
	00032
	00034
	00035
	00036
	00037
	00038
	00039
	00040
	00041
	00042



