
Statement of John A. Carver, Jr., Assistant Secretary of the Interior, 
Public Land Managem~nt, before the Public Lands Subcommittee, Senate 
Interior and Insular Affairs Con~ittee, February 7, 1963. 

Mr. Chairman: 

I appreciate the opportunity of testifying before this committee. I 
recognize that several aspects of the program of the Department of the 
Interior in the administration of the Taylor Grazing Act may be taken 
up today, just as several aspects were taken up at the Reno field hear~ 
ings. With the co~~ittee's indulgence, I will confine the formal part. 
of my presentation to the matter of grazing fees for Taylor Act Districts 
for the calendar year 1963. That matter has great urgency, because 
orderly administration requires that we get notices of the 1963 rates to 
the users before the spring turn-out begins. The Department's action to 
be effe.ctive for 1963 must be taken very soon, at least by February 15th. 

The fee question is separable from other matters which may be considered.:' 
Both the responsibility for determining fees, and the time urgenc~.;> are 
of statutory origin. Section 3 of the Taylor Act provides that permits 
for grazing can be issued only upon the payment annually of re,asonable 
fees in each case to be fixed or determined from time to time 't5y the 
Secretary of the Interior. ' 

More than a year ago, grazing district permittees were formally invited 
to participate in the consideration of what should be a reasonable fee 
for 1963. The National Grazing Advisory Board Council is made up of . 
members selected by the State Grazing Advisory Board Councils; the State 
boards are selected by the district grazing boards; the district boards 
provided for by the Taylor Act itself. In February, 1962, the National 
Board was advised that grazing fees were too low. But they were also 
told that the old rates would be kept in force for all of 1962~ during 
which time the users, the National Board and its constituent state and 
district boards, could conduct their own study as to grazing fees. The 
Department's facilities and assistance in the studies were promised. 

All these things were done. The National Council last November reviewed 
the actions taken, and approved the report of its committee~ two members 
from just one state dissenting. 

Whether there may be disagreement or agreement with the steps taken, it 
cannot be contended that the Department has acted preCipitately, secretly, 
or in bad faith. 

I want to state as strongly as I can early in this statement where we now 
stand: 



a. The fees presently charged are indefensibly low. 

b. To fail to act to raise them for the year 1963 would 
be a dereliction of duty, unless of course the Congress, 
by legislative action, should relieve the Secretary of 
the duty fixed upon him by statute, or fix new statutory 
standards which would justify retention of the present 
level. 

c. A raise within the general range of 50% would be 
r.easonable. The test of reasonableness is not that this 
is a justifiable approximation of what the forage is 
worth. The test of reasonableness is applied only to 
the size of increment which should be imposed, which we 
do contend is reasonable. 

d. An increase of 50% would not involve significant 
hardship to any operator, large or small. 

It is my purpose today to examine with you where the United States 
government stands as the landlord of a hundred and fifty million 
plus acres of land within Taylor Act grazing districts, and to com
pare fees for the forage from this land with those collected by 
landlords, including the United States itself, outside Taylor Act 
districts, by states and by private owners. 

The basic unit of comparison is the so-called animal unit month, 
which theoretically represents the amount of forage necessary to feed 
a colt{ a month. For that we charge 19¢; in round figures the U. S. 
For;est Service charges 60¢; the Indian Bureau and the BLM in non-
Tay lor Act areas charge $1. 25 and up. The commercial rate is $3.00 
and up. 

As I've said, the increase we are contemplating does B£! represent our 
judgment of what BL~ forage is worth, by itself or compared to other 
forage sources. A 50% increase would still leave us more than 100% 
below the next highest source of federal forage, and about 1000% below 
competitive rates on the private market. 

As to rates charged by the various states, this was the subject of a 
special report prepared by former New Mexico Land Commissioner, Murray 
Morgan, in October, 1961. State grazing fees are usually charged on a 
per acre basis, rather than by ADM. Using Mr. Morgan's data on the 
average receipts per acre by state, I've compared the average receipts 
in BLM grazing districts per acre by state. The State rate is expresse<il 
as a percentage of ELM receipts in a third column. That table follows: 
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State 

New Mexico 

Arizona 

Utah 

Nevada 

California 

Oregon 

Idaho 

Montana 

Wyoming 

Colorado 

1/ On basis of 19¢/AUM. 
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Mr. Morgan1s table of Grazing Fees by States, showing the range within 
states, and the average, and the rate per AUM when he had the data 
available, is as follows: 

GRAZING FEES BY STATES -- RANGE AND AVERAGE RATES 

---- Average Range in Rate per 
State Per rates per acre ADM 

Acre Fee 

Ne\.j' Mexico ll¢ 3¢-24¢ 

Arizona 7¢ 2¢-17¢ 

Utah 4.2¢'1( 2~¢-28¢ 

Nevada $1.50 (ave.) 

California 3¢ Info. not available 19¢*'1( 

Oregon 10~¢ 8¢-28¢ 

Idaho 10¢ 4¢-20¢ 

Montana l8~¢ Info. not available 48¢ 

Wyoming 12~¢ 5¢-28¢ 

Colorado 30¢ 8¢-50¢ 

* Average value of land in Utah is estimated by State Land Office of
ficials at $10.00 per acre. Since the State looks for a return of 
1% per year on the capitalized value of the land, this figure should 
be lO¢; however, total annual income, divided by the total number of 
acres under grazing lease indicates a per-acre yield of 4.2 cents. 

** Leases are valued on a case basis, and rates of fees are strongly 
influenced by prevailing BLM rates for the area and period. 

(From: Morgan, Murray E. 
Western States." 
Washington, D. C. 

"Grazing Land Policies in the Ten 
Bureau of Land Management. 

October 1961) 
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Another frame of reference, not usually considered, is what I call 
the .£ynami~ of grazing fees. In simple terms, what are the other 
landlords doing? 

As to the Indian Bureau, competition keeps pace with the market. 
Forest Service fees are based on a formula relating to the previous 
year's livestock prices. The following are fee rates charged for 
cattle on certain national forests in the West for the years 1958, 
1959, and 1960: 

1958 1959 1960 

Humbo1t N. F. (Nevada) .30 .38 .38 

Toiyabe N. F. (Nevada) .32 .42 .42 

Sawtooth N. F. (Idaho) .43 .55 .56 

Cache N. F. (Utah) .54 .69 .70 

Dixie N. F. (Utah) .43 .55 .56 

Medicine Bow N. F. (Wyoming) .54 .69 .70 

Roosevelt N. F. (Colorado) .51 .66 .66 

The New Mexico State Legislature recently raised grazing fees. In 
1957 the average rate was4¢ per acre; in 1961, it was 11.;: per acre. 
New Mexico started selling some of the grazing land at public sale, 
and the Western Livestock Journal of January 4, 1962, reported that 
ranchers in that state were offering to have their fees increased by 
as much as four or five times over the rate instituted in the 1961 
session of their legislature. 

Montana's legislature established a fee formula related to livestock 
prices. Under the formula, fees averaged 9.4¢ per acre in 1958, 
lO.2¢ per acre in 1959, and 17.5¢ per acre in 1960. The Legislative 
Council of Montana criticizeu the formula tied to livestock prices, in 
this language in 1960: 

"By maintaining the appearance of a scientific and precise 
technique, the existence of the formula tends to conceal 
tampering because the figures employed in the base ratio 
are arbitrary. The formula is fiction, and the principle 
upon which the formula should rest is denied." 

The Montana Legislative Council recommended a rate of $1.01 per ADM. 
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Idaho is ralslng its grazing fees,' as leases come up for renewal. 
In a ten year period, the rate has more than doubled, on averages. 

Utah is studying its rate-fixing procedures intensively at the present 
time. 

The BIM rate for .1962 was 19¢ per AUM. The first grazing fee under 
the Taylor Act was establisheffor ,1936, at 5¢ ,representing a victory 
for the industry over the, governmep.t, , Which felt that a reasonable 
beginning figure was .1Q¢ •. In constant'dollars, Weare not yet up to the 
10¢ we wanted to start with" which ,dime would, be .worth about a quarter 
today. . . . 

The last change made ,was downward, from 22¢ to 19¢, in 1961, because tlie 
price of beef went down qn that ratio. The rationality of feeding a cow 
for a month' fOl; one: pound' of the' animal es'capes me completely. It 
amounts to a renta.1 scheme which would look quite .attractive to other 
agriculturists who carryon their operations on someone else's land. 

We are proposing to increase the rental to a pound and a half. Baldly 
stated, that doesn't 100kl;much better ,but at least it goes in the right 

. direction. 

Some other methods of stating the effect of BIM fees on the operator 
might be mentioned, to keep reminding you of where we now are in this fee 
bUsiness. If you J':!,ssume five months of use as typical, then you have a 
handy conversion chart as to what the operator pays for his fede·ral 
forage .- a dol.1ar a head a year. Twenty-five animals, $25; a thousand 
animals, a $1000. 

The reasonableness of this assumption of a dollar a head a year is sup
ported by these averages. In Nevada the average permit is for 479 
cattle, with the comparable annual fee at $476 per year; 74 cattle and 
$75 in New Mexico; 87 cattle and $82 in Utah. In Colorado, 81% of all 
permittees have 200 or fewer cattle, and pay $83 per year or less; in 
Idaho, 85% of all permittees have 200 or fewer cattle, and pay $119 or 

, less; in Montana 82% and'$105; in New Mexico, 92% and $202; Utah, 91% 
and $189. 

When I was working for one of the members of this committee, hearings 
were held in Idaho on the plight of the cattle industry. I remember 
one figure; an operator to make a go of it had to have an investment 
of between $200 and $300 par head, apart from the cost of the animals. 
This means that a man with two hundred head has $40,000 tied up. That 
man's cost would be raised by $100 a year under our present proposal. 
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The man with a couple of thousand head, who is in the half-million 
dollar bracket as a business man, will pay Uncle Sam'another $1000 a 
year. That is a more substantial sum, it is true, but something tells 
me that such an operator wouldn't like to have his forage cost to BLM 
compared with what his competitor not in a BLM grazing district would 
pay for forage. 

Data available on the average annual fee compared to the average long
run investment in the ranch for 23 ranches showed a variation from a 
$48,500 investment and a $30 annual BLM fee, to a $941,500 investment 
paying an annual BLM fee of $1650. The median waS $243 annual fee, 
and an investment of $320,750. 

This leads me, of course, to the oft-repeated argument that BLM forage' 
isn't worth as much as private forage. This has meaning in only one 
situation. That one is that occasionally BLM grazing is used for 
nothing more than "holding" the animals until green feed becomes.avaU
able. 

There are several answers. The first is a ques:tion. Assuming that 
there are some instances where there is no "gain" in the. forage, i$ 
there any reason why the government should fix the charge for all of 
the forage at a "holding" rate? At Albuquerque a year ago, I ;;de the 
suggestion that we might vary the rate based on this factor, and the fee 
committee did not choose to take this course. The American National 
Cattleman's Association infe~entia1ly rejected it by resolution a week 
ago. 

More fundamentally, "holding" in the circumstances has an economic 
value. Having a place to put the animals after you've run out of hay 
at the home ranch (and when further holding would damage the hay land) 
and before the Forest Service will open up its range, is not a worth
less right. It has economic value. By every criterion available to 
us, its value is greater than the present 19¢, and greater than 19 
cents plus 50%. In any event it is when added to the forage values 
which alulOst always exist along with it. 

There are a great many variables in grazing district forage; no evi
dence we know of indicates that there wouldn't still be a gap between 
a doubled BLM rate and the economic value of the forage or of the 
associated use of the land. Winter desert range has economic value -
even though animals may lose weight while turned upon it. 

Why then the complaint? Some western livestock operators are in 
trouble, and they resist any adverse economic force. They c~n't control 
other costs impOsed by the private sector, such as their suppliers and 
their hired help. So they bring as much pressure as they can on the 
public sector to absorb these pressures by maintaining archaic low rates. 
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But administrators have to ask th~mselves some searching questions 
before yielding to this kind of pressure. 

Orw question we Ive already asked and ans,vered, and that is whether the 
level oI fees is a significa.nt factor contributing to economic dis
tress. It is not. A dollar a head a year answers the question, even 
if the fact that other federal agencies are getting from three to ten 
times as much for comparable forage doesn't answer i.t. 

But i.f fees aren't responsible for economic distress, i.t still may be 
that a fee increase should be deferred ~vhi.le the distress persists. 

As to this, we have to recognize that it isn't given to the adminis
trators of the Taylor Act system to run it on a welfare basis. If 
economic distress of any segment of the western livestock industry is 
to be ameliorated by the Secretary, then different standards for 
Secretarial action should be imposed by the Congress. The Secretary 
hasn't any Congressional mandate to hold the line on fees to protect 
either the margi.nal operator, or regional interest. I have consider
able question in my mind whether the Secretary could satisfy even the 
lawyers in his o'wn Department that twenty-eight years after the enact
ment of the Taylor Act he has a c.ontinuing duty to manipulate fees to 
favor the western livestock industry over that of the nation as a 
\vhole. 

Range improvements do not go forward at a uniform or standard rate; 
some operators get the benefit of improvements earlier or later than 
others, or not at all. But money for range improvements has to be 
appropriated by the Congress and Congress is not likely to step up 
the rate of appropriations to enable all the needed work to be done 
at once. 

Does this mean that we should keep fees at a constant level'l I doubt 
it; our worst forage is worth at least as much as we propose to 
charge. We vIi 11 still have to tell the appropriations committees 
that even though we are not charging what the forage is worth, we 
have at least begun to raise fees. 

That low fees do not necessarily represent subsidies has been a talk
ing point of mine, I have felt that I was doing a service to the 
cattle industry which uses Taylor Act lands by explaining, not only 
to the industry (as I did in my talk to the American National at 
Tampa) but also to the Izaak Walton League (as I did at their national 
convention), the facts of economic life which absolve the operators of 
the charge of being subsidized to the extent some of the figures I've 
given in this presentation might indicate. 
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Particularly, I have pointed out that both the prlorttysystem and 
the low costs tend to be capitalized into the base p~,perty, or into 
other values taken into account when ranches are bought and sold. 
Taylor "rights" haye a value, as any rancher or cattle country banker 
will tell you. 

I received an accolade, along .this line, from the Milt-laukee Journal 
reporter whose recent series on the public lands of the West,has had 
a lot of attention. Mlt. Lynch said in a postscript of a letter to me: 

"I should tell you that I think I became infected, from hear
ing you at Denver and reading some of your other statements, 
with the idea that this whole matter must be handled with 
understanding and consideration." 

Many responsible leaders of the users of the Taylor lands will, I think, 
at least credit me with trying to so handle it. I've taken my share of 
criticism for deferring fee action for all of 1962, and my only defense 
is that I felt the industry, if it should be given part of the responsi
bility for this problem, would react responsibly. I felt that only with 
the cooperation of the industry would we ever get the kind of conservation 
effort needed in the 1960's. 

The industry did react responsibly. The National Grazing Advisory Board. 
accepted the report of its fee committee by a vote of 38 to 2. I would 
hate to see an era of goodwill so well begun come to an ignominious end 
on the question of whether a pound or a pound and a half of beef was the 
right amount to charge for feed~ng the animal from which it came for 
thirty days. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, I've given hundreds of hours 
to this question in the last two years. I consider the Taylor Grazing 
Act one of the greatest conservation measures ever passed by Congress. 
1 say with all the force I can muster that in taking action on a fee in
crease for 1963, on the order of a 50% increase', we are staying within 
the Taylor Act sy~tem; more than that, we are saving the system. 

As I said in Albuquerque, a year ago now, I've re,ad too much history to 
predict that we'll have a fee increase in 1962, 1963, or any given year. 
But I will predict that a failure to get an increase in 1963 will spell 
the doom of the Taylor Act as a vibrant conservation measure. 
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