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iur,ing 1936 rd:net • 
tc:r a tQte, ... o;i.. 11 ,,t'lO .. \"lt)ro 
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T'h~ , ·o.~ ,, , popul .tim lO\?Ctl u.b tit a O ... ~ro@t r;loain, 
~ ·tt~l.e l~ll)(,u the Pll-~ t to f'f)t ~ -w ~l. 
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·5..tli two 
?·~vtldt.. 

F • ~ear · oo ei ml or e ",a , l}ce. >"'it.t i.1:n 
o.'b!f)tt\ lv) wo:a.i':: of" athe~ tedoi"al teMr:L.me:~1t bi o,. t-()lat11t1 to 
~tiuu.l tW"e th~ att\t~, out !lo ~$,t~tbtr ,~tanff~ts $ucb ais 
'hh"' $ liav~ l~ ~d$., It 1'11 t\ at•p f6rwa s t.n o op¢r ti.on 

, th ot~s becomtnt;. me ffla , .. ly i!41)o~vtUlt ,. 
~qJpa,p«: B'~ ot - wosll-. ·ptJ.-t <lurlnf~ the y _ u - n e%bension. 
~ pll.t·t,og . pl , ret tlu> rfflNlW we:r~ not at:tafaetory, 

Agtnts. b1 gene 1, do n0rt 'kn• 1cn to buke 11J 
,d.etuMe, am t ~Gn:slm,_ t)di:t-or en.ti ot ,. e r ,,. -i:'"·to the 
tie1d _ iffl. · s a phtf'·el~ ~er littl . · noti<'ie. 

An t'.f,oiwt ·b be . d 1 t tut t 'b a.oh 'th~ 
ag&ttbs ewi . ht;,t _ mpby tr t .h:t· ,ihtiae of ~ ..: .. •tini the news 
:t.,. to ltaei? rna£t tli t~he tl~l~ent ot :t.1ll.ui~~t1 i11 nawG• 

· la\' $IF• an< ni .~ , a~ • 

. ,: 10 -ye·· • h~r, 0 
\'.lr "a ,Sll t<urttl . ire n. nmm 



~oc~"-~ a 
)hfJtoP" 

lenc. 

-~e • 

..?hotoe!'l'¾°t st1 ta · 193!, bu t · ft.,de:tal otf. 
$$t$.,,." ion ,ror. in ;c ,o h ·r too s.griet\lt ra.l l:t of e 
state ~!"G wi<leq u10 l~,r th:irJ ~XfJ$161 ~n · it :r @d otherr. d • 
dlag ·1~~6. · 

mires f ori ~ut s nve? o~ -ed in h eguJ. · 
ttm-vi~ dUYr~ ~ th& yoa.r.• 1 ~r .. gely ~~ · e J.'.lltrt~~u £ 1he 
aOJrt o<»..14 nnt b~ obtaal1~. Th.\. s~ee, t ~o~ ~ri:th tho 
~:td!cn:bes aT.t.f'.l llA>~ g; .. th ~ffig a:a.d dis r J.>tW,.r. ;, cm mi ~;hion• 
hould be j 1 t u flell 'i;.D.,,.. imtre.'bmi l1$ • lr:,::, re and o i:;o 

·tbl.8 ,el'l,d ab uld l~a. •df.h-

dpee~ l coo~t: . n 'W43 given t le P .t'lc nural . tut. 1'$" ~ · .. st ngrt<.,ttlttiral .1ews ~kl:,-. in e?elo illg h-it'o,~t1..on 
±'ret:i thi, ata-b$• in b.1.ol> :e ha ~< ~ g . eat a,.ns an · .. re ti -
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5' ptilp;N. ~f p~lllt$d. ~te.. 1 t 
oov·ow,. l:nrur1~x·d toeno., o:ne Q, 

,ml en $~$,t~ •® b-ttllet:-111, an - .. kbn 
to:r t:roo, t· l$ ~,. tl»g o:i' th pb.oto!'l•m11h , 

All /- lf e i!'I l inc th1 
at~i:.~ 1rmtin, otrme of ~ s._ c ~ra o ... ,,y. J 
!:ti n:t.J~Plnte1140Ut wld D&Q)..\ Fi~ Crod.tlt ;t . f. -~ua • le'Jlt 
s~~id e<;op~ :titJ~ h.1.Q}t (¥~nt.~il• .:r · ~i, o the .. 
~f t~ ~ · "= m the ~o1tl•ta. 

Ia all ·~ 1 bullGtini. o. s · ong ·:tt rmmt ,,.s :mad to 
a~y~ the iut ria · a:ttd. the apJ;?$Q...~O~ t() tl1e: ·"' tG.i,•e~Jjn of ,o lil• 
&.•m11.,. GGJf.lOUlJly ~ ta.~ ~ tS$p 'OlJ11 . T ~l 1 rmda. 

li4oti~~1$1. 1P on . ·. f th (lU.f'1'atr.& pi;;.tod:s be ng trn~' 
od ~ ~- m eduoat' 0. tand, :u,. lti.:r&O d gr~ • ·tli& lffl UG· 

in too 19;6 bul ibilUi1 thus ~~~ ~$.ier the s :Utdl-tiition of 
~ p.r-... 11.etplea byr t~t. . bt)ys Qtl.t.- g:1:r· on tovaif.Q ta.~• 

:t. rgG ~e wa"'." u~ ed t ntQ'lnot-0! i~eadtn~ • .:.1 .... u.atrra:ti , 
.,.r_ pl·entitul, ~~h vl::tt ·a ,''Pf.i.~ -tt iM,11:nded,, ~ rv,.x .. t -ea1e;:»G ~o 
rsti.~,lQto the .. · · g~ti~ ~· ~ p.i.w.\lled .~ iii 'tbeae and other 
way the bull tdl1S ·· • 1- de ~eta ):I' 1::.0 ;t()ung peoi:i1&. 

t'ln ~ tha .~- i ed lan. -ro:r'' 0uh by AS"t ata.nt Di• 
""~on , __ · Due~ Ulld M~e, Mary ·sttl ·- -l uol, praet eel 
. '11 tl:ta blllleti.na )?Oat:tni t _ ft~R tl:ul> ·tov'!..t rill be .:~od 
~, ~tes. ~ill b~ dded, ~ _ othe~ .1lum $8. wil b made U!b~l 
i~da rill lm"Ve u t 1iM tQUrS$ in h..Ji elu·, ·Jt:m rueti · n. d 

ro-·C"lOl as - &el"Tice in t.tt owt1Y 

}tll ·cold. llout fifty fl.et b -1:tetin, , 11 b· pub i 1. d. 
an tlae. pro~ 1n 1-u . t1ret7 i6 e~too to e,ct;m1.a t'JQ" r n 
r,eriod of s . . y~rs. lfb,en it 1$ c: rll}le, a, it ta ~vu~tUu 
-Mittt iao r.it:1tt bt\1.1~1:!k.tt ~11 b .~~:t'rid tttt good ~ ~P• 



F1;r 
1r1 -~f i¥, 1a ~l- ~ 

and il1ti . . tl.o 
it ~d.ito;r, it w l. 
ottie ... 1mtle~ a 
in ,be 

Ala~ 1b 
.i~ a id '.ffiin:t&hb,~ 
,1 1$0-n, e<ntnty 
: °'4ltey J-w;nlr1. ~~ • . 



For.~• i:11 ~ extQ.A,MJ,..f.~tu. edit; • and most .f ,h;;; .,.r.• 
cul~,\>~ ~~ut . i.n the J· Jta~, . hail been tti.s atiei, ic · w ;l tlte· 
lt~nil/ 11g ot~ t b~ tt.t;rio~:fl 'htarat G\ttlo.ok ltt')~li--ml wl1ieh lrt..a b&)l.1, 
r;~·1ned lnr~ely t Q1l ar.mua.1 . .,,u11e~t mid ft ........... , toJ s a.t 
8•&. Ml 1nt.erva.,1 • 

The n~, ttttt~iea, it 1-ms felt, l>bi~ t ,ely and -'Fht · 
\11 e , ·o t ttu~er rlo 'the. ~jorit~ er ·Ji~ir rendb • their 
l()~u ;: p • ~ ... r . a ~allati a iii aol1 o ~ e fil"'®le- 1\11 

bul.). · tm, l !fflt.Ve~:, e.ppe~etl ittr; ~ A~•, a.00.d.t• tnt~'tu1.ib1oa 
~~e iltta.'u:•~,, ~ ill¥f~~~~fi to • a OJl\\l 1i.)b i;i n -t;o a t11.rt 
ff or ra11ge rid n.c1 rrt~. 

(>fl'tA) l 3S ~t 1oti 'Ollijitrr . &d in two th! 
-~w-ovin,g t g (; Uty <r~ th . l f i11g 

e · i?"Jt.,.. lii@h c~ eut. es.ell Jan:1.~ey • 
ere 1!1Ji--~it•t~ eJ,t1 tM •· tL~ th~ 
.tJf. tl-...at .~.• could tfld~1r.• ~a:n(t :f~it 

)h\t rep~ 0 tctm.t· -to t:rio 
.. J:tt.«:b, tt.ta lntpl'trf' 1rofflt though 1'1: tr. • ,ili 



A pt"Ol osd 1~. ·,, t i stlil:I.! o,.. our•~g leP~let 0£ 
o ·•l•e eJ.id ct~$~ eo~c m~at,imo.,. at nt · ~ls th.ui. t 
"lf'O tit • u tht •.. ,eJt1al tx1 t (JQ ld b . , ~ . • l~¢fjh . 

$:li~tilPe.b a:: '. 8bt1.tt et• 

~,. l 
G:Jtll~lf;.lQ!U. o.on.:f\,· 
f'oll• b'!lt."ffl. 01.tb. 

1. 
2. 



I 

? ie 1n$ftecti (me s o:t 1~ho .. 11 ·· • in th~ opini · 
ot the ~diur, ~,ot n tti . method but in tns :nn .,. ,o·f ; k . • it 
O\tt• r.tw . th,.ngs, he heliefle• w,ot'tJ.d teild to httpn)v· t 1! g In 
th~ fir.st plne •. • one of -t1'1 ·. el'tte..1111 e .... onm,ists 81 oul h.Q.n( l · 
$.ltl~ok ~t•rta-1 thraugh01A-t t 11~ y-e ~,,.. !.nstead o. ;he proJ;;~n pl.an 
~ a. t .,~ti f! p!m.FJibil!t~, wh.\ctJt .~ hive. sano tende'l't..cy 
buck pa· .ains. It1 the ,s owA pl.a. te• cm.~tul ·ht.it £0 tl ~ val". u. 
wtloob tl~ou;;~oot the y-ea,r· · H>Uld be n d• taf1d ff 1laed.,. A. · lt 
!is, ne o:rp.n.!1 attem t 1~. ·.d o do this• · ith tM r m,l tha · 
~ outlook~ o.:re O?er· ooketl . lb11 the 1 ... V$. · e l~a tla1 ed. 

?b,e 4 • rt•m of t&a d~lo~t ct ,ne airloultu·ral 
$~P~t, ata:h1• $iled fl,fflplei1 ~t th~ lettfl$1b to :lta ooo~ :tb,.g 
f~'f's, , .hil t.b.o ~nsion serrl.e~ dist~i :t ·ad l1eut two ,hon-­
sand o pf.el c ta~ t~ougb®'t the :e~. 

!,11, or p~iot\.lly tl-l, or t ae outl~k at' • i · lea isd 
b · ·ha 'aatlet ,~~ $.lGo ,~t. ti1 th ~pQn of the stal;, • t 
mgaa~s. nat:A, ao t~h c.s ~G stories. fii.~l ~ivbd a •t:r~ 
t>ltcy' • In tht.t cpbt, o o ·bbq :rte-1;.eton editor• the eh e.i: ttlu 
Qt i..iie n:eot1~~-• r~n:,~ · liea ,1't ,~~ th.vii . ·t;er al pro~ £or. 
pubi.ine; !d.U.•. fh!J. ~ •~ i.i rr0unt1a'bout WGY t dOinfj th ng , Alt 

it o.p~:--, to ~rk• 

tha ~~m 
p,,:ioe ·nae,;, 

J 

the inf~tion ~ oar ied in a \£ hle th o91ilmG 1t 
in wEeonorrdo 1alku,. and a ua~d ht ~ et ~!. a en to tl, 
l:lltf.'$r'i.i of ~he mto, St ~~a $0 lat•~ '.tn the :,ea:r i;h~t o idonoe 
oo..n :,et be ftthtrtt at t. it · reet!v · . Q . n "'d.d , ; a ·. e.. 
1~0 thCt: ~t, tl1~ ids. J~:fie., . ~ l1'• 'bo be sou~i. It ~ 
ba'blw id l be some t _,,., d •ing . -1 und r$'b ding or -h 

.. :1g11r'et-J , :t1l b , ~o~l • :ted.. bef.tir -t e .:ndu reaohe :ts 
l18$f\ihot • 

111 grtmsral., e. big et ~ ha 'b 
i;he i•oblum of rettt-nr, ouii oo'k 1nf01 :ti . to 11 . da f ... ,..,. ..... 
but mu.eh 1'\0re should b ~ do,t.te. yo r :i.. _ lid p 1! b ; 
c"~• '1lt~ !:1i the odito~ G qpini<>n• a ood 4 ob . Ul 



In no ya &!nee 19;0 
a..1.ttnt t ,,.o l1tu·r 
of ·am ,an .. e~en 1 
h Ct1k:2:ng ft.~h · r "W.~..tt~ 
r·le-o ill th'~~ nw t 
like ll efttla.. 

l 

• 



· t1111,,nge i.~ a, eouut 
of · tl.l.:lnff; 1,1i t:. t~ t 
ly shou1.<l bo $,'3:legtet 
P fllff;i VUit • 

VlS.ih the presa»t f:ffi,r'dl on ,t · "'. e:rn.1 ~1-."'• ~'"""" 
t~, to.getl101• th the t,aa~ burion o.f ii orir. · t nv_.,. ___ • 
• . 11 ~• th$ 01»:i.sen,1t:l~ a,tbt-v'Ude 01 tha t~ • !t 1$ p!rt)'be.b1e 
that tlll pNje Ttill he.:~ ·to 'ba a.bani. one( . U · cma l 
forki ,~tu,~ t<J a,J)~. 



!?l 
i~C f~'f.)jtS f i 



ln .,· al iM ·l'~n.e~ , the ~e1m ,ec:t e !'s...:t a.ided n 
the pr,a~a:~i•~ of~ ·balka f..a. i,ubli · - ~l!va, l'?J" otlier: 
r t1ie is te a t (jQ tint f 

i4't, also s~ .. as . ~B 
h .a1·th boold.!i)t e me of~ i:l,; mm 
ru!t lo ,, oog,a f thtt . ubl!c ~?'PO l or 

Cone1 .. ~ti.ng the ~:r~ :;r c tt~,te o: . tk~ , ~w.e; ~1;r, 1;~ o.·t;a .it 
;lit ,_ ''°ll repr• e:n:tted• both b. _ 1ctu~ _ ·\,l 111 001131 in th 
va;r1{.N 1 :suos o:J. the n,..,~· ~~ reriti.oe ne ... 

0 • 

:St Tttcb1• o :)ffl!i;ng (!ls,~:i.&r~t win. ,;ft Ztat~1r1l 1·~ ~·bo '"il@a 
.l\s J ,O '.f~ojeot.. 
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lil1J1JB}JR OF MrJ JS STO,d.1.ES PUBLISIIB""--. BY EACH AGEUT 
1931 - 1932 - 1933 - 1935 - 1936 

1931 1902 1933 

II. E. Boerlin 27 20 28 

noyal D. Crook 31 6 29 

Louie;.. Gf;U."della 0 0 0 

Paul L. Maloney 32 70 55 

1!.h:rk W., Menli;:e 49 113 70 

D .. K. Proppa 93 135 113 

E. B .. Reeanzo ,.__, 

A .. tJ. lleed 186 99 110 

g_ c. Heed 52 49 108 

Otto R. Soh.1.:.lz 45 63 47 

Vfi 1 b1,,1r ll. $todieck 38 56 58 

o. R. T 01i-vns 0J1d 23 55 28 

Josoph W. W11son 15 24 511 

J. n. Wittwor 42 13 7 - - -
Tote.1 Men Agents 53:3 763 rl 7 

JI ... ,.,.,.. 

Margaret Brcn.."'1.er 51 72 84 

Hellen 11. Gillette 30 40 54 

Lena Hauke 190 242 201 

}'1" ,,. Gort:rudc Tie.yes l40 169 184 

Gr- 00 u. Schrnidtloin 81 14 12 

Helen S. Tre.:01.ewan 

Editµ Warner 

Total Women Agents 492 637 536 

To·tal All Ac;snts 1125 1300 1242 

*11 Months on1y .... December 1934 - October 1935 

*19-65 1936 
• -

00 28 

r:, 

80 t) • 

Q 7 

40 26 

59 101 

38 37 

59 120 

7'~ 0 31 

24 10 

44 39 

163 72 

48 3 

2 - -
644 556 

73 64 

130 120 

65 94 

39 71 

8 

307 357 

951 913 
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A G R C ·o-c-=ru·R· '\ L N E 'N s- s [q VT C E 
R E L E A s E U P O N R E C E I P T - I 9 3 6 - -df= I 5 - 3 - 5 - ,\ & ,"\ 8 - 2 5 0 - E X C L U 8 I v E I N Y Q U R C I T Y ____ ....___.~ ..... _..., __ ,__,;.___,.;:_,....,_ __ ..__.... ----·- ·---~----

f\:OTE TO EDITOR-----BECA.USE or THE unGENCv Or rHIs sroriv, Ir 1s BEIN r. 

s t N T S I M U L T A N E O U S L V T O t>. L L NE V A D A P A r E R S R E C E I V I 1\/ G I T • • • ,; • L • H • 

NEN SOIL ACT IN NEV ,DA 
TO GET UNDER WAY SOON 

F1nsr STEPS TOWA ~ D PUTTING INTO EFFECT IN NEVADA THE PROVISIJNS 

OF THE NEW SOIL CONSEnVATION ACT WI LL BE TAKEN AT A MEETINC OF 

FARMERS AND LAND GnANT COLLEGE REPRESENTAT I VES IN SALT LAKE CITY NEXT 

WEEK • 

f OUR NEV A DA NS W I L L AT TEN D T HE SES S I ON S , W H I CH W I L. L BR I NG DE LEG ATES 

FROM ALL THE WESTE R N _STATES , Tf-!OMAS BUCKMAN, ASSISTANT DIRECTOn Or 

THE UNIVERSITY OF NEVADA AGRICULTU RAL EXTENSION SERVICE , SAID THIS 

WEEK • 

IN ADDITJO!IJ TO BUCKMAN, L . E. CLINE , AND v. E. SCOTT OF THE 

EXTENSION SERVICE WILL REf'RESENT NEVADA 1 S LAND GRAt\J T C •'JLLEGE, WHILE 

GEORGE OGILV I E, LIVEST0CKMAN OF LEE, ELKO C~UNTY, AND PRESIDENT OF 

T H E N E V A D A S T A T E F A ;~ M B U n E A U , W l L L S P E A K F ') Fl T H E F A R M E n S O F T H E S T A T E • 

OGILVIE WAS INVITED TO ATTEND THE MEET ING BY 
,~ 
.. EC/1ET AR Y ClF AGRICULTURE, 

HENRY WALLACE. 

0 ET A I LS O F T HE NEW LAW , W H ! CH I S DES I G NE D T Q RE P L'A CE T HE T n I PL E 

"A", RECENTLY HELD UNCONSTITUTl ,JNAL BY THE SU?REME C:jURT 1 WI LL BE 

exPLA INEO BY UNITED STATES DEPA R TMENT OF AGRICULTURE MEN FR0M WASHING-

TON , AN '.:' METHODS OF MAK I NG THE ACT IMMEDIATELY EFFECTIVE IN NEVADA AND • 

OTHER WESTERN STATES WILL BE TAKEN UP e 

SPECIAL WESTE R N Pf10BLEMS IN ADAPTING THE ACT TO THIS TERRITORY 

WI LL COME UP AT THE MEETING, WHICH WILL BE HELD MONDAY, TUESDAY AND 

WEDNESDAY, 1t IS EX P ECTED • 

AMONS THE MEN FR O M WASHINGTON TO A•• nESS THE GATHERING, ACC~nD-

1 N G T O P L A N S , W I L L B E [Ji • L • 'iV I L S O N , A S S I S T A N T S E C fl E T A F1 V "J F A G R I C U L T U ll E ~ 

G • B • T H o R N E , • 1 r, E c T c ;-; o r T H E ,\ \ ,\ L I v E s r o c K o I v r s 1 0 N ; A N :J G E o R G E E • 
FARRELL, DIRECTOn FOR THE AAA GRAINS ~,v1s11N . 

-:- - 30 --
FRO-;::-o N I v E r; s I r v o F NEVA o A 11 G R, 1 cu L r u R A L E x T E N s I ri N D I v r s r 0 N , R E N o , NE v • 
ConPERAT I VE ,\ 8 nrcuLrunAL ExrENs1nN WoRK, it;crs OF MAY I": JuNE , 1911+ 
Cr~ W..:_CREEL, D,nr.cron , • ..!_!...._:_ • • • __:_~L. Hts G tNBOTHAM, Eo1r'JR 



A G R c -u-T T u R AL-\J E Iv .s s E r"< v c E 
RELEASE UPON RECEIPT - 1936-#16-3-21-B&AR-250-ExcLus VE 1N YouR CJTY 

BEST SHRUBS, 
FOR NEVADA 

VINES, TREES 
p LA ~-!TI :G I A[\M:::O 

WJTH MANY HOME-OWNERS IN THE NORTHERN AND Cl::NTRAL PARTS OF THE 

STATE PREPARING TO MAKE SPRING PLANTINGS, MARK W. MENKE 0 F THE 

UNIVERSITY OF NEVADA AGR CULTURAL EXTENSION SERVICE TH le WEEK LISTED 

S~-1RURS, VINES, AND TREES ADAPTED TO CO ID ITIO NS IN THESE SECTIONS OF 

NEVADA a 

fl S H R U o S A N D T R E E S S H O U L D 8 E O R D E R E D F O r . '11 r,J E D I T E O E L I V E R Y A N D 

P LA N T E O DU R I NG r,n A R CH AND APRIL WHILE T~E WEATHER IS STILL COOL !f HE , 

SAYS, "AND THEY SHOULD BE PRUNED HEAVILY WHEN PLf'1NTEO SO THAT THE TOPS 

WILL NOT REQUIRE MORE MOISTURE THAN THE ROOTS CAN SUPPLY.
11 

VERY BEST DEPENDABLE SHRUBS FOR NEVADA UNDER THE MO~T SEVERE 

CONDIT IO N~, ACCORDING TO MENKE, ARE BUSH HONEYSUCKLE; CARAGANA; 

ELDERBERRY; SNOWBERRY; CORAL BERRY; SERVI Ci:: BERRY; CURRANT; DOGWOOD; 

BUCKTHORN; COTONEASTER; PERSIAN, CHINESE, FRENCH AND COMAON LILACS; 

GNOWBALL; TAMAR IX; ROSA RUGOSA; VAN HouTlE AND KOREAN SPIREAS, JAPAN-

ESE OLEASTER, ENGLISH PRIVET, AND FLOWER NG ALMOND. 

SEVERAL OTHER GOOD SHRUBS BUT WHICH NEED WINTER PROTECTION IN 

EASTERN NEVADA, HE SAYS, ARE MOCK ORANGE, DEUTZIA, JAPAN QUINCE~ 

FORSYTHIA, AND BARBERRYe 

AMO~G THE BEST SHADE TREES FOR NEVADA T HE EXTENSION AGENT SAYS 

ARE CHINE3E AND AMERICAN ELM, RUSSIAN OLIVE. •i oNEY LOCUST, BLACK 

LOCUST, GOLDEN WILLOW, HAWTHORNE, CRABAPPLE, BOLLEANA, AND SILVER 

AND CAROLINA POPLARS. 

F R O M IJ I~ I V E R S 1 T Y O F N E V A D A A G R l C U L T U P A L [ X T E N S I O i'J O I V I S l O N ~ 
Co o P E ,;i A T I v E A G R , c L' L T u ": L E x r E N s I o N W o n K , A c r s o F MA Y & J u N E , 

CE CI L W • Cn E O A L H ~ nE L, IRFCTC'R• • • • • • • • • • • IGGINBOTHO.M, -----------~-· 

RENo-;-NEv• 

I 9 1 li 
EDITOR 



-2-

THE BEST VINES ARES !LVE~ LACE Vl~E, V1R G ! ~ IA CREEPER, HONEY-

S U C K L E , C L E M A T I S, M O C• N V I f'J E , A N D 1/J I L D OUCUMBERe 

!!AMONG THE EVERGREEN SHRUBS AND TREES WHICH ARE VErlY HARDY 

ARE MANY SPEC ES OF JUNIPEf"l, SP!<UCE AND PINE II MENKE , STATES. I! T HE 

VERY ~EST OF THESE ARE PFITZER, PROSTRATE, SAVIN, SARGENT, ANO COLUMN 

JUNIPER; ENGELMAN, NORWAY, AND COLORADO BLUE AND GREEN SPRUCE; AND 

MuGHO DWARF AND AusT G IAN P!l'.:Ee 

11
[\JERGnEEN C0TONEASTER, MAHONIA AND PYRACANTHA ARE ALSO 

EXCELLENT SHRUBS BUT NEED FAVORABLE LOCATIONS AND SOME WINTER PRO-

TECTIC'N IN HIGHEr? ALTITUDES. 11 

A R £3 0 R - V I T A E A r, E tll O T G A T I S F A C T O R Y I ~J ~] E V A D A N () R T H Cl F 111/ I N N E M U C -

C A , A C C O R D I N G T O T H E E X T E N S I n N M A N , A N D S H ,1 U L D N I"\ T 8 E o U R C H A S E D • J U N I -

PERS ARE MUCH MORE HAFI DY AND AnE EVEN MORE ATTRACTIVE THAN ARBOR VITAE. 

EVERGREENS NEED NOT BE PRUNED, SINCE THEY COME WI TH A BALL OF EARTH 

AROUND THE ROOTS. 

-30-
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SOIL C0NSERVATI0 ACT 
DE T ,\ I LS -~RE EXP l,\ I NED 

To PRESERVE ANO IMPROVE THE SOIL RESOURCES OF NEVADA FARMERS 

ANO TO REESTABLISH AND MAINTAIN THEIR PURCHASING POWER ARE THE CitiilEF' 

PURPOSES OF THE NEW FEDERAL SOIL CONSERVATION AND DOMESTIC ALLOTMENT 

PROGRAM, NOW GETTING UNDER WAY IN THE STATE, ACCORDING TO PROFESSOR 

V: E. Scarr or THE UNIVERSITY OF NEVADA AGRICULTURAL EXTENSION SERVICE • 

UNDER THE PROGRAM, SCOTT SAID IN EXPLAINING THE NEW LAW 

LAST WEEK, NEVADA FARMERS Wt LL RECEIVE PAYMENTS FOR PLANTING GERTA IN 

CROPS ANO FOR CERTAIN PRACTICES WHICH ARE AUTHORIZED BY THE LAWe 

FARMERS WILL BE PAID FOR PLANTING SOIL CONSERVING OR 00IL 

3UILDING CROPS ON ACREAGES FORMERLY USED FOP OIL DEPLETING CROPS, ON 

THE BASIS OF THE NUMBER OF ACRES IN THE VARIOUS TYPES OF CROPS IN 

1935. 

PAYMENTS WILL VARY, THE LAW PROVIDES, ACCORDING TO THE PRO-

DUCTIVITY OF THE SO IL AND THE KIND OF CROP REPLACED, WITH THE PRO-

DUCTIV!TV OF THE CROP LANDS IN EACH COUNTY AS A BASIS• 

FIGURES HAVE NOT YET BEEN WORKED OUT FOR NEVADA, ACCORD I NG 

TO Scorr, BUT IN THE NATION AS A WHOLE, PAYMENTS ARE EXPECTED TO 

AVERAGE ABOUT $10 AN ACRE. 

IN NO CASE, SCOTT SAID, MAY THIS PAYMENT EXCEED THAT roR 15 

PERCENT OF THE SOIL DEPLETING ACREAGE OF THE BASE YEAR OF 1935 ON 

EACH FARM• 

IN ADDITION, 

THE 

ACCORDING ro/PROGFlAM, 

THEIR FARMS, WHICH, IN 

NEVADA 

19'36, 

WHICH SOIL BUILDING PRACTICES 

EXCEED ~l AN ACnE Fun ALL SOIL 

FARMERS WI LL 

IS PLANTED IN 

BE 

ARi:_ CARRIED 

CONSERVING 
OUT • 

AND 

PAID FOR EACH ACRE ON 

~UILD(N~ CROPS OR ON 

THIS PAYMENT MAY NOT 

BUILDING CROPS ON THE IN I 9 3 6 , A c c o n o 1 1 .: T 0 rEGULATION"e 

-30-
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CECIL w. C~EEL, 

OF NEVADA AGn1cuLTU~AL ExTENDION D1v1s10N, RENO, NEv. 
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IMPORTANT FEEDING TIME 
FOR TURKEYS IS NOW HERE 

NEVADA • TURKEY GROWERS WHO WANT TO MAKE PROF'lTS AT THE BUSINESS 

ARE PUTiJNG THE POUNDS ON THEIR BIRDS AS FAST AS POSSIBLE THESE DAYS, 

IN THE OPINION OF L. E. CLJNE, OF" THE UNIVERSITY OF' NEVADA AGRICULTURAL 

EXTENSION SERVICE. 

THE FOUR OR FIVE MONTHS OF" THE SUMMER FEEDING PEFll0D ARE THE 

MOST VITAL TO MAKING PROFITS, CLINE STATED, ANO IF' IT IS POSSIBLE TO 

MAKE A PROFIT ON THE SUMMER FEEDING PERIOD, MONEY PROBABLY WILL NOT 

BE MADE AT ALL BY THE HOLIDAY BIFIO RAISERe 

THE FIRST SIX WEEKS OF THE TV11KEv's L!F'E IS A VERY CRITICAL 

PERIOD, THE EXTENSION MAN SAYS, BUT LITTLE WEIGHT 1$ PUT ONe THE 

FINISHING PERIOD JUST BEF0nE MAnKETING THE 8 IR0S IS AL"S0 IMPORTANT, 

8 UT I N I T L l KEW I SE L I T TL E W E I G HT I S A DD E D I N PRO P OR T I ON TO T HE LA R GE 

EXPENSE FOR FEED• :r 

Bur DURING THE IN-BETWEEN PERIOD, ACC0nDING TO CLINE, THE 

RAPIDLY GROWING iURKEY ADDS POUNDS ECONOMICALLY BECAUSE IT CONVERTS 

AT A RAPID RATE, LARGE AMOUNTS OF A RELATIVELY LOW PRICED rEED INTO 
. . ' 

A 1-1 I G H PR J CE D COMM OD I TV T O G R A CE T HE TAB LE DUR I NG T HE FA L L AN D W t N TE f< • 

PERIOD 
F'AST G1l0WINO:/A RE LAT IVELV SMALL Pfi0PORT ION OF THE FEED DuRtNG THIS 

GIVEN IS NEEDED FOR MAINTENANCE WHILE A LARGE PROPORTION IS AVAILABLE 

FOR GROWTH AND PR0FITSe 

WHEN THE AVERAGE TURKEY 1S TWO MONT.HS OLD, IT WI LL WE J GH ABOUT 

2.5 POUNDS, THIS WEIGHT IS PUT ON AT AN AVERAGE RATE OF 2.15 POUNDS 

(MORE) 

FRoM ... ON1vtRS1Tv
1

0F NEVADA AGRICULTURAL ··txre:Ns10N SERVICE, RtNo, NEv. 
CooPERATIVE AGn1cvLTU R AL . ExTENs10N · WoRK., Acrs OF MAv · & JUNE, · 1914 
Ctc1 L W. CREEL, D1RECT011 •. •••••• A. L. H1GG tNBoTHAM, Eo1rof-t 



-2-

Or FEED PER POUND GAIN IN WEIGHT. ~ M O N T H L A T E R , , T HE TURKEY W t LL 

WEIGH 5 POUNDS, ANO WILL BE GAINING ONE POUND FOR APPROXfMATELV EACH 

THREE POUNDS OF FEED EATENe 

AT THE ENO OF THE F"OUR TH MONTH, THE TURKEY SHOULD WEIGH· AT 

LEAST 8.25 POUNDS AND IS TUf1NING F"EED INTO TURKEY MEAT AT THE RATE 

OF 3•5 POUNDS OF FEED TO ONE POUND Or TURKEY, 

Gooo GAINS MAY BE MADE ALSO DURING THE FIFTH MONTH., CLIME 

SAYS, BUT THEREAFTER THE RAT 10 or POUNDS GAINED TO FEED CONSUMED 

DECLINES VERY RAPtDLY, UNTIL IT TAKES 5.6 POUNDS OF FEED TO PRODUCE 

ONE POUND OF TURKEY fN THE SIXTH MONTH AND APPROXIMATELY 10.7 POUNDS 

OF FEED FOR ONE POUND OF MEAT IN THE SEVENTH MONTH• 

AFTER THAT, THE FEED OPTEN COSTS MORE THAN THE NET PRICE 

WHICH WILL BE RECEtVED FOR THE ADDlTIQNAl POUNDS OF TURKEY., 

CLINES STRESSED THAT, WHILE FEEDING IN 4DEQUATE QUANTITY 

!S VERY IMPORTANT, THE COMPOSITION OF' THE F'EED IS EQUALLY IMPORTANTe 

THE TWO MUST GO TOGETHER IF THE MOST POUNDS OF TURKEY ARE TO BE PUT 

0 N • 

JUST HOW All THIS WORKS OUT IS ILLUSTRATED IN A LEAFLET 

WHICH NEVADA TURKEY GROWERS MAY OBTAIN F'REE FROM THEIR AGR(CULTUr1AL 

EXTEMS!ON AGENTS IN THE VARIOl!JIS COUNTIES• 

---30--
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BANG'S DISEASE CLEANUP 
IS UNDER WAY IN NEVADA 

ERADICATION OF' BANG'S DISEASE F'ROM NEVADA CATTLE IS WELL 

UNDER WAY THROUGH THE DRIVE OF' THE LJ. S. BUREAU OF ANIMAL INDUSTRY 

TO ELIMINATE THE MALADY, NOT ONLY IN THIS STATE, BUT THROUGHOUT THE 

COUNTRY. 

WORKING UNDER FEDERAL LAWS PROVIDING FOR THE PURCHASEr ANO 

ELIMINATION OF DISEASED ANIMALS., THE FEDERAL VETERINARIANS BY MAY 

HAD FOUND 2,445 NEVADA REACTORS, THEIR OWNERS HAD BEEN INDEMNIFIED 

BY THE GOVERNMENT, AND THE CATTLE HAD BEEN SLAUGHTEREDe 

THE DISEASED ANIMALS WERE DISCOVERED AFTER 29, 178 HEAD OF 

CATTLE IN THE STATE HAD BEEN TESTED SINCE THE PROGRAM BEGAN IN JULY 

1934, AND REPRESENT BUT 8.3 PERCENT OF ALL ANIMALS IN THE STATE TEST-

TED FOR BANG'S DISEASEe THIS f"(GURE JS SLIGHTLY BELOW THE AVERAGE 

FOR THE COUNT RY A S A W H OLE , 0 R • R • A• G I VEN :, I NS PE CT OR I N CH AR GE O F 

THE BUREAU'S WORK IN NEVADA, ANNOUNCED THIS WEEKe 

OF THE 1,429 HERDS TESTED, HOWEVER, 773 HERDS, OR 54 PERCENT, 

WERE FOUND TO BE INFECTED• TH I S F" I G URE COMPARES W I TH 3 I PER CE NT F OR 

THE UNITED STATES AS A WHOLE. THE INFECT.ED NEVADA HERDS CONTAINED 

19,984 HEAD OF CATTLE, OF WHICH 2,445 WERE REACTORS, OR 12 PERCENT OF 

THE ANIMALS IN INFECTED HERDS., A FIGURE WELL BELOW THE U.S. AVERAGE. 

CARRIED OUT ON A NATION-WIDE BASIS, BANG'S DISEASE ERADICATION 

IS A F"EDERAL•STl',TE CO-OPERATIVE PROJECT. 

THE WORK IS CONDUCTED BV THE BUREAU OF ANIMAL INDUSTRY OF THE 

(MORE) 

FR0M-UN1VE8SITY OF NEVADA AGRICULTURALEXTENSION SERVICE, RtNo, NEV. 

CooPERATJVE AGRICULTURAL ExrENSION WORK, AcTs OF MAY & JuNE., 1914 

CECIL IN. CREEL., DIRECTOR ••••••• A. L. H1GG1NBOTHAM, ED1iOR 



LJN&TED STATES OEPARtMENT OF AGRtCULTURF'" UNDER RULES ANO REGULATfONS 

O f T HE S E C R E t A RY O t A Q R I CU L T U RE • 

THE PROGRAM lS VOLUNTARY, BVT STOCKMEN HAVING THEIR CATTLE 

TESTED AGREE TO ACCEPT THE GOVERNMENT 's JNOEMNITV fOR BANG 's DISEASED 

ANtMALS ANO PERMIT THEIR SLAUGHTERe 

FOR THE COUNTRY AS A WHOLE, A TOTAL OF 585,365 HERDS WERE 

TESTED FOR BANG'S DISEASE ~N THE 22 MONTHS ENDING MAY I. THESE HERDS 

CONTAINED 8,740,382 HEAD Of CATTLE~ Or THE HERDS TESTED, 185, I J2 HE RDS 

WERE f"OUND TO CONTAIN INFECTED CATTLE• THE NUMBER OF CATTLE IN tN-

FECTED HERDS TOTALED 4,513,766 or WHICH 765,660 WERE FOUND TO BE RE-

ACTORS TO THE BANG'S DISEASE TESTe 

ON A PERCENTAGE BASIS, 17• PERCENT OF' THE CATTLE IN IN-

FECTEO HERDS REACTED• 0 F' T HE T O TA L N UM 8 E 11 0 F C A T T LE I N A L L HE R OS 

TESTED, INCLUOING NECESSARY RETESTS, 8.76 PERCENT WERE FOUND TO RE• 

ACT TO THE BANG'S DISEASE TESTe 

--30 ... -
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FIRST DROUGHT LIVESTOCK 

ARRIVES ON NEVADA FARMS 

WHAT MAY BE AN EXTENSIVE MOVEMENT OF LIVESTOCK FROM THE 

DROUGHT-STRICKEN MIDDLE WEST AND ROCKY MOUNTAIN STATES TO NEVADA 

RANCHES AND FARMS BEGAN LAST WEEK WITH THE ARRIVAL Of 400 HEAD OF 

OATTLE ANO 2,500 HEAD OF SHEEP FROM MONTANA TO OUTF(TS IN THE FALLON 

AREA• 

PURCHASED BY CHURCHILL COUNTY RANfHERS AT AUCTION SALES RE-

SULT ING FROM THE PARCHED CONDITION OF THE RANGES OF MONTANA NEAR 

B1&LlNGS, THE STOCK ARRIVED IN GOOD SHIPPING CONDITION. BOTH CATTLE 

AND SHEEP WtLL BE ADDED TO THE OPERATING UNITS OF LAHONTAN VALLEY 

MANY OTHER NEVADA RANCHERS ARE CONSIDERING PURCHASES (N THE 

DROUGHT COUNTRY TO DUILO UP THE HERDS WHICH WERE DEPLETED BY THE 

SERIES OF ORY YEARS IN NEVADA, ACCORDING TO L. E. CLINE, OF THE 

UNIVERSITY OF NEVADA AGRICULTURAL EXTENS(ON SERVICE, WHO REGARDS THIS 

AS AN OPPORTUNE TIME FOR THE RANCHERS OF THE STATE TO PICK UP GOOD 

STUFF AT REASONABLE PRICES• 

IN CHOUTEAU COUNTY, MONTANA, ALONE 60,000 HEAD OF CATTLE WILL 

HAVE TO BE SHIPPED OUT EITHER PERMANENTLY OR FOR FEEDJNG DURING THE 

W[NTER AND SPRlNG 1 CLINE HAS BEEN INFORMED FROM THE COUNTRY JN THE 

I 
VlCINSTY OF GREAT FALLS• 

FREIGHT RATES FROM BiLLfNGS TO ELKO ARE QUOTED BY THE RAIL­

ROADS AS 50 t/2 CENTS A HUNDRED POUNDS AND TO RENO AS 61 f/2 CENTS A 

HUNDRED, NOT tNCLUDlNG FEEDING lN TRANSITe 

PosSIBlLlTY OF THE FEEDING OF CATTLE tN THE STATE EN ROUTE 

(MORE) 

FROM-UNtVERSJ1T OF NEVADA AGRICULTURAL EXTENSION SERVICE, RENO, NEV. 

COOPERATIVE AGRICULTURAL EXTENSION WORK, ACTS OF MAY & JUNE, 1914 
CECIL w. CREELJ DtRECTOR •••••••••• A. L. HIGGINBOTHAM, EDITOR 
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TO COAST MARKETS FROM THE PARCHED ZONES APPEARED THIS WEEK FOLLOWJNG 

EFFORTS OF THE UNIVERSITY Or NEVADA AGR(CULTURAL EXTENSlON SERVICE TO 

INTEREST PLAINS AND ROCKY MOUNTAIN RANCHERS IN SURPLUS FEED lN THIS 

STATE• 

THE FARM CREDIT ADMfNlSTRAT(ON OFFICES IN THE DROUGHT AREA 

AND THE PRODUCTlON CREDIT ASSOCIATIONS THERE HAVE BEEN CONTACTED BY 

C~tNE AND INFORMED OF THE FEEO HEREe 

MANY OF THE RANCHERS IN THE DROUGHT AREA FEEL THAT IT WOULD 

NOT BE ECONOMICAL TO SHIP THE STOCK TO NEVADA AND RETURN lT TO THE 

ORIGINAL RANCHES, BUT CLINE FEELS THAT AS THE DROUGHT INTENSIFIES 

FEED IN THE DRY AREAS OF THE MIDDLE-WEST AND HAVE INQUIRED AS TO RATES 

WHICH WOULD BE CHARGED HEREe 

SURPLUS HAY ANO PASTURE TO TAKE CARE Of MANY HEAD or STOCK 

EXISTS IN THE NORTHERN AND WEST~RN PORTIONS Of THE STATE, CLINE SAYS, 

BE(NG CHIEFLY (N ELKO, CHURCHILL AND LYON COUNT1ES• 

IN ELKO COUNTY ALONE, ACCORDING TO THE ESTIMATE Or MARK W. 

MENKE, ELKO EXTENSION AGENT, SUFFICIENT FEED JS AVAILABLE TO CARRY 

25,000 EXTRA HEAD OF CATTLE THIS WINTER AND NEXT SUMMER. 

THE STOCK WATERING SITUATION tN SOUTHERN NEVADA, REPORTED 

SEVERAL WEEKS AGO AS SEVERE, HAS BEEN RELIEVED ev LOCAL RAINS AND 

CLOUDBURSTS, CLINE HAS BEEN tNFORMEDe 

--30--



-----~-=--=----:------------A G R C U L T U R A L . ~E~S-- S E R V i C E 
R E L E A s E up O N R E C E I p T - _!_2 3 6-9 - 3 -1f5 6- B & A B -4 0 0 -E~~~ s I V E I N y O u R C I T y 

FEEDER STOCK FOR SALE 
IN NEVADA BEING LISTED 

AN INVENTORY OF FEEDER CATTLE TO BE OFFERED FOR SALE THIS FALL 

BY NEVADA RANCHERS, WAS BEGUN THIS WEEK BY THE UNIVERSITY OF NEVADA 

AGRICULTURAL EXTENSION SERVICEe 

8y THIS METHOD, ACCORDING TO L. E. CLINE, AGRICULTURAL ECONOMIST 

OF THE SERVICE, IT IS HOPED THAT THE MOVEMENT OF THE STOCK WI LL BE 

FACILITATED AND THE SELLER AND BUYER ' BROUGHT TOGETHER. 

Now IN ITS THIRD YEA~, THE INVENTORY IN I N 1935 PROVED 

~~ coNdt • ERABLE VALUE TO THE LIVESTOCK MEN OF THE STATE IN ATTRACTING 

.:, U Y E R S I N T O T H E S T A T E A N D E X P E D I T I N G S A L E S • 

TH~OUGH ITS COUNTY AGRICULTURAL AGENTS, THE UNIVERSITY OF EVA DA 

CXTENS!0N SEnVICE WILL OBTAIN FROM RANCHERS INFORMAT I O~ AS TO THE 

·TOCK THEY ARE LIKELY TO OFFER FOR SALE. T H I S VJ I LL 8 E CO r,1 G I NE D I NT 0 

A STATE INVENTORY, WH !CH WILL BE ABAILABLE TO CO-OPERATING MARKETl~G 

I 

ASSOCIATIONS, PROSPECTIVE auvERS THROUGHOUT ~THE COUNTRY, RAILROAD , 
COMPANIES, RANCHERS, AND OTHERS INTERESTED• 

A S S A L E S A R E M A D E 
I 

T H E ! N V E \l T O R Y \'/ I L L B E R E V I S E D , B R I I J G I [\J G 

THE NUMBERS UP TO DATE THROUGH THE MARKETl~G SEASON. IT Wl-LL INCLUDE 

L I STS OF ALL CATTLE LISTED AND UNSOLD THROUGHOUT THE STATEe 

11 THE PRODUCER OF AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS, WHO GOES TO MARKET RUT 

0 N C E A Y E A R 
I 

H A S '1 R E A T E R illl A R K E T I ;,J G H A Z A R D S T H A N T H E P R O D U C E R W H 0 

MARKETS HIS PRODUCTS AT MORE FREQUENT 
,I INTERVALS , CLINE SAID THIS WEEK. 

11 S!NCE THE NEVADA FEEDER CA T TLE PRODUCER IS LIMITED TO A GRIEF MARl<ET­

ING PERIOD DURING THE FALL MONTHS OF EACH YEAR, TYE RETUR~S FROM HIS 

OPERATION~ VERY MUCH DEPEND ON A THOROU~H K~0WLEDGE OF MARKET PRICES 1 

\ (tv'oRE) 

r Ro M - UN I v ER s t r y o F NE v Ao A AG R I cu Lr u RA L E xr E J s I o N SE n v I c E , REN o, i E v t 

i: 0 0 p E RAT I VE AG R I Cu LT u R A L EXT EN s I ON w OR K , A CT s O F ,: A y & . J u NE ' I 9 I 4 
~.--- E C I L \V • C R E E L , 0 1 R E C T o R • ~--~ • • A • L • H I G G I N B O T H A M , E D I T O R 
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SUPPLY, AND DEMAND FOR SUCH CATTLE.
11 

ffLJNFORTV~✓ ATELY THE EARLY SALES OF FEEDER CATTLE ARE VERY OFTEN 

MADE AT LOWER PRICES, AND PRICES THAT ARE OUT OF LINE WITH THE PRICES 

THAT ARE LATER ESTABLISHE~, THEN WHEN THE FEEDER CATTLE MOVEMENT IS 

MORE GENERAL, AND COMPETITION HAS BECOME MORE EFFECT lVE IN ESTABLISH-

ING 
' !t 

PRICES• 

THERE ARE MANY RELIABLE SO .URGES Of INFORMATION FOR THE NEVADA 

FCEDER CATTLE PRODUCER, ACCORDING TO THE EXTENSION MAN. 

THE PRo • ucERst LrvE STOCK MARKETING Assoc1AT!0N or SALT LAKE 

l'i\i D THE PActFIC STATES LtVE SrocK ~'liARl<ETtNG AssocrATION OF SAN FRAN­

c:sco AS WELL AS THE FEDERAL STATE MARKET NEWS SER~!CE IN SAN FRAN-

SISCO ARE RELIABLE SOURCES OF CURRENT MARKET NEWS INFORMATION4 THE R L 

lS NO REASON~ HE BELIEVES, FOR ANY LIVESTOCK PRODUCEn TO BE LACKING 

iN THE LATEST PRICE INFORMATlON THAT IS SO ESSENTIAL TO INTELL1GENTLY 

NEG OT I ATE . SALES. 

-30- · / 
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FOUR COUNTIES DIVIDE 
HEALTH BOOKLET AWARDS 

T w a s M /\ L L E :.. K O C 0 u N T y F' ,', n M B () y s T O D :, V (1 n [ s T ;, T E G H A M p I ..: N () I N 

T H E NE V A D A II KE E P G 11 0 W l N G 11 H E A LT H B O C, K LE T C f\l T E 5 T /, M O N G n U R A L 5 C H O O L 

CH!LDllEN• 

G O rv1 P E T I N G f'.. G ;'\ l hi ~ T C : l I L D n E N M U C ' I O L D E i: T 1-: ,', I~ T H C V A M O N G T H E M C 11 ~ 

T H A N T H H E E i H O U S .', N D NE VA O A ~ V fl P, L V O U N G S T E n S E :J G A G E D I N T H E H E A L T H W 0 fl l~ 

~EORGE 0G tLVlE, 7, OF UPPER SourH Fon~, AND WAYNi BA~taEn, 6, OF 

1~TJMBOLDT WON THE BLU[ i; tBB JNS tN THC -:-wo C'_ASSES FOn THE 1n GROWTH ANi..J 

7HE WAY lN WHICH THEY ILLUSTRATED SOUND HAJ1TS JF HEALTH• 

1" ._. , _; :: n , y O U N G O G I L V l E S H O W S H C· W ,'\ N t M A L S C /\ N T E .\ C H G O O D H E ;\ L T H H ;', B I : S 

BOYS AND Gtr?Loe 

I N O I V t S ·t O N 
n R fl , ,_. ·:1 i, 

LJ , r I. ll CH l L D ii EN FnEE rnoM PHYSICAL OEF~CTR on 

'-\ t, V E H :. D s u C H D E r- E C T s C O R n E C T E D , V,J ,:, y N E 8 ,; f1 I 3 E n C /\ p T u r. E D T H E !3 l .. :J , . 

HE GAlNE 9 POUNDS., GllEW 
3 / 4 I N C i-l C S , ;., N D H 'A D A D E N T A ~ r C ;- E ': .,. 

· ·, fl f1 E C T r:: D e 
ALCNG WI TH TH IS HEALTH llECOF;D_, HE Mt,DE UP A BOOKLET 

' . [ U ,.. - n / T E D 8 D n W ' ,., H O "' I .. , G T H E 
11 ~ A -I E V' ,, Y T O HE A L ·-, H n • 

1 • _ ,.., l t, ·• Y r, fl, I N G S 0 " ,._, "" • n -

0T!-1Efl PRlZES tN THE COMPETtTlON, WHICH !SAN t-.NNU1;L ,,FF',\tn., WE , I. 

·,· ' F; ·:-) y s A N D G l R L s I N E L K O ~ E u n E I< A , C H u n C H t L L , fl, N D w 1\ .:; H O E C O u N T I E s • 

(; t ! ;\ M P l O f\J S W E tl E N ,~ M E D O N L y ~. r- T E r; 1 H E .J U O G E S H A O C .'\ R E r U L L Y E X ti M t N E D T H E. 

: i 0 
.) ! 1.i 1 0 I< LETS W H I C : , S U r! V I V E D. T H E COUNTY ELlMINATtONS~ 

SEGOND PlllZE IN D1v1s!ON "A" WENT TO REMO MATTENCCt, 1'1011,HAM, 

(MonE) 

o M ···UN I v r:- i"l s I r v o F NE v r, o A A1G n t c u Lr u :-; A L , E x r E N sioNb E r: v t c E , RE I\! o , ~J E v , 

J o r- :: n ;\ T I v E A G n t c u L r u n A L E x T E t--: s 1 o N W o r1 K , A c r s o r ~/ A v c:. J u N E , I 9 I 4 
~ ~:,.S..l ~-· W o C n E E L , D t n E c r o r, • • • • • A • '..... o H I G G :f N B o r : I A M~ o I i o n t 



"""2· ... 

CHURCHILL COUNTY; THIRD HONons TO RAY LUCEY., PALISADE, EUREKA COUNTY; 

FOUl1TK PLACE TO JuNNl' TA HAF!Rts, KAT M. SMITH SCHOOL., SPARKS., WASHOE 

COUNTY, AND FIFTH PlilZE TO FRANCES PHILPS_, ISLAND COMMUNITY., CHURCHILL 

COUNTY. 

"G n . ., RuTH FELTNER TOOK SECOND HONORS_, WITH 

PAr KAPrrANAKt., KArt: M. SMITH s HOOL., SPAnKs., nANl<lNG rHrno. BOTH 

LIVE IN WASHOE COUNTY. 

ANOTHE R WASHOE COUNTY YOUNGSTER., ENlCE ZOLEZilE., BnowN COMMUN1TY; 

CAME IN f0URTH 1 WHILE THAIS ANN 5ERMAN 1 FALLON, CHURCHILL COUNTY, WAS 

Fl rTH11 

T H E 8 0 0 K LE T S A r1 E P A R T O F T H E ii KE E P G f": 0 W I N G n W O 11 K A M O N G T H E C H I L [' ,. 

REN, ANO ARE DESIGNED 0 ILLUSTRATE sou~o HABITS OF GOOD HEALTH. AN 

MP ORT ANT PA i1 T Of" E A CH . P ·A MP H LE T I S A CH ART S HOW I NG T HE A UT HO '1 ' S HE A LT H 

~ 1 • GnEsS oun[NG THE VEAR. 

EACH CHILD, MRs. BuoL SAID~ SELECTS ONE HEALTH PROJECT WHfCH 

A P PE ,\ LS T O . H I M , S U C H . . AS S L £ E P J TE E T H , P OS T URE , S A N I T A T I ON , E XE f~ C I S E J 

OR DIETl AND PREPARES - A BOOKLET TO I J_ L VS T 11 ATE I T • 

THE wrN~J[NG BOOKLETS WEflE CHOSEN BY THE JUDGES FROM ABOUT A 

:HOUSAND SUBMITTED TO THEM BY YOUNGSTERS FnOM AMON~ THE 3,309 CH(LDnEN 

f N MOST PARTS O F T HE S TA. TE W HO COMPLETE D THE K £ E P G Ii OW f NG PR OJ E CT • 

THE AG f1 f CU LT Un A L EXT E NS I ON SE R \I I CE O F" THE UN I VER S l T Y OF NE VJ~ DA :- .,,. 

ASi=>ISTED 8~ THE SCHOOLS AND VARIOUS CIVIC ORGANIZATIONS, CONDUCTS THE 

WORK• 

-30-
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NEVADA ~~Al~GE PROGR.l'd-Ji 
IS ANNOUNC~O BY CREEL 

A R AN GE I MP 1~ 0 VE MEN T Pf: 0 G R AM F" 0 r, NE VADA , AS WE LL AS T HE OTHER 

WESTERN nANGE STATES, UNDEn WHICH STOCKMEN MAY EARN PAYMENT FnCM TYE 

F E D E R A L A G R I C U L T U .-~ A L A D J U S T M E N T A O fv1 I N I S T R A T I O N F O n A P P R O V E D P fl A C T I C E S 

ON PRIVATE LAND WAS ANNOUNCED THIS WEEK BY CECIL W. Cr.EEL, DIRECTOi1 

O F T H E LJ N I V E n S I T Y O F N E V A D A A G R l C U L T U ri A L E X T E l'l S I O N S E R V I C E • 

CARRIED OUT UNDEH THE PnOVIS!ONS OF THE SOIL CONSERVATION AND 

DOMESTIC ALLOTMENT ACT, THE PllOGnAM_, WHICH IS THE WOflK OF THE STOCKMEN 

THEMSELVES_, IS DESIGNED TO CHECK THE DEfJLETION OF THE RANGE• 

UNDER IT
1 

CERTAIN PRACTICES, WHICH WILL BE DEF!f\JITELY ANNOUNCED 

LATER ron ~EVADA, ON P~IVATELY OWNED RANGE LAND JN THE STATE WILL MAKE 

THE STOCKMAN ELIGIBLE FOR A GRANT FROM THE TRIPLE 
Tl .. \ ti 

,'7 • 

THE NEW PROGnAM, CREEL STRESSED, APPLIES ONLY TO PRIVATELY 

0 w N E D O n p rs I V r, T E L y C O \l T n O L L E O ;; A N G E L 1\ [\J D • ]r DOES NOT APPLY TO THE 

PUBLIC DOMA[Ne p R I VA TE f1 A NG E LAN D r N T HE S T /\ TE CC. N :',Ti T UT E S A B O UT Ii ". L • 

r, ~- N E V A D A t S L l V E S T O C K f1 A N G E • 

CREEL ALSO POINTED OUT THAT THE Pl)OGflAM IS ENTIRELY VOLUr
1

T 

NO ONE NEEDING TO GO INTO IT WHO DOES NOT CARE TO DO so. 

BASIS FOfl PAYMENT THIS YEAll, HE 3,.10, '!JILL BE THL Gf1AZ!NJ 

C A P A C I T Y O F T H E ,~ A N C H 
I 

E M p H A S I Z I N G 7· H A T T H E P H O G n A il.·1 I S N O T A C A T T L E C' R 

SHEEP REDUCTION PLAN, AND THAT PAYMENTS FOn THIS YEAFl HAVE Nu CONNEC-

T I O N W I T H T H E N U M 3 E [~ 0 F H E A O G fl A Z E D O N T H C L r ... N D • 

PnACT!CES WHICH Wt~L GE APPnOVED FOn NEVADA WILL 8E CHOSEN FnOM 

THE SUGGESTIONS MADE BY THE STOCKMEN OF THIS STATE IN AUGUST AT A 

MEETING HELD IN RENO AND FrlOM GIMILAf; SUGGESTIONS MiiDE BY THE STOCK-

MEN OF OTHER STATESe 

FnoM-UNtVEnSJTY OF NEVADA AGn1cuLrunAL EXTENSION 

CooPERATIVE AG~ 1cuLrvrAL EXTENSION WonK, A~rs OF 

_C_E_c_r_L __ w_,;_. __ C,.;_n;_E__:E...:L_;_;_, _o__:1...:r..:.' .::E_C_;;,,T...:O=-n • • • • • ,. A • L • 

( 1V10 n E) 
i3Er:V!CE, PE[\JO, 'JEv. 

MAY & JUNE 5 191~-
HlGG tNOOTHA~ Eo1ran 



JusT WHAT THE5E w~ LL SE HA.q NOT V-ET BEEN ANNOUNCEO av THE 

WASHtNGTON OFFICIALS. CntEL SArD. BUT IT ts EXPECTED THAT THEY MAY 

tNCLUDE SUCH THINGS AS CONTOUnlNG. OEVELOPMENT Of sPntNG3 AND SEEPS, 

BUILDING OF EARTHEN PtTS ANO RESERVOfns FOR ~HE HOLDING Or r-AtNrALL, 

ORILLINQ on DIGGING OF WELLS» WATER SPnEADIN~ TO PREVENT SOJL WASHIN~, 

THE RESEEDING OF OEPLCTED kAND WtTH CRE5TED WHEAT GRASS, noOENT CONTr-OL 

ESTABLISHMENT or rtnE GUAnos~ AND DESTnUCTlON OF SAGEBRUSH. 

PnACTICES TO BE CONStOERED FOn PAYMENT MUST BE APPROVED BY TME 

COUNTY SOIL SONSERVATfON COMMtTTEES AS THOSE WHtCH WtLL CONSEnVE THE 

Nor ALL THE APPnOVED PnAtTt£ES WlLL BE APPLlCAeLE TO ALL RANCHES 

Cn.EEL SAIP,, BUT ONLY THOSE: CONSlOEfl.ED fEASlEILE: FrlOM A CONSEF'lVATtON 

STAND POtNT AS CEnTlrJED BV THE COMM1TTtES tN EACH COUNTY• 

THE LAT~NESS OF THE SEASON MAY LlMtT THE NUMBEn or PRACTSCES 

HOWEVER, WtLL OFFER NEVADA AND OTHER WESTEnN STOCKMEN A 3UBStANTtAL 

OPPORTUNJTY 1i0 SEQIN nANGE tMl'ROVEMENT ON THElrl JNOtVtOVAL HOLDJNG& 0 

C~EEL BELIEVES' WHILE THE wonK DONE IN CONNECTION W1TH THI~ VEARt· 

;, ROGRAM Wt LL flr10'\11DE A P'OUNOAT ION ron A BlHIAOEP. RANSE•IMPROV[MENT 

PROGRAM IN 1937
1 

Ir SUCH A PnOGRAM lS DES(nEDo 

... 30 -

NOTE TO EDITOR --- BttAUSE or THE u~GENCV or THtS sronv, 
MA lLED S lMULTANEOUSLV TO THC SE NEVADA PAPE!lS 

IT. -- A.L.H. 

IT l6 BE:JNG 

!lECEIVING 
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COYOTE MENACE GROWING 
IN NEVADA, AGENT SAYS 

CALLING ATTENTlON TO THE SERIOUSNESS OF THE 11
COYOTE PROBLEM" 

TO NEVADA FARMERS AND SPORTSMEN, PAUL MALONEY, AGRICULTURAL EXTENSION 

AGENT FOR HUMBOLDT AND NORTHERN LANDER COUNTIES, THIS WEEK SUGGESTED 

THAT STRENUOUS CONTROL MEASURES MUST CE TAKEN IF BOTH INTERESTS ARE 

TO PROSPER• 

11 1NEFFECTIVE PREDATORY ANIMAL CONTROL IS ONE OF THE SERIOUS 

PROBLEMS WITH WHICH SPORTSMEN AND LIVESTOCK MEN OF NEVADA HAVE TO COPE 

AT THIS TlME 1 tt HE SAID• 

"IF PROPER PROTECTION TO WILD LIF'E AND DOMESTIC ANIMALS IS 

TO BE BROUGHT TO ITS GREATEST EFFICIENCY 1 STRENUOUS CONTROL MEASURES 

MUST BE EMPLOYED. 
11 

As COYOTES INCREASE IN NUMBER, DEER, SAGEHENS, PHEASANTS, AND 

M O U N T A I N Q U A l L H A V E D E C R E A S E D , A C C O R D I N G T O ~ ... ,~ A L O N E Y , U N T I L II T T H I S T I M E 

GAME 8 !RDS ARE ALMOST EXTERMINATED IN D fSTR I CTS OF' THE STATE, AND 

GREATLY REDUCED IN ALL AREAS WHERE THE COYOTE IS PREVALENT• 

StNCE THE COYOTE CAN ADJUST tTSELF TO ALL ENVIRONMENTS AND 

HAS A WIDE RANGE OF DIET 1 tT QUICKLY BECOMES A MENACE TO BOTH GAME 

AND DOMESTIC ANIMALS, HE SAID• 

11 No OTHER WILD ANtMAL IN AMERICA STANDS OUT SO CONSPICUOUGLv 

I OE THE COYOTE • JI 
.N ITS ABILITY TO COPE WITH MODERN C!VlLIZATJON AS D S # 

1HE HUMBOLDT EXTENSION AOENT DECLARED; 11
NOR HAS ANY OTHER PREDATORY 

ANIMAL SO EXPANDED I TS DISTRIBUTION AND SO EASILY ADAPTED ITSELF" TO 

NEW CONDITIONS AND ENVIRONMENTS IN DEFIANCE Or THE WHITE MAN
1

S CONQUEs· 

0VER THE WILD." 
(fv10RE) 

1,· F-. O_M_U_N_I_V_E_R_S_I _T_Y __ O_F __ N_E_V_A,_D_A __ A_G~-R-r_c_u_L, TUR AL ( X TENS 1 0 N SERVICE, r~ ENO , ~JE V c 

:; o o P E R A r I v E A a R t c u L r u R A L E x T E N s t o N W (J!)R K , A c T s o F' MA Y & J u N E , 1 9 I 4 
.~EC[L w. CREEL, DIRECTOR •••••• A. L. HIGGINBOTHAM, EDITOR ______ _..;,..::_::._::;..!.,.._-!...:.:..,::,..:....:.,_:;...;..:. _ _::. _ __....__..~----,___. .. __ ,_,_...,... .. ___ .. -...--
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"FE OE RA L., ST ATE I ANO COUNT '.' ; 0 VERN MEN·; s SPEND LA R GE S UM 6 OF 

M O N E V E A C H Y E A r-.i l ril D r V E L O !" I N G /. N D P R O T E t. -r l N G W i L C 13: A M E A N O B I R D 8 • 

y E T ~ I T H 'A s B F.: E N E s T I M A T e: D B y A N A B L r. :.1 E 1-1 fl E r J r . - : : ~ N E V /.,. D ,\ s T A T E r l ~ ;-1 

A N O GAME OE P A F. TM ZN ·1· T H AT COYOTES t, N N UAL LY !' r I_ L /, '.... /,:; G::: R r~ UM L E R O F 

DEER., SAGr.. HENS, A N D P r. E {, 8 A N r .s 7 H A N ,'\ I: E 8 P O I~ T f.; M E i~ 
n 

CARCA 8 SE2 OF YOCNG DEER ANP fN ",ELOP[, K!L~~D L~ covo;Ee, 

M f, LO N E Y S -· -.. T E; D ., C A N B E F O U f\' D O N T H E : 1 0 UN T /, i N R A i\l G ~ S A N V t. PP l N G / . N D 

SUMMEna IVJ E M B E R ,, (1 :' ·: H E 3 1 C L O G 1 C /' L • lJ r. V E Y C O N 1• E N O T H /., T L r\ R G C N U M 8 E r. ~ 

,J F" G t, ME .. l: l F. D S 'i/ H I C F i~ E S T O t,1 T HE l. R O UN (.; ;, L E K 1 L !_ l- f"l E A CH V E A R 8 Y T HE 

CUNNING C'JYOTE., ::::, ; : : '1 c ;, r, E T H E r A R M E R S FRl~NO AND GAME OFFERS Dl~~R-

r I O N F O R f\•1 A N Y S P C :1 
• L ~ i: f'' • 

11 As1r1t ft"' JM THV: ~. ARGE NUMBrns (1r.· Wl 1~D G.:..ME ANO DOMESTIC 

t ~I I M A 1.. f: T ,~ l, 7 A R r:_: '.< ; :.... I_ E D t A :; H Y E A R , T h E P 1J '7 L I C _. A c: /:,, W \-i O L E ~ H A f, \ N O T H E H 

: N T E I< C: ,... r ! N C O '( 0 T E C O N T ~ 0 !.-.. T H A T S H O \J L ~ B E K E P T 01\,fCJ'\NTLY IN M[NC',lf 

[\.; !, 4 ,) f\i E Y S l\ l D • '":° H A i l S T 11 '- E V [ 11 P n r: S t N T D f, N G E i O F O U T 8 Fl E I-, K S O F 

H Y O R O P i-i O 8 I A ., C O V (', T C S O U ! C K L Y B E r; 0 1111 E C A R n I E ~. $ ') F T i : C C n E /\ D D l S E {:,, S c -' 

'.' i·! I r, H A F FE GT f, Ml N !. N r .' N l f1l h · .. L A I.. l KE • 
7 HE uonE A• UND,NT THE CUY01E 

~~~hT(ON~ TH~ GREATEk THE PERlL WH~N THE Dl~EASE APPEARS• 

~- T O C O N T I N U f T O : S X O R E T H E P R E D A T O n Y A N I M A L M E N ,:.. C E I 8 1 0 

· • .' L I T F. E c G M f:.. v1 u Ii E r: 11 ~,1 ~ L i ~ .1 7 ': J A N P M 1 R E D 1 f' F l C J ;_ T T , , 

,. 
CONTROLr. ' 

- 3l' , .. 

• 
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MORE ARMY STALLIONS 
ARE ON NEVADA RANCHES 

WtTH THE ADDITION OF' THREE NEW STALLIONS IN THE LAST THREE 

MONTHS
1 

20 ARMY STUDS ARE NOW STANDING ON NEVADA FARMS AND RANCHES IN 

THE GOVERNMENT'S CAMPAIGN TO INCREASE THE BREEDING Of HORSES SUITABLE 

00TH F'OR RANCH ANO FOR MILITARY USEt 

RECOGNIZING NEVADA AS A NATURAL COUNTRY FOR HORSE RAISING, 

THE REMOUNT PUROHAStNG AND eREEDING HEADQUARTERS AT FORT DOUGLAS 1 UTAH 1 

p~ANS TO PLACE MORE STALLIONS IN THE STATE DURING THE NEXT SIX MONTHS 

TO 8E DREO WITH NEVADA RANCH HORS[Se PARADISE VALLEY, FALLON, FERNLEY, 

AND RENO ARE THE LOCATIONS BEING CONSIDERED• 

WHt~E MOST OF THE TWENTY STALLIONS STANDING IN NEVADA AT 

PRESENT ARE ON RANCHES I~ ELKO COUNTY 1 TH~ GOVERNMENT STUDS ARE ALSO 

tN LYON, WAsHoE, WHITE PtNE, Nvt, HUMBOLDT, AND LJNCOLN couNTtEs. 

"NEVADA JS A GREAT HORSE STATE AND THE RANCHERS ARE REAL 

HORSEMEN, INTERESTED JN WELL BRED HORSES," CAPTAIN FRANK L. CARR or 

FORT DOUGLAS, tN CHARGE OF THE WORK, STATED THIS WEEK IN ANNOUNCING 

THE NEVADA STALLION NUMDERSe "I AM PARTICULARLY ANXIOUS TO COOPERATE 

WtTH THEM IN EVERY WAY IN ORDER TO [MPROVE THE HORSES IN THE STATEetl 

ALL THE GOVERNMENT STALLJONS lN NEVADA 1 AS WELL AS THOS[ 

PLACED IN OTHER STATES 1 ARE OF OUTSTAND[NG 6REEDING AND CONFORMATION, 

AND MANY OF THEM HAVE ESTABLISHED FAMOUS RECORDS ON THE TRACK ANO IN 

THE sruo. MANY OF THE HORSES HAVE BEEN DONATED TO THE SERVICE, WHILE 

THOSE PURCHASED IY THE ARMY HAVE tEEN BOUGHT AT AROUND $750 EACH• 

· (MoRE) 
FROM-UNJVERSlTY OF NEVADA AGRICULTURAL ~XTENSlON SERVICE, RtNo, Ntv. 
C o o PE R A i- 1 v e: A G R , c u L r u R A t.. E x·T E N s , o N w o R K , A c r s o F MA v & J u N E ~ I 9 I 4 
CEClL w. CREEL, DIRECTOR ••••••••• A. L. HIGGINBOTHAM, EDITOR 
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THE GOVERNMENT STALLIONS ARE AVAILABLE FOR BREEDING WITH 

ARES ON THE VARIOUS RANCHES IN THE COMMUNITIES IN WHICH THEY HAVE 

EEN PLACEDe 

SELECT10N OF THE ~ETTER TYPES OF MARES FOR BREEDlNG PURPOSES 

s ALSO ONE OF THE PROJECTS OF THE FORT DOUGLAS REMOUNT SERVfCE 1 AND 

HIS (S BEING STRESSED IN ADDITION TO THE USE OF OUTSTANDING REGISTERED 

tRESe 

To PROMOTE INTEREST IN THE PRODUCTION OF HIGHER GRAbE HORSES, 

HE AMERICAN REMOUNT ASSOCIATION HAS RECENTLY SPONSORED A HALF-BRED 

TUO ASSOCIATION TO REGISTER ALL ANIMALS SIRED BY A THOROUGHBRED 

TALL ION• 

WHEN FARMERS AND RANCHERS WERE URQEO TO REGISTER THEIR GRADE 

OLT~ lN THIS ASSOCIATION; THE WESTERN ZONE, OF WHICH NEVADA rs A PART, 

ANKED HIGHEST IN NUMBERSe IN ALLOTMENT OF STALLIONS IN THE FUTURE, 

IUCH WEIGHT, CAPTAIN CARR STATED, WILL BE PUT UPON THE REGISTRATION 

IF MARES IN A VICINITY• 

--30--
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c; ,uncrrrk 
Cro ol!- Hauke 

CLARK 
T'li t i wer- Gillett 

DO UCL A.J01,MSBY 
~ Rt-oJ.;:-eek ---+------

ELKO 
Wils1n-l/lenke 
Tremawan 

Hm:ffiOLDT- LANDER 
I.fulo!ey 

LIRCOLN 
Gard$lla 

LYON 
I Recal!l.zone- Crook 

Schu..Lz 

PERSEI11l©-

A. J! Reed 

WASHOE 
I 

Boertin-Hayes-
E . C. Reed 
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I " N ,ra; OF PR01ECT Ext nsion ifork in 1e t ral Ee n i d 
M'.ar eting 

Introduetio. en 11 scel m ou.o Aot1 i 1 • 

hto aion aot1vi 1 so th Extena~on ri• 

cultural "eo:n ds in char:.,,e of marketin he.v t 

1n accord- c with th pl of work ou li ad tor l. 36, with th 

e outlin in h l n 

ing im.adie.te attont1Qn 1 ere g-J.v n th ti allott to p v ou ... 

17 planned b-proj ct pb sea. 

Included 1n th w ub-project ph SEUh no in 

i ot-

mtn t, Na ti on f.lde 

ooun t7 Tu.r "'ey Oro,; 

k 1 surv 1 , Po to Adju tm nt Proe; , Cla k 

. noe1at1on, l"OV sion Co., 

ll1Ch1ng Eggs surv • SUb-proj ct ph 8 ~ 

1aoluded tn. the plan· ot :rk for 1936, bu not c rri d. out 

planned, are Boney Mar ting, · rketin E nd. Poultry, 

00:X-keting Dairy Product • Sam , o ver, V t the G 

,u jecta as a tention waa r quir d. 

.Among the a l n ou 

1n the tollowing report , t suoj o t u 

tiv1t1 s, not 

ro ucti n 

d hie u jct 1 ch 

er 



a migoell. eous activity ~1no the in u y a n t .bli • 

ll\d all au t1o a 1n thi eo m tion 

t co spo d n 

the ·t t e.e . di? ot 

n ha onn ot 

o th· r 1 t • 

yeer i> ·th . or~- pond~no M' has an1 unted 

net1 stori -a e be n published in 

l l tt r· • 

d 1n 

cul.tu l p on vurlou 1 tem.s of ur y produoti n. 

1 io. 

lUlt ·11 t1ve do.y ent way from. t.. of iaa on v riou 

ot turkey production an fl ve i _ tin re aidress d. 

ctiv1t1 1n conn cti 1h ·oy ~r 1r 

Cl - or. r. conf'in d to a si tenc in connection th t 01 b 

Oaap a 1ak Tahoe. August 3 .. e. cur .ys we~ p nt 1- prepa­

l:'e.t1on for club t\Ml aot1v1 tie and t ro ey were spent in ce.mp 

act1Vitie. 

Thi ot io has cooperate clos l ht 

Nevada Liv stoci: Prcducti ·n-orodi t . soci ~tion, the a. a offic 

ot the Rese .,tlem ... nt dministration. 1 y br c or h 

.Bank for Coo era.ti v , lnd ·th Qtat !)e. a tm nt of ri ul tu 

and ha as 1 t·d in r c1l1tating the --A~9 ~ ot th~ o ·an tion 

within th state. 

I~ the ·past e r requests for bulletins 

iit~s d rem thiQ ott o. beeJ vy r .. y re• 

due on a.n.d . rk<iting sti>jt:.H,ts1 pp rlm te y 3 s bol;.'l ... 

,j; de for bulletins publl ed. prior .. o 6 9 ,o r w · · p ''or bul 

issued dur1n 1957. 



L. .. Olin 
Erten ion . i cul ttu l 

Univer 1 

-o-

Throughout 1935 t tu Y' pro near s t d 

·nth rn ther high f'e-e co ts, "'tld l h ugh tu.riri pri s ~ re 

less. Inn1o- tio s t h p....~ - t t are th t tur' y 

may be substan Uy 

l)a ed pon low&r prie tor grain crq 7 to 

con$equent strengt o prieoa of high pr t n 

meal f\ t thi t .. th fur. ,.,ey ra t1on n w ,rould 

oil 

Th.a h1gh r r1ces to th · rotai 1 ~ent 

nec.e. sar:, ~o ompound a.n tf'ieient t rti h tor 

ot 

mak s the to• .1 ing di ts tor uoh a. tion lightly 1'.igh r 

in pric;& as of m.y 1 · , hi a t () t .S&llie d t last 

y:ear in ;:.,pite f' he tae that th 

of the rotion a.re ~on deralily in-

eret. e in the pr·cas 

at t of lo 1 " p 1 0 



·these high ,re oin ngr d1ents. 

In er t 1 rpre th C inf 1~ 

or his y 11,r as o . ar d th ty 1 t th 

turkey g_ ower an ti.er under t , the ·nol ·l oat t th 

tngx~1 ents or 11 lanea nrting 

equally well ba.lan.o ·. d gr0'vi.Jlg mash formula wn r 

itia .rel Pre ot 

~q let 1935 nd tO? th same da 

Ground mil 
Mill run 
Ground br1rley 
Ric oran 
...rO bear!. l\'lea.l 
Fish meal 
Dril;,; mill: 
Alhlt leaf 

al 
mormal co 11 

t ned,.. · he f'ollo n1 

l5 pound 

l5 " l tt 

10 ff 

15 " 
15 
lO • 

5 
roil p rcoot 

ray lst • hi year 

with th n:rie& 1 lat 1 s ~, due th h1 r ,.. 

cost o't p tein in.grad! nts. 

The i'. cl le ost or 111 red! nt r n 

e n .,,. follo., 

in the n"h l.e,.,.. la co t o 1-ngr dient of 15-l, 

a p::ot-1 , 1 

-

h 



Oroun l 20 ound 
Groun rle 25 
Mill run 20 ft 

llic- bran 10 
• oy b n meal " ish -e .J. lO 
Crush d l1Jne ston 
Bone meal l ff 

Normal cod liv roil 2 Etl"C t 

The oombina tion or a grain mixture or q l part 

n.t ,;,- oL -

stl prlees sbo a. decrease in the cost of' th g in d1 nta 1 

the ration ot 2~ a oompared with lat y ar. 

months old turkey are t:1 n as ao rodmat ly 8 . 6 pound or s"tart-

1 g ma.sh, 58 pounds of srowtng mash, and 30 pounds or xed grain 

exclusi vs ,of green ee4, • and m -1esale -prices of ingredients ot 

aoov :oontioned tee tor: fills are u d, 1 t is intere t1ng to not 

t :1 at the p.riee of laie o ,mined ra ions as th! 7 nr 

sho,. a de rease ot 14. Sj over the s1:mte , t l st :,ear. 



L. E. Cline. Univ ity f 
Res ch rt ry 
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Northwe ~ k y Oro ers• ,u:;,i.:,vC ;,;.ion 

-o .... -

Profits in the turlto:, b • 1n s • in ot r -
ing opera ons are co c-erned, are • de or los during th our 

te ti e summer mo h..- t the growing perio • ~ih11 th fir t 

six weeks of th brooding eriod la av ry important an criti-

em.l time, tbe .ietual ga a in ght n d ro . its 11': r lt i ely 

per od, duri g wb.ich h - iris: are ' 1ng finished o • rki t . 

little or no actual pro its Cstin b · ... xpeoted in the g in of ·101 g,ht 

n~ t r to • t t h 

'tur · gro ·"'er' s oyiportun.1 ty for actu l ofi t is duri in-

terv -l tw en the b ootitig tmd ini hi perioo. o th ird. 

Du:ring this interval th rapidly grod turk y flock 1 c - bl 

of cm.1verli s large .amount of relt ti v • ly lo pr1o f' in o 

By th t 

11" ar3 an a ar tor 

.._..,,. ... -,_dual t rk up hana anci t<m1S, und f'"or n averog floe 

t that g, it ell t .... a, he.V1 con . b ut 2 l./3 u,.,,..., __ .., ot 

feed ea.cha .F-am this t _ on, the u .... u-.... - incr e it f d 

the ra io m.4 mana ~em.en t condi tio r P-OI> r . 1 1s 

t t ed 

into potent1 l 't'rot1 • 



the turkey 1 t 

should httVi! reach d ight of t l 2. po-,1,",o 

oost tha ahou.1 v re ,e not m r t n .15 poun 

pound of ~aith 'Y' th t :me th tur y t 

old, 1 

th 

awm~--e r;ei_g · t for toms 11.nd hen.a houl u.Lll:.1wu. ot 5 

pounds. t this age or three nth it i e tin 

3 pounds ot t 0 ed for ob n~ ot in. 1f pl nty o nt 

1 provide in a.ddi ti on to the mas -in tion. 

At th and of tho fourth month the f v re. e igh 

o-1' h na and t in a ~ ll f'ad tlo ir-u,~u th-

minimum weight of • .25 .. ~ounds. ~ "1'"::l'U!l- 01u.d on 

gains at ree~ cc t 

l'!'l .. eh ocabine - r or one 

Accord 

1)-proxi.m&t l .5 O";llld 

..................... • o d 

tr th-a --ine the tur: ey si 

sixt anth week,. the ycung turke 

at an avers.gs tea c tot 3.16 

or gs.in. 

abo 

After t £ ixteen t 

for n pound of gain incren -e r ... 1 l .. , 

-for n g od margin or. px:•ofi t during t 

turkey hould ~ ing in 

:t e fo on pound f Vin. 

• ur1 

a 1d to h 

onth, 

........... _,,tely fou.x 

By the net of' the xth 

in t1-~ fe 1 opert.tions c.r& b ginni to 

mo~e ~L,~L~ ould t i 0 

ae 

in ncl 

c nditi n. 

er1 

till 

n the 

ound o 

r, t 
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p ofits 
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no r o 

t tur 



tloek at h d of h· nth ho t t th . 

1. _ unda ot h ~ for a -h nou 4 1 • e r 

the . !xth onth, o v , d ll sh l 5. r,oun 

ct reed to prcdtlOS n , und of ~a n. 

of" a la.t-e ring . tr-a1n • or 

rwrr ., not been ;e:1 . en .. ~n a eque. t e "- . tlon in kin· oun. 

the e9 lier period _f' t ir gro th. t.,&ey .· 4-:el'lu ... 

or lon~ ~o finish fo rket~ end the_ ,d cost of 

i 

nt 

m.cmth .nioy f.t.t1aily e in G'.ttC-e~a of th value of ·,he gains uring 

that . rioo 1 adding ma ·e.rially to h ,,.,1.t-al. av ra e co t per 

... ou.nd · neit. 

To f'Urth r · 11a 1~e hi.., p 1:at, turk 

stndie..., ave aho¥'11.t • Jw ..... while a.n ave age lo k o b 

gc0<1 fa,ed1ng condi vie s ll make ot t:, ~in or p ,ron-

ma tely 5e · nounds of e d during t irt . , 1 · 11 u.1 

app1~xims. tel,y 10. V J ound of f eci. t makti ne :poun o in during 

tl1e as en+ N(.'?1itl1, end for !$.n:y wee ly p rio the:r t r tb cc t 

e-r gpiu might be e-~_p, eted t b .ar 1 ....... -~ r s lli 

pl"ic und r preaent d ·n ;pr1e .• 

Ortm.ti that l th oonc.1 tion 

o:r the ur ... ey tloek i s ·· i e't cto... , th... ind an am u.n t f. d 

i.111 govern h :r,;1 e. or , 1 • ~- · turkc:, r r h · 

little to sG. t:i.bo · v • ,, i 1e . .1e will. - c iv or hi. 1nish 

produet • tn1t h1.1i oo, t of rod ction s entir 1y n 1 own 

hands, It is w1 thin i 

Un r ort i ~iary t-a i rr co 

r: obtain u .. :hen th tw..."""1., ... ,...., .... .Y- tloc 1 
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tion it to h h _.1-
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TURKEY PRODUCTION STUDIES 

(R0vised Nhrch 1, 1936) 

C O N T E N T S 

Charts and Tables Presenting: 

Rates of Growth of Turkeys., 

Feed Requirements by Weeks. 

Cumulative Feed Requirements. 

Feed Requirements for One Pound of Gain 
in lHeight with Advancing Age. 

Protein Requirements for Turkey Rations. 

Suggested Starting and Growing Rations for Turkeyso 

By 
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University of Nev~da 
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HOW FAST DO TURKEYS GROW? 
HOVif MUCH DO THEY EAT? 

HOW HUCH FEED IS REQUIRED 
TO PRODUCE 01'JE P01JND OF LIVE TURY..EY? 

The follovving table has been prepared from actual large scale farm turkey floc~,c operations a.nd experimental 
s t udies, for the purpose of showing the average minimum rates for ~rowth of turkeys that should be expected 
under ~ood gro·:rins conditions on an e.dequate ration of starti.ng ma6h, g-rowing mash, mixed grains, and green feeds. 
The aver2e;e amounts of the different kinds of feed needed at successi"-e weekly and n onthly peri ods, are also 
sl10,Nn. The feed re<7uirAments for a pound .r.r,ain in weight as the turkeys increase in age are given in the last 
column. These fiRures nrc o.11 based on the live weights of turkeys. 

- ·· - -

A;;c of Turkc:.'" s ! A:verarr.,e Wt. Lbs. gain Lbs. of feed con- I '11 )tal feed Cumuln.tive feed Lbs. of feed 
llonths Weeks I of toms and in -vvt. for sumcd for each v,reek for each requirements for required to 

j hens- in lbs. en.ch week. ~ta.rt. ,-Grow. week cc.ch successive produco one 
' l/lash M8- sh Grain week & ut ond of lb. of go.in 

I I 
I en.ch month in wt. for 
I 
! ·---· 

each week. 

(Initial Wt, ) 
! 

.12 i 

1st. .20 i .08 .08 .os 1.00 I 
2nd. .40 .20 .24 .24 ~32 1.20 
3rd. .61 ~21 

__ 30 
.30 .62 1.42 

4t1
1. .85 .24 .40 .40 1.02 1.67 

1st. 1,IO:NTH r- 1 :.: -_.:,; '.l, .85 .73 1.02 1.02 1.02 Av. 1.39 lU.i. .. I - -·· - ·- ~5G .56 5th. 1.15 I .30 1.58 1.87 
6th. 1.53 .38 .76 ~ 76 2.34 2.00 
7t~ ... 1.99 .. 46 .76 .25 1.01 3.35 2.19 
8th. 2.51 .52 .94 .30 1.24 4.59 2.38 -2nd. !JIONTH TOTJ,L 2.51 1~66 3.02 .56 3.57 4.59 ti 2.15 

I 9th. 3.06 .55 .95 .58 1.53 6.12 2.78 
10th~ 3.66 .60 ~92 .65 .15 1~72 7.84 2.87 
11th. 4~31 .65 .88 .89 .20 1.97 9.81 3.03 
12th. 5.01 .70 .91 1.13 .22 2.26 12.07 3.23 

3rd. MOtTTF TOTAL -s.01 2.50 3.66 3.25 .57 7.48 12.07 II 2.99 - 4- .. 
13th. 5.77 .76 .65 1.62 • 25 2.52 14.59 3.31 
14th. 6.57 .so .30 2.18 .30 2.78 17.37 3.47 
15tl-\. 7 .40 .83 2.70 .35 3.05 20.42 3.67 
16th. 8.27 .87 2.85 .40 3.25 23.67 3.73 

4th. UOT'TTH TOTAL 8.27 3.26 .95 9.35 1.30 11.60 23.67 II 3.55 
17th. 9.17 .90 2.72 .70 3.42 27.09 3.80 
18th. 10.10 .93 

I 
I 2.52 1.08 3.60 30.69 3.87 
I 

f 19th. 11~05 .95 I 2.2s 1.52 3.80 34.49 4.00 
20th. 1e .. 01 .. 96 2.00 2.00 4.00 I 38.49 4o17 



5th. £JI0NTH 

6th. MONTH 

7th. M0N1·I-I 

. 

HOW FLST DO TURKEYS GROV!? 
HOW MUCH DO THEY EJ;T? 

TOTAL 12.01 3.74 
21st. 12 .. 91 .90 . 

22nd. 13.76 .85 
23rd. 14.56 _ _.80 

. 

24th. 15.19 .63 
TOTAL 15.19 3.18 ___ , 

25th. 15.74 .55 
16.24 

. 
~50 26th. 

I 27th. 16.69 .45 
l 

28th. 1. 7 ~09 I . • 40 
- ~J,..L 17.09 J_ 1.90 -- I 

I 
i I TOTAL FOR 7 MOWTHS 17 .• 09 ! I 

. 

H01H l.HJCH FEED IS REQUIRED (CONTINUED) 
TO PRODDCE ONE POUlJD OF LIVE TURKEY? 

·----
9.52 5.30 14.82 38.49 J,.v. 3~96 
1.68 2.52 4.20 {· 42.69 4.67 
1.76 2.64 4.40 47.09 5.18 
1.84 2.76 4.60 51.69 5.75 
1.92 2.88 4.80 56.49 7.62 
7.20 .. 0.80 18~00 56.49 I! 5.66 

j 2.00 2. ? 5 4.95 61.44 9.00 
3.10 5.10 66.54 10.20 I 2.00 

2.00 3~15 5~15 71.69 11.44 
2.00 3.20 5.20 76.89 13.00 -s.oo 2 •. ·, 20.40 76.89 II 10.73 

8.65 B7.87 ~0.37 76.89 76.89 !Av. 4.34 

Sum::10.rizj_ng the o.bovc tc-.blc it ,_._;ill be seen the..~ th01~e is required., o..s shov.Jn., 8.65 pounds · stn.rting mo.sh, 
37 .87 pounds ~ro-·,:i.r.:.e:- ao.sh, r-cnd 30.37 pounds mixed ~re.ins., in addition to green feed or other roughage, to mn.ture one 
turkey. 

Turkeys f 0 not consu.me feed at a uniformnlly increo.sing rate, nor do they make uniform gains in v,roi[sht 
r~s they incrco.sc in -r':p;c, such c..s s';.or.m in these tc..bJ.cs., but mr,y show considcr2..blc vo..ri:::-.tions in :·:>0th from ,,ree k to 
week, althoue:h on r" !'ull rC',tion, r.:ncl othervriso good n.vcrn.gc conditions. Fluctuo.tions for tho ei.vcrn.ge., from v;-ook 
to week., that n~turnllv occur, ½rvo been equalized in the c..bovc t~ble. 

Clcrr, cool or cold vrco.thcr is more conduci vo to hca.vy feed consumption and rapid growth than cxtrb. 
vm.rm or storm::r vror..thor. Bence_., "ctuul operations may result in fiisuros fluctun.ting above or below these given, 
but the n.vcrc..gc for c-. gi von period should not vary grcc..tly from tho figures gi vcn o.bovo. 

It ~'"'...Y be expected thnt turkeys ho.tchcd CC;.rly n.nd carried through n. long we.rm smnmer sea.son ,,,rill 
ma.turc c..t c. lo.rgor slzc, to.kc more time and require more feed to roo.ch mo.turity thr-..n turkeys hc.tchod lo.tor in 
tho season. 

Tho above to.bles a.re be.sod on tho assumption thnt nlfn.lfn. pasture or other green feed will n.lwo.ys 
be nvo.iluble. Without fresh green pasture, the runount of feed required to produce o. pound of go.in in weight, 
n.s shovm, will need to be increased 8.pproxiraa.tely 25%. 
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lIOW FAST SHOULD TURKEYS GROW WHEN Giv'EN SATISFACTORY FEEDieG- COlrDIT::i:ONS 

Figures were obtainec from large commercial and experimental flocks 

Approximate Average 
Vveights for Hens and 
Toms, combined ------ - - ~-- -- - .. -- -· - --

Age in 
Weeks 

Approximate Average 
\~!ei t"hts for Hens and <., 

Toms., combined 
·- ·- -· -------

~~-- Initial YleiLht .12 23 14.56 
// 

1 
2 

~2 __ 3 
4 

1. __ 5 
6 

C --
7 

Cl) 

'D 8 
§ 9 

9 ___ _ 0 
P-i 10 
~ 11 

8 __ 
•rl 

12 ..µ 
13 ~ 

b!) 
•rl 14 7 __ Q) 

~ 15 
16 

6. __ 17 
lP 

5 __ 19 
20 
21 4 ___ _ 
22 

3. __ 

l. __ _ 

I 
I 

1 ! ..,. 4 

.20 

.40 

.61 

.85 
1.15 
1.53 
1.99 
2.51 
3.06 
3.EE 
4.31 
5.01 
5.77 
6.57 
7.40 
8.27 
9.17 

10~10 
11.05 
12.01 
12.91 
13.7f. 

// 
~ 

sl 6' J 
t ! sl 0 ~-. 

2~ 
25 
26 
27 
2e 

// 

Jo 1!1 

15.19 
15.74 
13.24 
16.E9 
17.C9 

/ 

Age in Weeks 

I 
1b .L: 

., 11 IL 
..J.. .. :,i J, 

/ 

The curved line illustrates the figures 
shown, which gives the minimum live weights 
of turkeys that should be expe,..tec. at the 
end of each successive week when on an 
adequate ration. 

This curved line represents the average 
growth rate of toms and hens, combined. 
Tom turkeys normally increase in weight 
about 50)~~ faster than do hen turkeys under 
the same conditions. 

Weights are per turkey 

I 
117 1ls 1l l 2l 2l2 2t l 2l 2l J 1 
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Period of 
Determination 
By Weeks 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

1/lffiAT ARE THE TOT.AL FEED REC.i,UIRErv1EHTS PER T"ihS'..ICGY 
BY TfiE EIJD OF EACH SUCSESSIVE 1i:'E:'.:::KLY P"SRIOD AS THS BIR.I'S C'BT n LDBR 

Founds of 
Feed C ··.nsumed 

.08 

.24 

.30 

.40 

.56 

Period of 
Determination 
By lNeeks 

20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 

Pounds of 
Feed Consu.:.-ned 

4.00 
4.20 
4.4C1 

4.60 
4.E0 
4.95 
5~10 
5.15 
5.20 
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3,05 ~ 
3 • 2 5 /_,/ 
3.42 // 

.76 
1.01 
1.24 
1.53 
1.72 
1.97 
2.26 
2.52 

Total 78.89 

Dia0ra:u illustrating the increasing 
feed needs of turkevs each successive week 

V 

3,60 / 
3 , 80 // 

/ 

througJ:-~out the growing period. The f i ;;ures 
shown represent weekly averages per turkey. 

'30 __ _ 

~ 

Individual flocks may show slight 
variations above and below these figures 
occasionally dvring the growing period, due 
to v2.ria·cions i~ climatic conditions and 
methods of !,ai.1 dling, but the average should 
approxir.1ate the f igures shown if the 
turlceys are to make a profitable growth. \ ~5 __ ---~ 

O 

____ ._.--
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FiLures are per turkey. 
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Age in 
Weeks 

1 
2 
3 
4 
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11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
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17 
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19 
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28 

HOW MUCH MASH 1' .. J\TD GRLI~J DO TURKEYS NEED •··:-:1EN GI ··EN, r:r ADDITI01'1, 
FREE I..CC ESS TO GRE":~W FEED OR J,.LF'LLi<'i:- HAY 

Total Feed Required 
Et end of each Suc­
cessive Week 

.32 

.62 
1.02 
1,58 
2.34 
3.35 
4.59 
6:12 
7.84 
~ . 81 

12.07 
14.59 
17.37 
20 . 42 
23.67 
27.0S 
30 . 69 
34 :49 
38~49 
42 :69 
47.09 
51 .69 
56.49 
61.44 66.54 // 
71.69 ,,..-✓ 
76.89 ~ ~---
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The curved line on this puge, illus­
t rat ing the figures, shovrs the incre:ising 
feed needs of turkeys as th0y incre::1.. se in 
age . A less rnpidly incre usin~ r ate of 
feed c ons'mption th:-:-.n shm~rn here would be 
expected to result i.:.-i s~1b- norr:1c_l g rowth c.nd 
c. hir-her feed require; 0 ent per nound of 
incref\se in ·weight , c..nd less margin of profit 
in the finished product . 
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TUFJCEYS REQ,UIRE HJCRBl3ING J:J.:OFNTS O~i' F EED P~R POUND G.APJ AS TlIEY ADVLNCE TN AGE 

Pounds of Food 
to Produce One lb. 
of Gain in Uei1;ht 

1.no 
1.20 
1.42 
1.67 
l~f? 
2~00 
2.19 
2.38 
2.78 
2~87 
3.03 
3.23 
3.31 
3.47 
3.67 
3.73 
3.80 

Age in 
Weeks 

18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 

Pounc.s of Food 
to Produce One lb. 
of Gain ·in l;Ieight 

3.87 
4.00 
'--1.17 
4~67 
5.18 
5~75 
7~62 
9.00 
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11.44 
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The curved line illustrates the figures on 
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this pap;c, and shows the grac:ual increase in feed 
costs per pound gain in weight, until the twenty­
seconc i:-reek, after vihich there is showr1 a contin­
uous sharp rise in t l1.e feed conslilllpt i on per pound 
of ~ain in weight. 

Age in Y\feeks 
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This chart emphasizes the impor~ance of quick 
deYelopment e..nd finisl1ing ::or market, because of 
the excessive feed costs of gains on large turkeys. 
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TOMS HJ?TS 
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HOW HUCH PROT:SIF DO TURimYS NEED FOR BEST DEVELOPNtENT? 

Il'!STJFFICIEl\TT PROTEIN RESULTS TIT SLOW GROVfTH, Li. TE :MATURITY, 
AT-"'D I P CREASED CCST PER POUND OF GAIN. 

TOMS 
' 

I 

' 

~ ~, 
"~ ~' 

This diagram. illustrates, according to the 
author's observations, the most advantageous 
percent of protein for the concentrated ration 
(mash and g rain together) f or growing turkeys 
~n green past ure s ~ I f the hens could be fed 
separately, the Ll~oken line would represent 
the percentage u sed to best advantage for hens~ 
Turkey hens grow at a s10'1J.rer rate than toms., 
mature earlier c · ·t re quire a lo'\11.rer percent age 
of protein for ; imum development. 

'-

Fer~ent of 
Age in Protein Indi-

.""-
'-~ 

'" ~ 
~ , _____ "' 

·,, 

Perhaps the most advantageou s protein per­
centage in a ration for a mixed tom and hen 
flock is that indicated for toms since the 
toms make up about t ,_-_ro-thirds of the floe~<: 
wei~ht. 

Weeks catt d in Ration "'" ~ , 28.26 .l. 

2 28.26 
3 28.26 
4 28.26 
r 28.26 ' 
6 28 .26 
r, 28 .00 ! 

8 27. 50 
9 27.00 

10 26. SO 
11 26. 0() 
12 2f. ()0 
13 24. 0 0 
14 23.00 

4 5 (. 7 8 

Age in 
Weeks 
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Percen..., . 

. Ind1-
Protei1: R..., tion ~ t d lll C•. ', ca e ', 

2 2 • 00 ""' 
21. 0 0 ~ "'~ 20.00 .. 
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17.00 

24 - 28 
16.5(? 
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TURKEY S 'r.A.RT ING Ji.ND GR0liTING MASHES 

Stc..rting :Mn.shes Growing Mo.shes 
... . . . . High Protein High Protein Medium Protein: . • . . - . . . . . -No. 1: No, 2: No. 1 No. 2: No. 1: No. · 2 

• Lbs. • Lbs. Lbs. . Lbs. Lbs. Lbs • . . . . • . . 
Ground Yellow Corn • l'O 10 . 20 . 20 20 20 . • . . . 
Ground Bo.rley 15 15 . 20 15 . 20 20 . . . . 
Ground 1Nh co.t . 20 15 20 15 • 25 20 . . 
Rice Bro.nor 1Nhont 5hnrts • 10 • 10 10 . 10 . 10 10 . . . . 
Corn Gluton Me o.l or Soy Beo.n Moo..l . 15 . 15 10 . . 
Dried Milk • 15 . 10 . 5 5 5 5 . . . 
Fish or Meo.l Moul 65% Protein 25 20 . 20 : 15 . 15 • 10 : . . . 
Alfnlf1:, Lco.f I!Ieo.l 5 : 5 . . 5 5 5 5 . . 
Toto..1 100 100--100 :100 -. : 100 :100 . . . 

~to.l Approximo..te % Protein 28.2: 28.0 23.6 . 23.6 20.4 . 20 .l . . • 

Tho o.bovo t:1.rc suggested turkey starting c.nd grmving mashes for those who 

wish to mix their own feeds, when current prices of tho feed mentioned in the 

above formulo.s c..ro not in line with their relative nutritive vc..lues. Sub-

stitutions should bo mo.de according to suggestions under the hending of sub­

stitutions. 

Under the hen.ding of growing :me.shes r.re formulas for high protein r.nd medium 

protein mnshes, c..lso optionr'L l uses of vegeto.ble oil mec.ls in t h e plo..ce of mc r.t 

or fish mer.ls a.re shown. The substitution of oil mee.ls for o. portion of fish 

or me r_t me r. ls will usur.lly reduce tho cost of the mash, but will not ndd to 

the efficiency of the mnsh. 

The t:1.bove hi~h protein ~rowing mo.sh should be used following the high 

protein str_rting mo.sh, o.s per sughestions below. Fe imum growth r.nd mo..turity 

r.t minimum foed requirements per pound of incror.so in weight should result under 

good conditions of her.l th and m.c.nn.gcmont when using those mr.she s. 

Some producers prefer to use u growing m~sh with a protein content simil~r 

to the medium formult:1. c.bove in which er so u smr,llor proportion of gro.in would 

be noodod to gi vo the scJnc protein bnlr.ncc. 

Turkey starting mo.shes should contn.in high grc.do fish or me r.t moo.l or pro­

fcrubly both, plus dried milk, in t:1.ddition ton mixture of two or moro g round 



grains or the by-products of same. Rioe bran, or, as a second choioe, brown 

wheat shorts, and, in addition, green colored alfalfa leaf meal should always be 

included in baby turk rations. High protein oil meals such as corn gluten meal 

and soy bean meal may be used to replace a portion only of the meat or fish meals. 

The total a.sh content of a turkey starting rat ion sh1)uld not exceed 8%. Rice 

bran should be included in all starting formulas, if at all available. It is re­

cognized as a ~orrective agent against leg doformativcs o.nd adds to palatability 

of the rations• 

Feed the above starting and growing mashes dry. 

Do not add minerals such as bone mea.l or crushed oyster shell or lime~tone 

to the above starting mashes, and do not feed tho sumo in connection with these 

starting mashes, as they already contQin oJnple minerals for turkeys up to six 

wooks of ago. Excess ash or minerals in starting rations inhibit growth and ex­

perimental studios strongly indicate that excess minerals or ash with a high 

phosphorus content cause deformativos. 

Use granular hot roller process dried milk preferably in tho starting mash 

f :1rmula as it wil 1 not co.us o the f ocd to adhere to the poul t 's mouths as when tho 

f':i.nc powdered process milk is used. Do not food skim milk with these stc.rting 

mashes, as those will .oontQin nmplo skim milk in tho dried form. 

Wbon mixing the above stnrting and growing mashes, add throe pounds of 

normal Cod Liver Oil, or its equivalent in nny more condensed form of vitrun.ins 

D and A, to each 100 pounds of tho starting mash and one to two p->unds to the 

growing mash until tho birds arc four months old.· 

Those mn.shos should not be ground too fine. Thero should be plenty of 

frosh chopped groons always available, as well as the proper sized grit. In tho 

absence of fresh green food, green cured alfalfa hay or loaf moal, if given with­

out limit, will answer as second choice. 



At tho end of tho sixth w0ok tho poults will no longer utilize to advn.ntago 

the high p0r oont of protein contuinod in the ubovo starting mush formulas. It 

is oconomy, thor0forc, to begin at this time and reduce grQdually the protein 

content of tho ration to tho growing poults' needs, as tho poults increase in ago 

as shown in la.st dio..grmn. It should be noted that tho toms require n. higher per . 

cent of protein o.nd ovor a longer poriod of timo thnn tho hons for maximum dcvolop­

mcnt. This is important since tho toms constitute 2, .-3 the w~ight of tho flock. 

The s implc addition of grc. ins to this st~:-.rt i ng mash will not suffice to 

roduco the pr•)toin content, c.s such r. method changos t ho tot c.l compositi':n too 

groo.tly. 

It is best to rod uco tho proto in of tho r ::·.tion by mixing 3 pc.rts of tho 

starting :mush f n rmul r. with l pct rt of tho growing rrlC'.sh formula. gi von r.b ovo for 

us o during the 7th week, then graduo. l ly rcduc0 the pr0p :-rti1:1n af tho sto. rting 

m s h by n.dding moro of tho growing m~sh, until by the 10th week the turks should 

be getting 1/2 sta rting und 1/2 growing :mns h. At t h is tir:ic give fr00 o..ccoss to 

u mixture of bone mco.l 1 pert, o..nd oyster shell, or crush0d limestone, 2~ po..rts, 

also tho proper siz0 grit. Add lo% crC1ckcd grain t~ mo.sh or f0od it s0p::1 r :.-..toly 

by the tenth week. 

By tho 15th w-cok tho turks should be getting all growing ma.sh plus gra in 

us por 1st tab le. From this time 0n to tho end r:f the foe ding pori0d mixed 

grr.ins, wh,le or crn.cked, cn.n be gr.'."'.duo.lly incroc.s cd in the growing ro.ti ·,n to 

further rcduc·o t ho pr•}toin to the turkeys' noods, until they o.ro gotting ho.lf 

growing mo.sh and ho.lf gro.ins by tho twentieth week, in addition to o.lfa.lfa or 

other green focd ro.ngc or n.s soc0nd choieo green color n.lfo.lfa hay. After this 

time tho grr..in s h:-,uld exceed the mo..sh o..s s h.,Jw11 in tho first to.b le of this cir­

cular. 

Skim milk may be fed with tho growing mash. Tho Qlf~lfn. meal mo.y be loft 

out of the growing :mD.sh if groon o.lfnlfo.. pasture is consto.ntly c,vn.ilo.ble • 



If n.n o..bundcnco of skim milk is avo.ilabl0 without limit, o.nd is substi­

tuted for wo.tor, it co.n to.kc tho plc.co ·:,f growing ma.sh at tho re.to of •Jnc gn.l lon 

of milk for enc pound of mash. Ono gQllon of skim milk will also ta.kc thG placo 

of ono pound ()f dried milk in tho c.bovo ro.ti,Jns. 

It is b.ighly imp,,rtc.nt to provid , a.mplc food and wn.tor troughs so thnt 

all tho birds ma.y ec..t or drink o.t ono time with· .ut being crowded othorvviso timid 

birds mc.y net cat 'Jr drink rogulo..rly Qnd mc.:y even dio of stetrv8.tion. 

SUBSTITUTING C1-J"E FEE": FOR .. '\.DC·THER 

PROTEINS 

In tho cas c of high pr0to in feeds, vvhich a.re c :ns idorod os sontio. l for bast 

results in sto.rting o.nd growing mashes, it mc .. y bo found possible to reduce tho 

cost of tho Ill.L'.shos by substitution )f one high pr0tein food f0r nn,,thor 0f less 

cost without sori0usly impairing tho nutritional vnluc ,.f the ro.ti-:rn. High pr'o­

toin foods such as moat moo.l, fish moc.l, dried milk, S()y boJ.n moc,l, sosruno moo.l, 

etc. mn.y bo substituted one for o.n ~.thor in strrrting o.nd growing rations v.rithout 

sori ··,usly changing tho feeding vo.lue. Howovor., for best results, it is still 

considorod, th,yugh subjoct to verificati n, tha.t pri)toin in n. !_ta.rtin~. ro.tion 

should bo derived equo.lly from vogoto.blo a.nd Qni:mn.l sources. Tho most desirable 

prop ,. rt ion of vogeto..b lo nnd anime1.l protein for gr')wing o.nd finishing ro.ti• 'ns is 

still a subject of study. 

With tho oxcopti0n of drioc.'. milk in stc.rtin~ ro..ti -:·ns) which cc..n hn.rdly 

bo ropla.ccd been.use of its higl-1 content of the ossontio.l Vito.min G, tho other 

protein concentrates may well bo considered primarily from the sta.ndP'1int nf 

cost per pound of protein. A rough wo.y of figuring tho c0mp[lrc.tivo cost cf 

protein from tho different protein conccntro.tcs is to divide tho pcrccn~ago of 

protein in tho food into the cost per hundred p,Junds of tho food. Thus, dried 

milk having 37% protc in and costing ~~6.50 per hundred would show 11 cost per 



pound of protein of ($6.50: .37) 17.8 cents per pound. Fish meal with a protein 

content of 65%, C'Jsting $2. 00 per hurdrod would shc,w a. cost per pound r; f ( $2 .oo 

~ .65) 3 conts per pound. Tho cc.rbohydr:1tcs co.n n.lwo.ys be obtained cho o.por from 

the grains or their by-products. 

GRAINS 

The mash f ·.::-rmulo.s in this circular were prcpo.rcd on tho c.ssumpti.-:in th.'l.t 

tho vn.ri·')US ingredients monti ··~nod oould bo purchased at prices in keeping with 

their relative food valuos. Very often, hovr.:vor, t : ~- s is nJ t tho case, and it 

is often adviso..blo for tho so.kc of oc0nomy t ~ make substitutions, if this cn.n 

bo done without greatly changing the percontr.gc c·:mpositi,:n of the formula. or 

its digestibility. 

The grains, corn, whcQt, oats, burley, milo, etc., may be us e d t o roplaco 

,:inc another in a rati0n, so long a s two -~ir m:,rc of tho gra ins arc used at tho 

some time. Those grc.ins do not have identical values as a feed, so tho. t when 

substituti-Jn is cons idorcd, the fooding vc~luo as well as tho cu~rent price sh·)uld 

be taken into c -, ns idoro.tian vrhon purchasing foods. 

Taking a suggcstir)n from CALIFDRl'J IA EXTE1'!SION CIRCULAR NO. 58, and allow­

ing mi arbitrf'.ry value of 100% f ~) r dent cc rn because of its very high digestibil­

ity and vo. luc as a poultry feed., the follovring respective values should ½c given. 

. De:.1t Com­
Egyptian Corn­
Kafir-
Milo-
Rico-

100% 
98% 
98% 
97% 
97% 

Whoo.t­
Bo..rloy-
Wn ca.t Middlings­
Oats-

93% 
82% 
78% 
75% 

If corn with a r8.ting of 100'1/o is selling o..t $1.50 per hundred pounds, bur­

ley., with a re.ting of 82%, w/':mld be W') rth .82 x 1.50 or ~1.23 per hundred pt.unds 

to roplc..00 the c,:)rn. If the barley wc..s sel l ing f c1r nnrc than $1.23, in this 

case, c i:irn w::mld be chor.por ·c.t $1.50. If t ho bn.rlcy wcro selling for loss t h0.n 

$1.23, then it w-,uld bo a chea per feed than t ho c orn at (~ 1.50 por hundred. 

Very often prices of diff erent locally grown grc.ins, because 0 f local sup-



ply, o.re out of lino with their rolo.tivo f0cd values, it is then o.dviso.blo to de­

termine which is tho most economical o.t tho timo. Fnr example, if bo.rloy is 

selling at ~~l.23 per hundred., o.nd corn is n ·' t obtc.ino.ole locc.lly at a roas0nablo 

price, but whcc.t is avo.ilablo, a comµo.rativo prico fer wheat m.'l.y be determined 

as follows:- Dividing tho price \,f' t ho bc .. rlcy $1.23 by .82 its rolo.tivo f ,v)d 

value o.s compo.rod with corn, tho 0stimr.,tod vol uo of corn will be $1.50. With 

tho comparative price of corn as a base os to.b lishod, the equivalent whon.t price 

co.n bo 0bt~incd by using tho cnmparo.tivo who2.t value .93 given ubovo and multi­

plying $1.50 by this figure., thus $1.50 x .93 equals $1.39 as a fair selling 

price for wheat., when barley is $1.23 per hundred. In like mnnnor tho current 

equivalent price may be csto.½ lishod for tho other foods listed above for purposes 

of substituti:, n. 

AVERAGE PERCENTJ1.GE CO:r./IPOSITION OF so:rvIE COMMON POULTRY FEEDS 

No. 2 Corn 
Barley 
Alfalfa Leaf Meal 
Wheat 
Millrun 
Wheat Bran 
Wheat Middlings 
Rye 
Milo 
Millet Seed 
Kaffir 
Oats 
Rice 
Rice Bran 
Cotton Seed Meal - 41% P. 
Soy Bean Meal 
Corn Gluten Meal 
Linseed Oil Meal O.P. 
Fish Mea l - 60% P. 
Meat Meal - S5% P. 
Dried Skim Milk 

. . . . 

. . 

. . 

Protein Carbohydrates · 

9.6 
11.5 
20.0 
12.0 
16.8 
16.0 
16.0 
11.8 
10.5 
11~0 
10.5 
11.0 
8.0 

12.0 
41.0 
41:0 
40~0 
34.0 

. . 

. . 

. 
60.00 · 
5S.O 
36.6 

Fiber Starches, 

1.9 
4.6 

18.0 
2.4 
7.6 
9.5 
9.5 
1.8 
2.5 
9~5 
2~5 

11:0 
9.0 

12.0 
13.0 
6.0 
2.0 
8.0 
2.0 
3.0 
o.o 

: 
. . 
. . 
: . . . . 
. . 
. . 
. . . . . . 
.. . . . 
.. . 
• . 

Sugars, 
etc. · 

67.6 
69.8 
40~0 
71.0 
55.7 
53.7 
56.0 
73.2 
70.0 
64.0 
70.0 
60.0 
6'7.0 
45~0 
28:0 
32~0 
46.0 
:,0 c;o 

o ~O 
2~0 

25.8 

. . 

• . . . 
... . 
. . 
. . 

. . . . 

. . 

Fat 

4.8 
2.1 
2.5 
2.0 
4.6 
4.4 
4.0 
l.B 
2.5 
3.5 
2.5 
4.0 
2.0 

12.0 
5.0 
6~0 
1.0 
6.0 
5~0 
9.0 
4.2 

. . 

.. . 

. . . . 

.. . 

. . 

. . 

. . 

Ash 

1.4 
2.7 

12.0 
1.9 
5.2 
6.3 
4.5 
2.0 
1.7 
3~2 
1:1 
3~5 
4:0 

10.0 
5.7 
s.o 
1.0 
5.5 

20.0 
22.0 
25.1 

. 
• . . . . 

: 
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II. SUB-P OJ" T ,oil Cons rva t1on ~ind ........,,...,4,c;; tic mo nt 
Progr 

'l'he f1oti tie in coD.ll etion w1 th this proj ct 

began dth a·ttendance at regional maetin ! arch 8th to 12th t 

Belt lake Oity 171 th .Agrloultural .;,,'-J;t&ns1on worker in eleven 

•stern tttt end. rep.res ntatives ot', th 

Wll shtngton in tta1td nee. A seoond 

Ln--:e City to urt r ccn"'itl . t 

orga.ni ntion in 

s ow d 1n ~ 1 

27 • 

Follo ng t e:tin s, a p~ for .. Plioati n in th l v n 

stern t ~ wa. p ,#rfeoted, e..nd. rul a d gu ti ona er di -

ril, foll hieh, eting r 

oa1li d in rfr1ou a.rt of t _ st~ta for the purpose ot . qu.nint-

Durin ... 4.'.pril d "BJ"• 1 r eld tin 

in E 0 1 s eg s, ioch d ly • or be ur_pos ot 1ntroduo-

1 

'?:'l.ly, Para.di 

pu po o 

.t r - .... u.. at ended 1n Le. Ve s, Pioche, 

eloo , dind n Fallon tor he 

oon1 ng or. eh eta e t lishi a. es t r the 

ttiug ork heet • ork in his connection a c rri 

on throughout the mamer 1.1p p em er h, en he field work 

was lcugely ompl ted and further rk on the program oons1ated ot 



- -ii; -

ct·r1ee computa io ti d pre .11l'a.tion tor I> ym nt r n 

\tndar 11h progrron in (h n1!j . of he cret. 

Board of Dir ctors~ 

to th t·it 

otl i 1 s 1 c nne ion 1th tb1 pr -

ject oo--••=d eit}lt days away i'run th ottic e.ttending r 

meet! gs ln ;,alt · Lake, and fi d y in t ti 1d ·-··- e -

1ngs ot e unty c ; tt"" · • . um eti ot ·a r t 

and teelmiea.l o. ttEJetmen. tor the ro mm have been att :ndad 

a. t the at 'lxtension O . tice durin t , year and 15 tings 

ot t, -rm.a are tten4e 1 thl co c ion. 



f 

5 -

i .. xt .~ Bion r 
, i-k~"1~. 

b: hill, L; on, 

l.Urko,r 

u E O 5.n 

V 11~· 

me s .. o lly 

I 500 

,.ill 



1 

are, • dt.r 115 ~ t:-ne ~ rli:et1.r.:i.:-; po d. or 

Ch fanas. · ~e ... oolo • aeeordi . 

a 

unt 

ir nrieo • 

.. 

alr.rpq,cen 

205,214 iJO 

,~,. r 1- -~ t · 

.2. l 

11 ...t .. ,. at t"". rc-•"t f ' . price :t O ·o O~r-Lllg l. .... , V--~ 

t' , 8-V .d by p;r ..... ,u.aa,.,._,. l:"S fo1t· tl:.,e 1r 8 rt rket ?lg r: 0 S 1 ~ ta• 



. 
l'!'!D. ·•"'.c(li.,~ wo,,ld l.h,,, ... ,; x er tH.llv-e-n e 

s. ·ivt 

r • 

1.11 etin- ·· .,,. 

cm th-



Jt port f'or ;l.93 L. • Olin 

I. ITAlJE OF 1~R01EOT Extension r:rork 1 gricul tural •onomi 0 
ar.1 eti g. 

Tb.ls otf1ce was pl,ce in eh rgo o th Potato 

Adjust nt Program tor Nev da :ln October 1935. Following this 

a., n 1 ant e. western ,1onal onf reno a nttond din 

Pooe. te l , d J:10 • of ot to grow ... • icultur l Extens on 

1Torker • anc1 :repr s tins from th grioultur l r nt 

Of hlshington. Th m ting was call .. 
plclni 

ing ut hep ovi ions ot th act. 

'th.er we. con 1de J>le 1- ferenoe ot opinion 

b .. t·, en 1ft ~en r up or prod cer 

ct Qnd thods o 

1t 01' th 

result th t no v ry 

-.eti 1 t r comm.en tio c e out or t 

A eec ni meeting a called. in 

D cemb r 16th and l h to consider lsn ot ad.minis ion that 

a ble in ~ h1 t • t h1 ti g d tinlta in~ 

structi n re v no to th t--te potato agen 

ot th otato AdJu rcgrarn in the various 

o hes . n t r turn to Instruct! re V 

n to proo a to q nt t pot 

tates. 

1 t te 



.. 

:J ect. J!ee 1ng an aonr · r•noe · r 

grm er and with th st t otato co 

d vet d to his p -

ld i th p to 

tu 

to . dminist th · orli.. in the state. ~ ven a ti a r ld 

in ·he tute on the eubjEtot, four day sp nt i a tri to 

rou 

circul.a letter and 1n truotic s we ~ t ut fr th st t 

otfic& in p p ti n f · he po.ratio of po o progi~. 

1anus.ry when 11 activtt1 in. hi. connect on r di eontinue. 
I 



Ex nsio 
Uni 

prices ot potnt , o pt o gro. r 

raliet th ough l uti ns.l · si~ln io ~ 

tm , c n erenC$e to stu y pr uotion n 

we.s pr n 

by produc r • 

ars c th · United 

tot. 

gric l 

t r .. al :~ w.i1u • 

d ri 

a m ,- .su sp n o d 

·ill be "' db thL', 

!lJ. Q, t Ow 1 0 i f ct, Q 1 t rpr t 1 

provi io for eomplianc 

gro }'Ot .. toes, than t 

:m:en. 

op a.tin. 

!&. ni 

$Ulf- ti ns - . 

1on, li 

i r dju.t-

re no 

1· on in 0 ta 00 1 "ev da in 1956 

SilOUl" gre tly Gbt1!1 t • tt ut 11 in his p • 

l'otu o dju tment fill not ta in ... 

e.ny 11 .. r .. oun o ... t yo et or 



may ua at hem , ut it will: ri ul .t ,h numb r ot ushels 

a farm. r may l1 ·ro hum.a ... · eonsu:mpti ii thout trnyi 

en lty tax. 

e Pota o ,ct 1 , tho 0 , a mark ti ot, 

t-dJ.ieth . a intended to pr ent tb prio or potatoe rro all-

1ng elo rel t1hle p rohnll po r a.a comp rd th ·~hin3 

th tt!J. r 'U"' s. nth Po to Ac s pass d Con 8 

and t r two ,-~'lrs b fo1'l, potatoes b d puroha ing po er or 

only one-half' ot whe. it ould have b n, , n d pot to :ra ra 

throughout th country e.., e i se 1ou distres 1th th 1r 

larg· crop nnd low prices. 

n d r the pro 1td.ons ot the Potato ot II th 

natiOUftl 

stimnt d to h 2 ll1on busb l or 1936, i np ortioned 

to th various 1 p portio t 1:r past rod tion 

and eal s history ot potntoa • Under th1s pportionment, 

}iev~1d. h " be n 1llo . 4441800 bu h ls I that may e old by 

,ev da oducere t • is allotm n of potatoes,· t 

may be old t fro b N v~ produ , 1 to be su - ivid·d 

at!lQ th var1ou otato produoere of th tate , on th >aais or 

their vera ~ 1927 to 19 ye sa.l • v ~a pot.to roduc r 

grcn po toes tor 11 in 193 , hould u rat nd 

that aoaordirut to th pt te _ct , they :must pply tor n oeiv 

their ellotm.ent ot potntoea that 1'ltlY' 

they 11 be pri 11 d o mak any al· 

ta • 1ch ppli to -rplus po to • 

sold tax tree etor · 

1 thout payi th 



Ga81lt1l,rcinl p· a. g ower , th for , heul 

ot pLqn oo af1n1 tel.y t~ 1:r l Q ope t1ona, -until h in 

out the ~1.ze of tlle. r sales aUotmen t • eo ua 1 t 1. t x-

paeted ·he. ru -..,,..rs ll nt t pay th 

revonne tax ot 'l . p r 100 ounda t r prtvil ge ot , -

ing pot toes tor wh1Gh allo ~nt have not been sec'tlr d. 

In ord r to cnrry out e rovieions of he 

Potato Ac in N,/Vad. • one pe son, d slgna.t.ed as Clt te otato 

Agent will t,e tn gen -1 o arge .nd in a dition th will l 

b tor t e ~ t at-large• th· e at& te comm! tt . o 

be producers of poti toes , .. in eao pr1 oipal pot to pr ,..u tng 

county. t:;er.e htll be , t e t truMe oounty co, tt ?tlan. In 

man will · t,. b ,se ccmrnittee .a• both tate tin~ ~ount I ere tor 

th purpose ot divi 1ng th stat llo'tloon of pot to t t mar 

. be sold tn1~ -rre , ei1u1 bl ~1l!'!on · tbs applioa.nt, • ho s to 

grow potato -.s for er:?tl • 

i: ter th6 ~l llo nt ve b en ttistri ut , 

,h~ notuu sup rrtaion t potato .. lcs r Us und r t otti at 

the Inte:r-n.nl . ev .•nu , :ho · du v it 11 be to ee h.o:t o. l 

potato · so1d th rodue a ioml>an 1 the n c n'J!I 

to.x tree auimna. 

Th state Organization will be et• P in 

~l time to aequaint p rtuo ~ w1 ·h t requi e t ot the 

A t, w;i to r cei ,r :ppli ti - prior o pr para t1on to 



lun 1 g, a that no o l n to be depriv d ot b1 pr1v1l . s 

Ullde~ he - tato- rom, t'trr.'! 

al.lo · t o'f tax ~..... sal a of pot o• s or 

Bava a. ot ,ooo bushel:, is oon ider'tb in exe s 

sales during he pa t 1va ye s. so that h&re is o si =,..r • .u 

1"0011 a oxpan ·ion 1.t d aired n the 1956 c'.tOP• lie~ da ot-to 

grower,, a es :.::oially- f rtull.tlte in. thi ......,,...,,..,,.. • I th. ju t­

ment p ogran re ttltn in b&tt x- rices. s is _xp ot d, th_ ., • ..,...,~.da 

p duoo s 1Zt1:y b . tit bot .. 7 :tnarMs~d .......... ~ ana ino1~a ed urt oo • 

-~ t least, h"ewd redue rs ha thing to 1 . , 1 t S8'l!n • ry 

gre-a tly bene .... 1 te o 

31nee 

~ -• there has m !'lU h er-1 ti.oi , . t t .lnd nmch nu.sin srprett ti n. 

uch of' th1 a advers en ciS1J1 ht s o -e rem proce s.ore and cal 1: • 

ho op0rate on " pere ·n-~~ ba ie• nd dep d on volume tor +hei 

NVelme& n o es of cnrer pro :u ti ~,- th e int re , natnm11:y 

th-ei va at t~· - e1- ___ enae o he prodnee4 , ~ o st n eeas 111 po 

t a losso 

h ve n ori J. r th i ely tluc-

rutd J. r lng a s rop or u 

:>-c, ato gr-<r-at.nts in eapere. 11-iQn ha: ta.ken this eans in a effort 

to ,re_ ate production in eordnnc wi -h conswnptiv <l.mnand, 

1rrineiple, which is in com.mon e by all industrial terprise • 

and. which is -ssentie l to he eao.... e of , ll tnnu tri s . 

It is 1nconca1 . b t.he.t the manuta tur r's e 

aus:omobi.le•l:'\, for e ,;ole • aoul urirlva le g i they re bl 



to regula $ selli 

production; y 

pri 

pot to predue in s t 

o-the:r pro uee-r ot ngrioultural. product , he.a be 

to op rat u.u.'li1.v.r.· just such hand1. s . 

At th p s·nt t a 0 h. 

tor t pr s(fflt otat pro& been tr et 7 

1n t .. e ot -to era ot the late n dtic-LU,r seQ ti na , 

ln 

bli· 

tre.ezing. Thi due-ti in crop t b ete • 

hr,·s resulted 111 udden ad rmces iJ1 prices to n l vel app oxi-

mately t t co t lat by the ju t1n ·~,m• i1hi Ve 

oondi -tton u.ld. xpected to t,_........... coss p:roduo on next 

year to be tollc ed ga.in by- e tremel;r lo nr1 oee in 193"1 • &rs 

1 t not r.or th nf'oreement ot th ~ .... ~to dJus ·- nt P O"- • 
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NEV ADA POTATO PROGRAM 

TO BE RE A DY FOR 1936 

N EVADA'~ PART IN THE AGRICULTUl1AL ADJUSTMENT ADMINl~TRATION's 

POTATO CONTROL PROGRAM, lNAUGURATED BY T h E LA3T CONGRESS, WILL ~ET 

UNDER WAY IN PLENTY OF TI M E rOR THE 1936 PL~ N TING SEASON, L. [. 

CLI N E OF THE UNIVERSITY OF NEVADA AGRICULTURAL EXTENSION SERVICE 

ANNOU CED THIS WEEK. 

No DErlNITE INSTRUCTIONS FOR N EVADA TO PROCEED WITH T H E PROGRA M 

HAVE BEEN RECEIVED VET, BUT CLINE HAS BEEN NAMED TO HEAD THE WORK IN 

THE STATE• ·N EVADA'S QUOTA HAS BEEN ANNOUNCED, AND THE STATE COMMITTEE 

HAS SEEN SELECTED. 

WITH THE S E STEPS ALREADY TAKEN, THE PROGRAM tN NEVADA IS 

ALREADY TO !-E G IN A S SOO N AS OFFICIAL W ORD IS RECEIVED FROM 'N AS H I TON, 

C LINE STATED. 

ALTHOU G H T H E LA W B ECA M E EF'FE C TIVE DECE M BER !, IT fl' ILL HAV E N O 

EF F ECT IN N EVADA U N TIL T H E 1936 CROP IS PLANTED, CLINE SAID, SIN C E 

T Y E 1935 CROP H AS B EE N HA RVESTED tN T H E STATE. 

LACK OF FU N DS, WH ICH WERE TO BE PROVIDE D BY THE LA~T CONGR ES G, 

1S HOLD IN~ UP ADMIN I ST RAT ION OF THE ACT HERE A 1 D IN OT H ER LATE 

PRODUCI NG STATES. THE NEEDED MONEY 1S EXPECTED TO BE PROVIDED WHE N 

CONGRESS ASSEMBLES ! N JANUARY. 

I N T H E A D M I N I S T R A T I O N O 'p T H E P R O G R A M I N T H E S T A T E , A C O M M I T r E E 

Or THREE EXPER!NECED POT A TO GROWE~S WILL ASSIST. ' AMED F'OR THIS POST 

HAVE CEEN J. G. PECKHA M , TRUCKEE 
RANCHER V 

M E A D O W S / ; ,A, R T H U R fl.•] A I O C H I , t\.'i A S O N A L L .£ y 

G R O W E R ,• A " ' D V • L A D " S O F R E N 0 -~ • A \VI • 

(f1i1 0RE) 

FROM-UNIVERSITY OF EVADA AG°R"'i"cuLTURAL EXTENSION SERVICE, RE· o, ; Ev. 

CooPERATIVE AGRIC U LTURAL ExTE s10N vV oRK, .. ~crs OF fl Av & Ju ' E, 19ll4-
CE c ' L ',N • C R E E L , D I R E c T ,-') R • • • • • • • • • A • L • H I G G 1 s o r H A ,,, , E o I T O R 
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COUNTY COMMITTEES WILL ASSIST IN THE LOCAL ADMINISTR/\TION OF" 

THE PROGRAM, AFTER IT GETS UNDER WAY, CLINE ANNOUNCED. 

BEFORE NEXT YEAR'S CROP IS PLANTED, HOWEVER, EACH NEVADA 

GROWER, ACCORDING TO THE LAW, WILL REGARDLESS OF THE SIZE OF HIS CROP, 

UPON APPLICATION BE ASSIGNED AN ALLOTMENT OF POTATOES HE MAY SELL, 

BASED ON HlS PAST SALES, TAX fREE FROM HIS 1936 CROP. 

nTHE POTATO PROGRAM", CLINE STATED, "DOES NOT PROVIDE F,J~ ' ANY 

LIMITATION ON THE NUMBER OF BUSHELS. THE PRODUCER MAY GROW, BUT HE WILL 

NOT BE PERMI TTED 1 ACCnR • lNG TO THE ACT, T0 SELL MORE POTATOES THAN 

HIS ALLOTMENT UNLESS HE ~AYS A TAX AT THE RATE OF 75 CENTS A HUNDRED 

POUNDS FOR ALL SOLD BY HIM ABOVE HlS ALLOTMENT.
11 

~EVAOA 1 S ALLOTMENT WHICH MAV BE SOLD TAX FREE HAS BEEN SET AT 

4}..j.)_.J. t O O O 8 U S H E L S • 

"THrs", CLINE SAID, nAI\JTIClPATES A CR'.}P fOR 1936 OF 5.55,585 

BUSHELS, WH[CH IS NECESSARY TO YJELD THE MARKETABLE ALLOTMENT OF 

POTATOES FOR NEVADA IN !936. 

"THE NEVADr.. QUOTA FOR 1936 IS CONSlDER:\bLV BELOW THE PRl;:SE ,' T 

OR LAST YEAR 1 S CROP. THE NEVADA CROP HAS BEEN SUFFERING REDUCT I ON 

IN SIZE SINCE 1929• THE PRESENT SEASON'S ACREAGE IS ESTIMATE'.) T O BE 

APP RO X I M AT E Ly 2 J Q Q 0, W H I CH I S ON LY ON E - TH I RD 0 F T HE A CR E A GE IJ F T t-i E 

LARGE CROP OF 1927. 

11 T H E A L L O T M E N T F ,} R N E X T Y E A R , W I T H A V E R A G E Y I E L O , I S E S T I M A T E O 

TO PERMIT TNE PLANTING OF ABOUT 3,500 ACRES DIJRING 1936. " 

--30--



Report to 193 L. m. Olin 

I. t·MJAE or PRo:r- OT Extension ~rork in Agrioultu l con 10 an 
Marketing. 

II. SUB-P ()J'ECT Orgnnization of Olax-k oounty 11\lrkoy Oro ere 
Association. 

Th f'irs·t interest in cooper ti ve tui-k:ey 

marketing association 1n Ola:rk County shown in J"anuary 1936, 

when oonftn.•~nco . "· held with turkey growers of souther». N v da. 

This m ting lat r a followed bf second meeting the last of 

Febl'Ua..~ nth the group ot turl.G y grower nd a repres ntative of 

tho Nevada Live to Production-Cr dit ASsociaiion incl a repr s -

tntive ot the lte attlem~n:t A&nin1st:rntion, at tbioh time, methods 

ot production, tinenein ,~nd rlceting were discussed. A tent -

ti ve marketing or . ani~a tion s fi st di sou d t thi me :.ting 

which ater culminated in • the Clerk Count;y Turay Grcrwa:rs As .ocia­

tion with fi:ft n ohs.rt.er members. 

During th 8tlllDner• following this me ting, eon­

aidarable ai tanc was ~en4 red a group of turkey grower 1 

production roblems, an4 e.pproximatel.7' 12,000 turkeys were pro ... 

a:ucad. On :run 2 th, he fir t organiz tio . eating ot Clark 

County turkey growers mis held at Logandale for the purpose ot 

toft'tule.ting plell tor a cooperative t U'key :ma.~keting e.asoc1at1on. 

.t'4t thi et1ng an org nization committee was chosen from the 

group or producers and the a.rkot1ng Speoialla of the t te 
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.Extena on O :ttc ed to draw un orga tion p r for 

tbe propo. · d ssociation. ~ese ooi-porati n apel!a ier .. 

mi tt~d on Oo ober 5t ., d or acoep e by th gro p of r _ 

ducers .o ,ho b came ,u.wWJu C r. County Turkey o r 

.Assoo1 tion o OVer'bon, • da. 

On Cc ob r 16th• the Ol rk County Turk y 

G:ro•ra A aoe1.tion plied or membership in th Nev.a t te 

Turkey CrO' r oci tion tits annual m tin in~ rtn t n, 

t.~Vftdn, nd ~ gr nt d ,· mb r hip ther 1 • The next oo tact 

with th s newly o~ganiv..e turk 1 marketing organiz ·t1on wa the 

first ot November this y r • when assi ano was i ven i making 

plan tor rketin.g ·th tur o~p through the Northve t rn 

Tu.rkey Gro, , rs ; s · oo · a.t1on,. the sell1n ~ ~ncy ot' th e da 

'rurkey Gro~-1tt a 1.S ocintion. l t ..ihi tilne, arrE1~e:n nt · r 

made tor emi-... cald1ng · l 'th turkeys in th as ooitt. ion and 

:tor r oeiving, p ek:in,s, tm.d s.hi ping by trige or fr ight th 

entire o ... o;p ot turk 1 to the liorthw ste:n Turkey Oro s .4.gen.w 

ia Loa ~\llgel·~s, Calltorni • 

In co_nne tion t th1 p ject, fur vi.its 

war~ mad to t t rri t ry cov r& , tour ma ttrtgs re held, and 

eight l·t1$rs written. ssiate.nce was Nnderad also in connection 

w1 ·h tiru.t.neing tur y produ s through the Resettle n Adnd.nis-

mtion. ssi ttm e ~--rod by thi o·t1ce in actu 1 packing 

ad shipping ope . tions. ·hich will b oov red in the 19~7 nnual 

report. deY n r.tnys r spe~t 1n th ti ld in conn ction itb th1 

pNject an two days in he ottice. 
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Repo•t tor 1956 L. E. 11 

J:$ NAM'E O PROJ' C1l.' Extension rork ln •.grio lturt!.l Eeonom.i s nd 
Marketing. 

II. SO:S-PROJ" CT South m Nev,d a and Provision Comp ny. 

Se.rvio in conn otio h th ,.)outh· rn 

)tee.t and roviaion Co.• h1ch · s organized in 1935, s oon­

tinued throughout 193&. Aotiviti s in conn otion with t111s 

organization consi ta ct s.ei ta.nee in perteoting book-t p.,. 
I 

ing s1stem, ud1t1n.g coounts, sttmulc.ting membership, and 

e.std.sti:ng in prepari:n.g an · pplieati0 tor l an tor the organi-

zati t 

tration .nd int oili t1 the cont cts be en th t g c7 nnd 

the Assoc1 t1on. 

Dunng t e year a chan . ot man gemen t a been 

made t o • Jtollowi th d ath o the ori inal m na er in 1 nu-

ary 1936, a omporo.ry inana r wee appointed until 
-

mF.tnager could be found. During this period ooneideri.: bl h lp 

was neve r-.1ary to ke p the aooount in shape find to pre r an 

The prin ipal activi ·y on t e r of t s 

office for h ye~r aon isted ot •ttorts in conn ction d h re­

tinancin. the orgsniz ti through th a settlement dmini tra 1 n. 

Beveral dqs were giv ov rt th re•a io of a c l te 

finanoio.l .. t ment oft e Company and ot er exhi it qu1r d 



, .. - ,. 

oft aw$ d oov r 

in tha titl to th , ser1ou r xp ri c in 

h th 

additional d . er ou t er impr v t 0111 1 Qnd 

le tb 1ng bu in. ht ws. ovelopi • 

. s ti t egun 

the lo n tb l t or i-eh, nd he mm1e1. made av la 1 th 

Th. final cunt approved , l , U •• mru,unt o tbe p 11-

cation 1n n for the v lving fund 
I 

,ooo. Tb 

loan nted wi l b ot re t he1p in reduo n t e int r at charge 

and mte t the am.Ol."t1 ation ot the deb over ~m.e.t th asooie.• 

tion s ing t it ":)r viou er i o.nd dll p ovid quip-

:ment ~nd n:,n nts in the l nt. 

Impi-o n sin the taeiliti s 01' tb.e -pla.nt 1r 

·oegan Ncrv 1936 Thi eo pe t e mark ting rganiz.ation 

euca tul d tilli ia d of 

fe.rmers 11 out '1' V d • Up o th rsn it op rations 

~n the ne im.prov n ba been mad, oth ~ f 

be add d to th busin ss. 

pro ucts ll 

ted to tbi projeot on iat t 

dq1 1n t ti ld I tteud nee upo three meetings ot d.irect=· • 

nd two ti 

eonnection wi 

with t 1 or 

with oth r 

l R settl n dm11 trat1on ott1o 1 

op G Tri conneotio 

re UBU l co billed ";1th O c1al in connection 

jct.a in the s 
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II .. Oline 

'.b • 11 e to ~ b x 

facer 

th· ~ oft oe · n .:;b.1o . ,ent1u-etion m1 • prola b d i·llr [)71 ovlr r 

un e e Jer, to ·: 1 -of 149 oo tle producers ... i;vm listoo 

• Before 

ho d !' G c~m:b 1~ r ound. 

n . s os " le t d · o£ f!.ce ontacted ho 
"' 

,.;1e p prodt e 1 istr1et 

h the 
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bi.di dual·. 

0.1.: 

n t .&Uooe · a ~. 

1,- ·'W..' 

all 

wit"1 ·• ttle .w.a 

lin· li 

li 4 by 

"" l. • 

in 

in 

< ~ont 
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. t» tJ 

n t 

t .ct. 
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I a '\'1tic.d.patc sclli:ns t::1e :ollm·-Ti-:1g ce.tt1o this fo.11: 

~:caner co.l ·vcs 

On·.~ -yoo.. r· olcJ ste:Grs 

·.~·Jc- ,oar old steers ---~L--~-Herford and. I>Yrh..mn 

T~ ).roc-yc~r old steers __________________ _....._ 

One- ··ea.r old heifer·s 
.......,_. .. --·--· ----·· -------··---·---

Two-year old heifc :cs ---·---------------
Pat Covrs --•---"'15 _____ _ Herford §Ad D12rham 

Canner Co-rrn 

nolosna Bulls 6 Red Durham 

-----------------
Date cattle vrill be ready Ngyew,er .J..§;;;..;;;t,...., ____ _ 

1iJ11ore cattle are usually wei;hed __ On Ean,ch, 

Railroad ship9inr; point ___ Imlay:. Ue:vada, 

Re1aarks: 

(Signed) A. J. K=in::.;;d;;.;;a;;::l=f ____ _ 
Name ·· of Grm·rer 

(' 

_ :tJij.ion:v-i~1e, Nevada 
Addross 



SUMl\/lARY OF CATTLE FOR SALE COUNTY, lIBVADA 

- Shipping n.to Steers Heifers Cows l ·· -
Point I Rco.dy Yloc..ncrs 1 Yr I 2·. Yr I 3 Yr! 1 Yr I 2 Yr I Fnt (Co.nncrs Bull. NJJ,IB .f._DDP~SS ers Totdl 

''-' 

-4 

'1 

TOT::.L 



--

·-

. 

. 

. 

. 

COUNTY REPORTING Weaners 

WHITE PINE 116 --
EUREKA 34 

Ltu.1DER 3 

:KYE ·-
LilfCOLN 

EUMBOLDT 950 

V,ASHOE 40 

~T.T(t"l 

TOT.AL 1143 

ADDRESS - C. R. Townsend, 
L. A. Gardella, 
p. L. Maloney, 
H. E. Boerlin, 
MR rk -;1. Menke , 

SUMMARY OF CATTLE 0.!!1..!i'EHED FOR SALE IN TBE STATE OF WEV ADA 
(Listing~ Up To September 25, 1936) 

~teers Heifers Cows ' I 
1 Yr. 1 Y~- I 2 Yr. Fat 

I 

2 Yr. 3 Yr. Canners Bulls Stockers 
-

I I 
240 82 1 175 71 159 142 3 

58 147 10 79 49 4 

' 
58 65 ' 48 4 6 

Total . 
I 

989 

381 

184 - ·--
75 156 15 30 5 281 

40 72 314 23 13 ? 469 

6585 2777 200 3820 14332 

34 704 . 27 15 59 146 29 26 1080 

170 20~ 7 80 104 2 566 

f l . 

' t I 4409 7202 4199 i 439 270 330 237 53 18282 
i 

Di&trict Extension .Agerr~. Ely, Nevada (fer White Pine, Eureke, Lander, & Nye) 
Lincoln Countv Extensjon Agent, Pioche, Nevada (for Lincoln County) 
Rumbold t " t! " , Winnemucca, Nevada. ( for Humboldt County) 
Washoe tt " " , P.Q. Bldg., Reno. Nevada(for Washoe County) 
Elko " " " , Elko, Nevada ( for Elko County) 

- -

-

·-



A G R ~C U L T U R A L N E 'N S S E R V I C E --
RELEASE UPON RECEIPT - l936-9-3 .. :/f56-B&AB-4OO-ExcL~IVE IN YouR Cirv 

FEEDER STOCK FOR SALE 
IN ~EVADA BEING LISTED 

--·------

.4.N U~VENTORY OF FEEDER CATTLE TO SE OFFERED FOR SALE THIS FALL 

B y f, J E VA DA R A N CHE R S , ''i A S 8 E G UN T H I S WE E K B Y T H E LJ N I VE R S I T Y O F NE VA DA 

AGRICULTURAL EXTENSION SERVICEe 

8v THIS METHOD, ACCORDING TO L. E. CLINE, AGRICULTURAL ECONOMIST 

OF THE SERVICE, IT IS HOPED THAT THE MOVEMENT OF THE STOCI< WILL BE 

FACILITATED ANO THE SELLER AND BUYER BROUGHT TOGETHER. 

J\J O W I N r T S T H I R D Y E A R , T H E l fJ V E N T O R Y I N ! 9 3 ,I_~ A N D I N I 9 3 5 P R O V E O 

,-, , C O ~J S I D E R A B LE V A L U E T O T H E L I VE S T O C K M E N O r T H E S T A T E I N A T T R A C T I NG 

.,UYERS INTO THE STATE AND EXPEDITING SALES. 

THROUGH ITS COUNTY AGRICULTURAL AGENTS, THE UNIVERSITY OF t\.JEVAD.1; 

CXTENSION BEnVICE WILL OBTAIN FROM RANCHERS INFORMATION AS TO THE 

~. T O C K T H E Y A R E L 1 K E L Y T O O F' F E H F O R S A L E • T H I S VJ I L L 8 E C O M 6 I ~J E D I N T 0 

A S T A T E I N V E N .T O R Y , W H I C H VJ I L L 8 E A 6 A I L A 8 L E T O C O - 0 P E R A T [ N G M A R K E T l N G 

ASSOCIATIONSJ PROSPECTIVE 3UYERS THROUGHOUT THE COUNTRY, RAILROAD 

COMPANIES, RANCHERS, ANO OTHERS INTERESTED• 

As SALES ARE MADE, THE INVENTORY WILL BE REVISED, BR ING ING 

THE UMBERS UP TO DATE THROUGH THE MARKETl~G SEASON. lr WtLL INCLUDE 

LISTS OF ALL CATTLE LISTED A JD UNSOLD THROUGHOUT THE STA T Ee 

"THE PRODUCER OF AGR !CULTURAL PRODUCTS, WHO GOES TO MARKET BU T 

ONCE A YEAR, HAS GREATER MARKETING HAZARDS THAN TflE PRODUCER VJHO 

\'1ARKETS HIS PRODUCTS AT ~,10RE FREQUE!JT 
;f 

lr..JTERVALS, CLINE SAID THIS WEE:K, 

"St~JCE THE I JEVADA FEEDER CATT L E PRODUCER I S L I MITED T 0 A BRIEF MARKET'" 
/ 

ING PERIOD DURING THE F~LL MONTHS OF EACH YEAR, THE RETURNS FROM HIS 

O P E R A T I O N ~ V E R Y M U C H D E P E 1'J D O !\J A T H O R O U G H K N O 'i✓ L E D G E O F M A R K E T P R I C E S ; 

r Ro M- Ur..J I VER s IT v 

C O O P E R A T I V E ;\ G R 

:::'ECIL W. CREEL., 

(MORE) 

OF NEVADA AGRICULTURAL EXTENSION SEFIV ! CE, RENO, [~EV~ 

[CULTURAL EXTENSION '\;1/oRK, Acrs OF l,IAY & JUNE, 19 14 
DtREC:TOR ••••• ('A. L. H E OR - .,. __ I G G I N ~:~ A M ., D I T _. 
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SUPPLY, AND DEMAND FOR SUCH CATTLE.tr , 

IILJNFORTUNATELY THE EARLY SALES OF FEEDER CATTLE ARE VERY OFTEN 

MADE AT LOWER PRICES, AND PRICES THAT ARE OUT OF LI N E WITH THE p R I CE s 

THAT ARE LATER ESTABLISHE~, THEN WHEN THE FEEDER CATTLE MOVEMENT IS 

M O R E G E rJ E R A L , A f,J D C O M P E T I T I O N H A S B E C O ,1 E M O R E E F F E C T I V E I N E S T A B L I S H-

ING PRICES.It 

T H E R E A R E M A N Y R E L 1 A 8 LE S O U R C E S O F I N F O R M A T I O N F·O R T H E ~j E VA o A 

r · E D E R C A T T LE P R O D U C E R , A C C O R O I ~' G T O T H E E X T E N S I O N M A N • 

T H E P R o o u c E R s ' L 1 v E S r o c 1< ~/1 A R K E T 1 ~J G A s s o c r A T I o N o F S A L r LA KE 

,: \ : D T H E p A C I F I C S T A T E S L I V E S T O C K IV! A R K E T I N G A S S O C I A T I O N O F S A N F R A N _ 

s ;sco AS WELL AS THE FEDERAL STATE MARKET N Ews SERVICE IN SAN FRAN-

:1sco ARE RELIABLE SOURCES OF CURRENT MARKET NEWS INFOR~ATION~ THE R !: 

IS NO REASON, HE BELIEVES:, FOR ANY LIVESTOCK PRODUCEn TO BE LACKll\'G 

ii 1 THE LATEST PF~ICE INFORMATION THAT IS SO ESSENTIAL TO INTELLIGEIIJTLY 

NEGOTIATE SALES. 

-30-
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A G R c u L 1 u RA L 7'rnvs-s E ~r-rv1cc ___ ---·-
RELEASE UPON RECEIPT - I936•9-12-}6I:250-A&AB•ExcLustvc IN VouR CtrY 

F!RST LISTINGS MADE -
OF CATTLE FOR SALE 

FIRST LISTING OF FEEDER CATTLE AND FAT COWS TO BE OFFERED FOR 

SALE BY NEVADA RANCHERS THIS FALL WERE COMPILED THIS WEEK Fnc,11,1 tNCOMPLETf 

R E p o R T S F R O M T H R E E N E V A D A C O U N T I E S 8 Y T H E LJ i'J I V E R S I T Y O F t< t:: V A O A A G R I C U L -

TURAL EXTENSION SERVICE• 

jNCOMPLETE FIGURES FROM HUMBOLDT J LtNCOLN, AND JASHOE COUNT JES 

s H 0 W • A T O T A L O F I 5 , 44 I H E A D L I S T E D WI T H T H E C O V N T Y A G E N T S A S F O R S A L E 

AT THIS TIME• NEARLY HALF OF THIS NUMBER CONSISTS OF YEA8-0LD STEERS, 

THE EXACT FIGURE BEING 6 ,651-' TOTAL NUl\ilBERS OF WEAf,JERS LtSTED IS 950., 

TWO•YEAR OLD STEERS, 3,368, THREE-YEAR OLD STEERS 326, TWO-YEAR OLD 

HE1FERS 200, FAT COWS 3,403., CANNERS 13, AND BULLS 39• 

LISTINGS IN DETAIL ARE ON FlLE IN THE OFF£CES OF THE AGENTS 

IN iHE COUNTtEs, SHOWING THE CATTLE WHICH EACH PRODUCER EXPECTS TO 
' 

MAf1KET THIS FALL• THEY WlLL BE AVA{LABLE, ACCORDING TO L. [. CLINE 

OF THE STATE EXTENSION STAFF, TO BUYERS IN SEARCH OF CATTLE, AND THE 

C O U N T Y A G E N' T S W ! L L F U R N I S H A S S I S T A N C E- I N T H E L O C A T I N G O F S U I T A 8 L E S T O C K ,, 

' No CHARGE ts MADE F.OR THE SERVTCE. 

STATE COMPILATIONS OF THE LISTINGS WILL BE MADE SEVERAL TIMES l\ 

MONTH BY THE STATE , EXTENSION SERVICE AND CORRECTED TOTALS OF CATTLE IN 

THE STATE FOR SALE W1LL BE ANNOUNCED THROUGHOUT JHE MARKETl~G SEASON 

AND UNTIL ALL f'✓ EVAOA CATTLE FOR SALE HAVE BEEN DISPOSED OF. 

) 

THE LISTINGS ARE BE ING SENT TO CATTLE BUYERS IN OTHER STATES JN 

THE EFF·ORT TO INTEREST THEM IN NEVADA CATTLE FOR SALE• 

- 30 -
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- A G R C U L T U R A L f\l E W ··s S E R V ! c E 
RE L E A s E U P o N R E C E I P T """ I 9 3 6 - 9 - 2 6 • 1i~7 0 - 8 & A 8 - 3 5 0 ... E X c L u s I v E I N y O u R C I T y 

MORE NEVADA CATTLE 
ARE LISTED FOR SALE 

MORE NEVADA FEEDER CATTLE AND FAT COWS OFFERED FOR SALE BY 

RANCHERS OF THE STATE THIS AVTVMN WERE LISTED LAST WEEK av THE UNIVER-

SITY OF NEVADA AGRICULTURAL EXTENSION SERVICE, WHICH REPORTED THAT 

SOME SALES ARE ALREADY BE (NG MADE IN ELKO AND HUMBOLDT COUNTIES. 

A T O 1' A L O F I 8 , 28 2 HE A D l S I NC LU DE D I N THE I N VENTO Ry O F LA s T 

WEEK, WITH REPRESENTATION rROM EIGHT COUNT (ES OF THE STATE - WHITE PINE 

EuREKA, LANDER, NvE, LINCOLN, HuMBOLDT., WAsHot, AND ELKO. 

LEADING IN NUM=ERS OF HEAD LISTED FOR THE MARKET THIS SEASON 

SO FAR (S HUMBOLDT WITH 14,332• WASHOE COUNTY CATTLEMEN HAVE LISTED 

1,080 HEAD., WHILE THE F"tGUnEs F'ROM WHrTE PtNE ARE 989., EUREKA 381, 

LANOER 184, J\JyE 281, LINCOLN 469., AND ELKO 566. 

NUMBERS FROM MANY OF THE COUNTIES ARE EXPECTED TO JUMP SHARPLY 

!N FUTURE INVENTORY TOTALS UNTIL THE INVENTORY ts COMPLETE_, L. E. CLINE 

Of THE STATE EXTENSION STAFF, SAID IN COMPILING THE LIST. THE PRESENT 

TOTAL 18 ONLY THE SECOND ONE OF THIS SEASON AND MANY OF THE RANCHERS 

HAVE NOT YET HAD TIME TO GET THEIR FfGURES TO THEIR EXTENSION AGENTS 

IN THE VARIOUS COUNT JES. 

THE YEAR-OLD STEER CLASSIFICATION LED ALL OTHERS LAST WEEK IN 

NUMBERS LISTED FOR SALE, CLtNE STATED, WlTH 7,202 HEAD, WHILE FAT 

cows WERE NEXT AT h,409. FIGURES FOR THE OTHER KINDS OF STUFF WERE 

HANE Rs, I., 143, TWO-YEAR OLD STE:ERS 4, 199~ tH1u:1:.-'l'f:A~ OLD sTtERS h39, 

YE ARO 3 ~ 0 CANN E fl e,.., w S ~ :z7_ AN .o 
OLD HE I F'ERS 270, TWO-'IEAR OLD Ht l'PERS ./ J . ..,, .. ~./ ~ 

BULLS 53. ( l'J10 RE) 

fRoM U ~ N- A E·xrENStON SERVICE, RENO., NEv. • NIVERSlTV Of EVAPA GRICULTURAL 4 ?00 PER!1 TIVE AGRICULTUrlAL ExrtNSION WoRK, AcTs OF MAY f; JvNE, 
19 1 

~L w. CREEL, DtREcron • • • • • .A. L. H1GGINBOTHAMi Eo1ron 



THE INVENTORY, CLINE EXPLAINED, IS DESJGNED TO HELP t-ROePECTIVE 

BUVEA~ AND RANCHERS WITH STOCK TO SELL TO ~ET TOGETHERe As WEEKLY 

TOTALS ARE CAST, THEY ARE SENT TO ANY BUYERS WHO MIGHT 8E INTERESTED 

IN PURCHA61NQ STOCK JN NEVADA• 

EXTENSION AGENTS IN THE VARIOUS COUNTIES, HE ANNOUNtEo, HAVE 

LISTS SHOWING WHERE: THE CATTLE ARE AVAILABLE AND WlLL AtO BUYERS 1 

WITHOUT CHARGE, IN LOCATING THE: KINO Of" !'TOCK TH-EV WISH• 

-30-



AG R I CULTURAL NEWS-SER V I CE 
RELEASE UPON Rt CE J PT- 1935-#72-9•7-A&AB-250-Ex CL us I VE IN YouR c I rv 

NEVADA CATTLE FOR SALE 
NOW BEING INVENTORIED 

FrRST FIGURES SHOWING CATTLE WHICH WILL BE OF'FERED F'OR SALE BY 

f~£ VADA RAN CH E RS T H I S AU TUM N HA VE 8 E E N RE CE I VE D B y THE LJ N I VE s I Ty o F' 

NEVADA AGRICULTURAL EXTENSION SERVlCE JN ITS SURVEY 0F THE FALL 

LIVESTOCK OFFERINGS• 

S!NCE ONLY FOUR OF THE SEVENTEEN NEVADA COUNTIES HAVE YET BEEN 

HEARD FROM, NO CONCLUSIONS AS TO THE NUMBER Of CATTLE TO BE MARKETED 

TH/13 YEAR CAN NOW BE DRAWN, ACCORDING TO L. E. CLINE OF THE EXTENSION 

SERV!CF.. 

INCOMPLETE FIGURES FROM LINCOLN, ELKO, LANDERt AND HUMBOLDT 

COUNTIES, HOWEVER, SHOW A TOTAL OF 11,748 ANIMALS WHICH RANCHERS 

INTEND TO SELL IN THE ANNUAL FALL CLEANUP OF THE HERDS IF PRICES ARE 

R J !I HT • 

Or THESE, 5,941 REPRESENT YEARLING STEERS, WHILE 3,622 ARE 

TWO-YEAR-OLD STEERS 1 AND THREE VEAR-OLD-STEERS ACCOUNT FOR 219• 

lur 85 YEARLING HEIFERS ARE SHOWN IN THE FIGURES AND ONLY 194 

TWO-YEAR-OLD HEIF'ERS INDTCATING !NTENTll")NS OF HOLDING BACK FUTURE 

~REEDING ANlMALS. 

FAr cows TO THE NUMBER OF' I ,4S3 ARE OFFERED, ACCORDING ~o THE 

FIGURES, CANNER cows. 

G1xrY-SEVEN BULLS WILL GO ON THE MARKET AND 25 STOCKERS, 

ACCORDING TO THE INCOMPLETE FIGURES FR0M BUT FOUR NEVADA COUNTIES. 

Jusr WHAT THE FINAL FIGURES WILL BE, CLINE SAYS NO ONE KNOWS, 

BUT A GOOD IOEA OF HOW MANY CATTLE THE RANCHERS OF THE STATE W lLL 

S E L L S H O U L O 8 E A V A l L A B L E B y T H E F' I R S T O F O C T O B E R • p R E S E N T I N V Et N T •) R I E S 

ARE NOW AVAILABLE AT COUNTY AGENTS 1 OF'FICES. 

A SIMILAR INVENTORY OF SHEEP AND LAMBS IS NOW UNDER WAY. 

--30-- -·---
FROM-UNIVERSITY OF NEVADA AGRICULTURAL EXTENSION Se:nv1cE, RENO, NEV. 

~•OPERATIVE AGRICULTURAL ExtENSION WoRK. Acrs or MAv & JuNE, 1~ 14 
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Monday, October 26, 1936 

TURI:EY PRODUC'11 ION I N 1936 

B:road.cast by Vlallace Kadderl7 in the Depart~ment of Agriculture nortion of the 
llTestern Fai:.m and ·Home Hour over ICGO and seven other stations· associated ·with the 

<~ationa.l Brm.- dcastin.g ComJ)any's Pacific Coast Blue lJetwork. 

·· .:.. · - ooOoo -
... 

~., Last week I ba11·ed attertt ion ' to a repO"rt bv our Bureau of .Agricultura Economics 
indicating t ... 1at·

1 

t l:..is; year 1·s ·turke~r crop will be" the largest- on· record. Now I 
would J.ike to _el~,bor_a~.e on . ~r~at forecast and discuss various angles of the :pros-
p~~t.ive t~;r~e~r s~ t:1a~_:1~~• · · . · .. . . . 

· A pig· crop·· ~f: tu.rkeY:s t'1:is. year . followed t'vio or three years of decreased pro­
_duction • . Frora_ ~ .. 0stiE1$,ted total of about 19,000,000 turkeys in 1932 and 1933, 
pr;.ductioD: 'fetl to about _15, 000; 000 in 193~, owing mainlJr to the feed shortage of 
1934-~5~ ', P'rocluc~.ion this :year will be sor~·ewhat · ~arger t!1an in 1932 nnd 1933, making 
it ( as I said) the largest turkoJ crop of record. ' 

' ' 
f j i' , ' I , , • ~ ', • ..,. • , , , • • • , 

· tn.,yiew: _qf tho: gener~l r,neat ·situation, the big· cro1i o:f' .-turkeys vvill be a spec-
ial cau·se· for . thank:sgiving on· the part of the consumer at· 'least. Turkey prices are 
low corJpared v:i th th0ir usual relation to other meat -prices • 

. With arr,tple :strpplio~. of turkeys .. at moder~•.te prices, nnd with increased consumer 
buying_ po~1.er ·,_ thp . consumpt~oh: ·~~ ~urkoys wi_11 no· doub~ "oo ho·ayy this season. 

'• •••• • I I\ ,, • ! • ' • • • • '• 

· Practically 'all p art·~ ·of -'the ·country shov'if increased production of turkeys. 
The North Central and South Central areas, uhich together in 1929 produced about 60 
p~r, c~nt of the turkeys raised in tho entire c_ountry, . show th0 greatest increase 
thfs yea:r', . as _Wc).S natural foll'o~ing the big: decrease there last year. Tho present 
_increRso shown in those areas at!o~nts tc/ about ·.35 per cont for small flocks and about 
85 per CGnt for large flocks.. The Far w·cs·f c-rn · Stat tis show a slight decrease in 
product ton by small 'flocks, .but large<fiocll~·:;.vp.ich are· the more ' important factor in 
much of this area~ renort more thari. 't ·nice a's 1 ·:m:Einy turk~eys· as last year in large 
holdings. 

L~ E •. d1:i.~1e ·.o·f :the Nova.da .A.'gri"cµJ._tur.-ai' Ext-ens ion~ Service each year conducts 
a survey o:f the tu:r-key situation:-. Let nie gi':e you his· ftndirigs as to our ·western 
States. ··:,: · ,. · ·· · · .:, ·,. ,. 

; .. .. ~ . . .. ' . ' . .. : 
•' : ,· . · . 

. , 11 The int:ern6~t'aih rterrft·o·ry~·- ··c·6ns:·ist'ing· ·of eight -mountain states, produced 
last year about 14 per cont of the nation's ·turkey ' cirop~ · Tho Intcrmountain States 
show the large.st i_ncr.eP"se over 1935 of any of the districts. Utah is especially 
outstanding in 'its ,.p.er : cJnt-'· of , inc·r ·ease, ·with ··Nevnd.:a so:cond and Ar·izona third. 

' , ~- ' ·. ,: . . . - ' . ··.-: '·. ·. : ' ' . ... : \ ... ~ . ' ' ' . .. . . 

. "Tfle Pc1..cific ,C•o.ast···states, · W,ns'·hingt011,· o·rego'n, ,· a11d·· Ca.1.if~rnia which lf'-st year 
were cr_edit:~d wi'th producing ' ·abfrtit o'i'ie · si':x:'th Of . the :na:t ion Is turkey crop, are 
cstim~t ed t ,o ,sho1i1 · ·o.n i'ncroas){it ·hi s•'·yenr of ·18 per ·cent· .·over 1935 product ion. Oregon 
and Washington· ' sho.vi 'tho princfipnl ·perce1ibago· ·inc'rea~ro' -for ·-this area." 

Mr. Cline also points out thnt tho turkey producing senson for tho United. 
8tntes continues to be extended in 15oth'''directions, to eEi,rlier and to later periods; 
and, thanks to the longer production period, congested markets are becou ing less 
and less n haz8.rd for tho producer. furthermore, the consumer can look forw8,rd to 
more uniform prices, a situation that is greatly fnvored by consumers aud producers 

(over) 



alike. 

Our · Bureau of Agricultural Economics ' believes that increased receipts of tl.U', 

key mea.t at the central markets will probably· be considerably less than the in­
crease i:h the nmnber of · turkeys raised might suggest• Knowledge by many :produceri ~

1 

of the shift dur i ng recent years i~1. _the :-,1ar~et dem~nd toward smal~er birds, coupl~ u 

with t he :present unfavorable relation of turkey prices to feed prices, and the ab­
solu~ e shartage of feed in some important turkey producing areas, will tend towari 
disposal of birds at earlier· ·ages and lighter weights t~ usual. 

From his 'survey, ,Mr. · Cline concludes that about f:ifty per_ cent of this yearts 
turkey crop ·Hill be read:v for market by Thanksgiving t i:rfle. ·• ~ and some of the 
crop will have been consumed prior to Thanksgiv_ing. He es~iI?-ates that 60 per cent 
of the Texas a.1).d Oilahoma crop will move to marke~ prior to, or l?Y, Thanksgiving, 
and that 40 per cent of the tur~~eys from the · Intermount_a~n, reg~on will be ready 
by Thariksgi ving. · In the States of· -Washington, · Qregon and California, Mr. Cline 
estimates that about one :third 'of t 'he c3:op wi_ll be · ready by Thanksgiving; 

These three areas. . • Texas and Ok*ahoma, the Intermountain region, and the 
Pacific Coast st at es. • • account f6r · over· ·half t _he Nat ion is tur~ey crop. 

• 1 • •• : 

Finally, a few words . about· ·prices. 

'• - · .... , . 

When the _turkey C!bp_ •is lar'ge/ _t~ere' :rs· a t ·~11d·enqy toward a relatively greater 
gain -in consumption in t·he .. main producing :a:riia'ii hecause the price to local con" 
sumers tends to be relattvely, as well as absolutely, lo_,;7er than in the distant 
urban markets. · .. ~- · . ,-:· .;- - ··. ·-:-·· · . • i · . ... · . . .. . · 

.. 
.. • : r 

' . . ', ·· •' . ' ..... . .. ' ' . • ' 

. · In 1932 and 1933, ·t ·he prev"i·ous· YEiars ··of ··large turkey production, the total ' 
. supply of I!leat S' was . sornervhit gr·~afer th~i1 : th7e. 'sup:p'iy ··now in prospect for the winte: 

_· : : · ·and spring of 1936..:.37-. · Reduced · ~-upplfe·s :.~f ·p·ork_. · ·exp·ect·ed to develop in the late 
. winter, should t_end· to ·give supp'o_·r~ :· to_·t~~ demari'd fctr ·soorage turkeys. It_'-is 
· probable that · u.n~sut,,lly · large· ,st"ocks of "t·urkey·s ·wi11' be plnced in storage _"thi~ 
year. . . .. " 

Owi1:~ t~ the big _turkey cro:p this _;yea~, . t _~e Bu~~~.u . of Agricultural Economics 1 
says a rise in farm turkey prices -·cannot be ~xpecte_d. · F_ricos in former' ye·ars of 
heavy turkey prOd.uction have tended to d·e·cl.in'e as ·the···m~keting season progressed 
unless opening prices ,,1ere quite low. August farm prices were 15.5 cents per ·pound 
for turkeys compared _with 13 cents last year, and in. Sept GI:r(ber they were 16 cents 
compared with 14.5 cents last year. - - .. . :- , ·.- .·. -·· ·. - : _.,- .. · . . 

. ... . . • . ' - ~ ~·- . '. . _. . ' ' . i . : 

Considering' the ·gerie•ral level o·f price·s ahd" pa.rt iculariy· the prices of other 
meats, SepteE1ber · turkey· "pri"ces vvero r~iat'ivoi·3/'1ow.·:. Fartk prices ·of ma.at animals 
this fall are almost double thos_e prE!)vail_ing_ ~n _ _1932 an9- 1933, while those for tur· 
keys are only about a· }1alf ·great er .than. in · 1932. and -193·3 • .. , .Therefore, when comp~ed 
with ·farm pr'i~es '9~· o't"her· L1~at" animal§3 -~--farm tur~~y ' pric·es -Rre much ·1ower than in 
those· ·recent .. years of latge tu_rl~ey · product ion . . 1:'hey ~e: ·al\30 · low compared with· 
feed prices • · · ; · ,, · - · ' · ' · : · . ·, , < · 

. ~- ' .... 
tl · i 

..;.. · 0 - .· . 

' :I •{'•.• 

.. , ., .. . . ·· .. -~- ' . i . !' • • . . 
,, 



UNIVERSITY OF NEVADA 

COOPERATIVE EXTENSION WORK 
IN 

AGRICULTURE AND HOME ECONOMICS 

S~i:014,-JE~A 

ULTURAL EXTENSION DIVISION 
AGRIC 

AND 

S, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
U, COOPERATING 

EXTENSl0""1 ADMINISTRATION OFFICE 

UNIVERSITY OF NEVADA 

RENO,NEVADA 

Dear Sir: 

In order to be able to overcone incorrect information or harmful propa­
ganda that might· result from incorrect information regardin[; the extent of the 
1936 turkey crop, o.nd in order to otherwise facilitate the marl:etint:; of the 
present year's turkey crop, it is extremely important that reliable estimates of 
the size of this crop be assembled from persons intimately associated with the 
industry. It is important also to assemble this information as early in advance 
of the marlr.eting season as reliable estimates are available. 

Information of this nature assembled last year prior to marketin0 time, 
8Jld relayed back to producers and cooperative marketinr; associating was of great 
assistance in establishinG and maintaining; equitable prices when the marl:eting 
season opened. 

For the purpose of assemblin6 information in this connection this year, 
I am including estimates from feed companies which specialize in turrey feeds• 
I am therefore soliciting your cooperation in filling out tho following blank 
spaces and returning this letter in thc ·enclosed self addressed envelope. 

I estimate the 1936 turkey crop for , as com-
(nanc state or area covered) 

pared ,vi t}1 the 1935 turl-:ey crop to be (d /.J loss) (1amore) (same). -
Is this year's turkey crop for the sto.to or area earlier, later, or normal 
v.s to date of maturity? • 

What por cent of the crop will be marketed before Thanksgiving? 

Hav0 turkey diseases curtailed productio:..1 materially? Chock - Yes ---Extent ____ % No ___ • 

Have producers lengthened their poriod of production by producinG earlier 
or later turkeys than previously? Check - Yes No . Earlier Later • --
Will you please supply names and addresses of other parties in your 

• 

state or territory who arc qualified to supply information in this co~.ncc­
tion. 

Do you wish a copy of the summary of these reports:? ______ _ 

An early return of this qucstiom10.iro will bo much appreciated. 

Y~truly, 

' I 
L. E. Cline 

Extension A~ricultural Economist 



U a S. TURKEY S"GRVEY FOR 1836 

Conducted by L. E. Cline 

University of Nevada 

Reno, Nevada. 

Report Released IJov . 1, 1. 936 

The last enurnerat ion of turl:eys produced durins any single year was 

r..ade w~1en the census was taken in 1929-30. This census showed a production for 

1929 of 16,794,489 turkeys. All subsequent estimates of turkeys produced for any 

one year to date are based on the 1029 census. 

Since the 1929 census national turkey annual surveys have been conduct­

ed in an effort to ascertain tho percentage increase or decrease of the current 

year I s crop. The size of the new year's esti~ated crop is determined by applyinc; 

the percentaGe change to the previous year's estimate. 

At best, therefore, any figures intended to represent the number of 

turkeys in any one year, other than a census year, are only estir:1.ates, but if 

such figures are a result of an exhaustive survey within the industry, such es­

timates should be sufficiently reliable for practical purposes. 

The U. S, Department of Agriculture reports an estimate of 18,74O,OCO 

turl:eys for 1933. The estimate for 19311: is for a 7~ reduction as coupared vri th 

the prGvious year vrhich vrould result in a ficure of 17,428,200. 

The survey made by the vrri ter in 193 5 shmved a decrease of 9 .4~ as 

comriared vri th the production of 1 034 . ( The U .s. Department of Ac;ricEl ture 

estimated 105"°6 reduction.) By n.ppl/inc ·che 9 . ,1~ reduction to the above 1934 es ­

tinated nui:1ber, an estimate for 1935 is reached of 15,789,950. 

As a result of the 193 G turkey survey set forth in detail in this report, 

an estimate has been made for the United States shovring an i::1creas c of 12. 9% as 

c.onpured with 1935. Vihcn this percenta;·,e increase is applied to the previous 

1935 number a total o'f 17,806,900 is reached representing the estinated 1936 crop. 



I/ 

Ps..r·c : =2 t.> Ji 

Early indications this year were for a very heavy increase in tl-:e 

1936 turkey crop. The heavy interstate movement of turkey cgt_;s and poul ts and 

a reported increase last July of ,'1_.:6. 7c;'o in commercially hatch0d poul ts r;ave the 

ir._pression that many new producers wore entering the f ielJ, and that. tho final 

193G crop would bo much larger than any previous crop. 

A survey throuchout tho country early in tho summer, of tho intorste.te 

movoment of turl:ey egcs and poults, shovmd very dofinitoly that much of this 

movom0nt of turke3rs and poul ts vras dost inod to roplaco turl:eys that had been 

produced previously on f a.rms by natural methods o.nd would not rGsul t in ii.1creasod 

1 I • proo.uc-cion. 

A careful checking of the survey covering tho 193G tur1:ey crop 

indicates that the mortality of poul ts in many districts }ias been very heavy, and 

that the severe drousht Yrhich occurred in the two heaviest producinG districts 

of the Uni tod States has caused the abandoru:1ent of 0arl;/ liquidation of many 

turkey enterprises and ·will in the end result in tho narkc~tj_ng of many flocks 

vrith light woir;ht birds. 

The present year's survey shows a v0ry rr.a.rkod spreadin~~ of the period 

of production as compared vri th previous years. The 1936 turkey crop vd.11 be 

marl:otod qui to Generally over a po riod of nine months. This lencthcninG of tho 

marketing period v,d.11 vory croa.tly :!"'01 iovo marl::ctin[; congestions such as have 

often occurred in tho past and ·will serve Er•Jatly to level peaks a 1_1d depressions 

in pro.cos. 



l 936 TUl-'{__lCEY CROP SURVEY 

Report 0£ Estirr..ates by Districts 
Made cy L. E. Cline 

University of NeYada, Reno, Nevada 

DISTRICT 

NEW ENI'LAND - Maine, 1,ew Hampshire, Ver­
mont, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, 
Connecticut. 

MIDDLE ATLANTIC - New York, New Jersey, 
Pennsylvania. 

EAST NORTH CENTRAL - Ohio, IndiaLa, 

1 

Illin.ois, Tu!ichigan., Wi scans in. 

WEST KORTH CENTRAL - Minnesota, Missouri, 
I owa, Korth & South Dakota, Nebraska, 
Kansas. 

SOUTH ATLANTIC - Dela'.vare, Mary lane., West 
Virginia, Virginia, North aLd South 
Carolina, Georgia, Florida. 

EAST SOUTh CENTRAL - Kentucky, Tennessee, 
Alabama, Mississippi. 

¥JEST SOUTH CENTRAL - Arkansas, Louisiana, 
Oklahoma, Texas. 

MOl1l'JTAIN - Montana, Idaho~ v\'yoming, Ptah., 
Colorado, New Mexico, Arizona, Nevada 

l PACIFIC - 11'fashir~gton, Oregon, Califorr...ia 

t llNITED STATES 

I. Percent of Percent of 
i National Crop National Crop 

l Froduced iL Produced in 
1935 1936 

1.1 1.0 

2.4 2.4 

4.8 4.5 

21.8 22.2 

8.9 8.5 

4.8 4.8 

26.8 24.€ 

13.7 15.5 

15.7 16.5 

100.() 10O.O 
I 

I Percent Change 
in Crop from 
1935 to 1936 

(Increase) 

15.6 

10.8 

8.2 

14.8 

8.7 

7.1 

4.0 

27.6 

18.3 

12.9 

Estimated 
Number for 

1936 

192,000 

425,900 

311,700 

3,955,700 

1,522,200 

814,BJO 

4,4•)2, EOO 

2,762,50CJ 

2,938,700 

17>826,900 

Percent of 1936 
Crop Ready for 

Market by 
Thanksg~v_-in_g_ 

47 

5~ 

57 

52 

49 

55 

GO 

37 

34 

49 
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Report tor 1·3& • . • 1 

l. NAllE 01' P , OJ"EOT :rt:x · nsion · o:rk in ~ gr1 cul tu u ' n s nd 
1 .rketing.-

, pi . d b the eruoc a o th th rn. v d 

~e t ond Pro ion gnm. 4. in ~"U l 35, a 

pr du<, rs and oh . r. in , stem N va.d 

consi ri:u 

ooi ,ti tor • This p o o coop r t1 e eta-

tton was not . 1ven a riouEJ c neid ration f this oft o until August 

itll on t..he oa.oasion of ata. e 'ft ylor . meeti.tli · •h ll th ub-

j ~t a 1 cus d wit um.be ot ltveatoo n. other i t r -

d piirties. O nsi ernbla rre p d a s osr-ried on in o action 

·\rl.t this p j o. en · rran em.en ""' w r made tor p asent1 the su .... 

j ot t the urmual. county' hl'ffl uret::'tU m ~t1ng in tor 

prelimint\lo/ r.gttmizat1ou .me ,ting soon there fter. 

inter t 1 being sh m n this proj ot md the pro · ct 

to~ the t~rmation t 1,ners .coop rati r ti ,.. :as oc1 tion 

t r the p o s i an s l ot 

ro uot. 

It l proposed to finano 

tho Ooopez-a 1ve Division t tbe R ettlemen 

teps ba.ve een taken to cqu.aint that r 

posed n oc1.t1on sn "he ottioials · ve 

this organizatic 

dll1n1 treti n. 

i tio th1 

dy e pro 

v t:1 t1on nnd h r ported t ora. ly on th outlook:. 

through 

pro• 
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L. E l 

• Soot , 

o~rltie o.r;rloulti~ml utleok l!tat•erial an.d oth r turrent agrl• 

cultural sLib,Jeot perti~_,nt to . va a,grlonltur • 

] 1 Q tll porio a.~w 1ltlntioned the writer 

oontributod. r u , ly to tld .. s publ!oa:t.:.011. he lication was 

Con ribut1 t 

oonaisted of nine .~ioles. !',). ou look stori a t ro o:ntrlb t d 

to tho ste,;te papers encl t~ radi · talks ~ro px pa.red~ 

.,. ooord.ing 1lo lsuio of ·he iew. slon 

••
1erv ce tho wrtter will be resp0r1 ibl for seemb in..,., 1 

£or the out.look publication during 1937 • . 

Attached is a speoimen of thG publica.tion 
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Turkey Price Outlook 
The turkey price outlook is always of much 

interest to producers and to handlers of turkeys 
at this time of the year, when the new year's crop 
is about to move to market. Unfortunately, there 
is always a conflict of interests at marketing time 
between the producer, who always wants as good 
or 1better price than the year before, and the con­
sumer, who is always hoping for lower prices. 

Under modern methods of marketing turkeys 
through cooperative or private channels, any 
fluctuations in prices are quite generally reflect­
ed directly back to the producer. 

The returns for turkeys to be received 'by the 
producer are what the consumer will pay minus 
marketing costs, and the price the consumer wiH 
pay may have Httle relation to the cost of produc­
ing the turkeys, but is affected directly ·by the 
buying power of the consumer, the price of com­
peting products, and the supply of turkeys offered 
on the market. It will be interesting to analyze 
the 1936 turkey market outlook with respect to 
these factors. 

Outlook Se~ms Favorable 
Generally speaking, the outlook seems favor­

able. 
The buying power of the consumer is some­

what better than last year, and is considered to 
be improving. Consumer goods are being absorb­
~d in increasing quantities at general)y advanc­
ing prices. It will be of interest to make a com­
pa!ison between the years, 1935 and 1936, of 
P!Ices on the Pacific Coast for food products con­
sidered to 'be in competition with turkeys. 

Western fat cattle prices have been practi­
cally stationary for a year, with the market at the 
Present time strong with a 25-cent advance per 
hundred over the previous few weeks' quotations. 

In the case of hogs, prices are practically the 
sa_me for both last year and this year at this time, 
Wld th a slight decline anticipated -during the holi­
ay season. 

Lambs are considered to be in a strong posi­
tion, with prices at this time 40 to 50 cents per 
hundred above last year's prices at this time. 

Colored Chickens Less 
Colored roasters and colored hens, considered 

strong competitors of turkeys, showed a price of 
1 to 2 cents less per pound the first week of Octo­
ber this year than the same time last year. Stor­
age holdings of chickens show a heavy increase 
over last year at this time, due to very heavy early 
marketings in the middle west on account of sev­
ere drought conditions. The current price of eggs 
is up 3 cents per dozen as compared with 1935. 
Butter shows an advance of 6½ cents at this time 
over the same date last year. 

The 1936 turkey crop is expected to show 
some increase over 1935 and will he earlier. 

The supply of hen turkeys on the West Coast 
for Thanksgiving may be even less than last year, 
in spite of the reported increase in the total tur­
key crop, because of the demand for breeder hens 
already in evidence. This situation may result 
in a substantial premium for hens and light toms 
when marketing gets under way. 

Prices Firm 
The consuming trade has shown an increas­

ing demand for turkeys throughout the year, ab,. 
sorbing heavy cold storage holdings, large num-
1bers of breeder hens, and preseason young tur­
keys since the 1935 holiday season. Cold st~r~ge 
holdings at this date are more than one million 
pounds less than at this time !ast year. . . 

It is especially encouraging a~ this time. to 
note that with all the factors mentioned exerting 
their influence on prices, the current price for 
turkeys in San Francisco is from 1 cent to 2 cents 
higher on loose deliveries than at this time last 
year, with an added 1 cent to 1 ½ cents for govern­
ment •graded and box-packed turkeys. 

Turkey producers can help ~eatly in ~ro­
moting and sustaining the maximum possible 
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prices this year by d~Iivering o~ly prime _birds 
that will hold up well In storage, If storage IS ne­
cessary to relieve congestion on the market, and 
by selling the turkeys only through agencies that 
are well financed and able to hold instead of sell­
ing on a falling market. A common prediction is 
for a good storage price after January. 

-L. E. Cline. 

* • * * 

1936 United States Turkey Crop Survey 
Turkey prices are directly influenced by the 

extent of current production, and it is very im­
portant that relia:ble estimates •be assembled from 
producers and others well informed as to the ex­
tent of production for the year so that a true pic­
ture of the supply may be available along with in­
formation as to other factors that influence tur­
key prices when the prices for the new crop are 
being esta!blished. 

National Survey Conducted 
In the absence of any other disinterested ef­

forts to determine early estimates of 1936 turkey 
numbers, the University of Nevada Agricultural 
Extension Service has conducted a national tur­
key survey this year for the second successive 
year and submits herewith estimates from returns 
so far received. 

All indications early this year pointed to a 
heavy increase in the 1936 turkey crop over the 
previous year's production. The present survey 
shows very definitely that the heavy increases an­
ticipated have not materialized. 

This survey, as a ·whole, indicates very 
strongly that the 1936 turkey ·crop for the United 
States will be approximately the same as the 1934 
turkey crop. It will be remembered that the 1935 
turkey crop was estimated to have been 10 per 
cent smaller than that of 1934. 

Northeastern 
The northeastern ·states, which were esti­

mated to have produced approximately 5.5 per­
cent of the national turkey crop last year, show, 
according to this year's survey, an iincrease 
amounting to 10.9 percent over last year. The 
states in this group show a variation from no in­
crease to 25 percent increase. 

Southeastern 
The southeastern states, which were estimat .. 

ed to have produced last year 12.1 percent of the 
nation's turkey crop, show, according to the pres­
ent survey, an increase of 7.9 percent over 1935. 
These states vary considerably in extent of in­
crease from no increase to 13 per cent. 

East North Central 
The east north central -states, comprising 

Ohio, Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, and Wisconsin, 
which were estimated to have produced 4.8 per­
cent of the national turkey crop in 1935, show an 
increase of 6.9 per cent this year over last year. 

West North Central 
The west north central district, comprising 

Minnesota, Iowa, Missouri, North and South 
Dakota, Nebraska, and Kansas, which was esti. 
mated to have produced last year 21.7 percent of 
the nation's turkey crop, has been estimated a~ 
cording to the survey, to have increased 9 pe;cent 
over 1935. 

Texas and Oklahoma 
The states, Texas and Oklahoma, which ac­

~-ording to last year's estimates, were considered 
to have produced 26.3 percent .of the U. S. turkey 
crop, are expected to show a small increase over 
last year but returns are still incomplete. 

Mountain States 
The mountain 'States, which last year were 

estimated to have produc-ed 13.9 percent. of th~ 
nation"s turkey crop, show the largest increase 
over 1935 of any of the districts, amounting to 
27.9 percent 'increase for the year. 

Paci/ ic States 
The Pacific ,states, consisting of Washington, 

Oregon, and California, which were estima~d last 
year to have produced 15.7 percent of the nation's 
turkey crop, are next in line in the percentage in­
crease, showing an estimated 18.3 percent increas~ 
over 1935 production. It is estimated that 38 
percent of the turkeys of this district will b& 
ready for the Thanksgiving market. 

One of the interesting observations connected 
with the turkey survey this year is the extension 
of the period of production to 'both earlier and 
later months. Because of the inability of hatch­
ery men to supply the demand for poults at the 
usual time, this will naturally result in spread• 
ing the market season over a longer period, and 
m-ay be expected to relieve congestion in the mar· 
kets, such as has often occurred in the past. 

-L. E. CZiM. 
* * * • 

A Nevada Farm Price Index 
A Nevada farm price index with which to 

follow and analyze past and present price trends 
of farm and range ·products has been constructed 
by the University of Nevada Agricultural Expe­
riment Station. 

The accoffill}anying table is the first release ~f 
this index, which will be descri'bed in more detail 
in a forthcoming bulletin of the Experiment Sta­
tion. The weighted price of thirteen commidityy 
price series are used-beef cattle, lambs, sheep, 
wool, butterfat, hogs, eggs, chickens, calves, alfal­
fa hay, potatoes, wheat and barley. 

The price series used are those obtained by 
the Division of Crop and Livestock Estimate~tedof 
the Bureau of Agricultural Economics, Um 
States Department of Agriculture, and represent 
the average prices received hy Nevada farmers ond 
the fifteenth of the month for the grades an 
qualities being marketed at that time. These 
monthly prices are weighted by the average quan• 
tity of each product marketed annually in the pe-



October, 1936 E CONOMIC TALKS WITH NEVADA FARMERS Page Three 

,0 I I 1 1 I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I r I I I 

r9IO um, 1Q20 1~2~ 1!!30 193!1 

OEVIATION .... . -.. -

COMPARISON OF THE UN I T ED STATES AND NEVADA ANNUAL 
FARM PRICE INDEXES, AND THE DEVI ATIONS OF THE NEVADA 
INDEX FROM THE UNITED STATES INDEX, 

riod from 1924-1933 inclusive .. The base used is 
the avera:ge of prices received during the five 
years 1910-1914. 

Prices Are Weighted 
All prices are weighted into two major 

groups, namely "range livestock" and "general 
farm,." The range livestock group is divided in­
to '~beef cattle" and "sheep," the two major in­
dustries. 

The sub-group "beef cattle" contains only the 
one price of ·beef cattle. The sub-group "sheep" 
contains the prices of lambs, sheep, and wool. The 
general farm group is subdivided into "livestock 
and livestock products" and "crops" on the basis 
of the type of commodity. The sub-group "live­
stock and livestock products" includes butterfat 
hogs, chickens, eggs, calves and 10 percent of th~ 
t.otal weighting of beef cattle. The sub-group 
"crops" includes alfalfa hay., potatoes, wheat and 
barley. 

Follow U. S. Trends 
In general, the changes of farm prices in Ne­

va~a h~ve followed the major movements of farm 
prices m the United States. 

The products of the beef and sheep ent.erpri­
~s carry near~y two-thirds of the total weighting 
In the Nevada index. Therefore, the simultaneous 
mov~ment ~f the prices of the products of these 
tw_o md~stries a way fr.om the level of other farm 
prices will cause marked departures of the Nevada 
:~ex from. the United States index. Since 1910, 

1~ -situation has occurred twice for extended 
pe
19

n
28

°ds, once in 1919, 1920, and 1921, and again in 
and 1929. 

f'I Idn 19~9 and 1920, the Nevada price index 
a: e to rise as much as the United States farm 

ihice level, because the peak cattle num•oors in ca:i ye~rs were a depressing influence on beef 
in 

1
: 21rices. Though all prices fell precipitously 

Pr' 
1

, beef cattle prices fell below the general 
beI~e 

1
~vel. as the excess numlbers of cattle were 

t. g iquidated. Wool prices · also fell propor-
1onately low d th . ' , pric f er, an e combined effect of the low 
vad:s ~r b~th beef cattle and wool pulled the Ne­
State P~ice index down to 114, while the United 

s Index dropped to 125. 

Beef Cattle Prices Low 
From 192~ to 1926, the Nevada price index 

~oved alo~g W1th the general level of farm prices 
In the United States. But the Nevada index for 
all_ products_ covers up the fact that beef cattle 
pn~es rema1n~d relatively low during all of this 
per10d b~t then: effec~ on the index was offset by 
the relatively high prices received for lambs and 
wool. 
·. The shortage of beef cattle ca.used a sharp 
rise of b_e_ef cattle prices in 1928 and 1929 which, 
along with the already relatively high prices of 
!ambs and wool, pulled the Nevada farm price 
Index 10 to 15 points above the United State in~ 
dex. 

From 1930 to 1936, the annual Nevada price 
index has not varied much from the United States 
farm price index. While both indexes in 1936 
show irregular movements from month to month 
beause of the differing effects of the drought, the 
general trend of farm pr-ices in Nevada is the 
same. as in the United States. 

Highest in Late Winter' and EMl1J Spring 
No ·corrections have been made for normal 

seasonal price movements. Therefore, with a lev­
el trend of general prices, the Nevada price index 
will tend to ibe the highest in late winter and early 
spring when fat livestock are going to market and 
when the prices of general farm products, for var­
ious reasons, are normally at their seasonal peak. 
The Nevada index will normally be at its low point 
in the fall when feeder cattle and sheep are comw 
ing off the range and the harv~t ·season is end­
ing for the grain, hay, and pota~o crops. 

The seasonal movement of prices in Nevada 
explains why the Nevada index has dropped from 
its high point of 119 in April, 1936, to 114 for 
September, 1936. The United States farm price 
index, influenced more by droqght factors, has 
moved upward steadily in recent months to reach 
a new high of 124 in August, 1986. 

Price Trends on September 15 
The September priees received by the sheep­

men were relatively the highest of any group, 
the index ·being 139 compared t9 the all-·products 
index of 114. Wool prices are about 10 cents a 
pound higher and lambs about $1.80 per cwt. 
higher than in the base period. Wool prjces have 
been holding very steady for a year. Although 
lamb prices are relatively high, the September 
price in Nevada is, of course, based on feeder 
lambs. There is every indication now that Neva­
da lamb prices will advance normally as fat 
lambs replace feeder stock in the marketings. 

The beef cattle index at 99 ~ represents 
the heavy feeder cattle marketings of September, 
and the present outlook is that th~ average p~ice 
for Nevada will make the normal advance during 
the winter as fat cattle replace the present move­
ments of feeder stock. The rather firm business 
conditions the rising total purchasi:q.g' power, and 
the short ~upplies of hogs are factors which are 
holding up beef and lamb prices in the face of 
ample cattle and sheep numbers. Crua Venstrom. 
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Indexes of Farm Prices in Nevada, by Groups 
Range Livestock General Farm All Range 

and Farm Product& 
Livestock 

All and Crops4 All Nevada u. s. Beef Sheep• Range Livestock General 
Cattle Livestock2 Productss Farm 

Av. 1910-1914 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

1915 104 122 112 93 134 107 110 98 
1916 109 144 125 99 158 119 123 118 
191'1 136 247 189 133 230 166 180 175 
1918 165 276 218 161 214 179 203 202 
1919 168 254 209 178 227 195 204 213 
1920 145 213 177 173 288 212 191 211 
1921 105 lJO 108 122 129 125 114 125 
1922 111 182 145 119 122 122 136 132 
1923 102 211 154 123 140 129 144 142 
1924 103 213 156 119 160 133 147 143 
1925 103 220 159 134 173 148 154 156 
1926 114 194 152 132 152 139 147 145 
1927 122 186 153 130 135 132 145 139 
1928 150 203 176 134 124 130 158 149 
1929 161 191 175 139 147 142 162 146 
1930 133 128 130 116 153 129 130 126 
1931 . 91 87 89 86 106 93 90 87 
1932 74 65 70 65 89 73 71 65 
193a 63 89 75 61 72 65 71 70 
1934 65 116 90 69 86 78 85 90 
1935 112 116 114 96 98 96 107 108 

1935 
Sept. 119 119 119 100 98 99 111 107 
Oct. ' 107 ;127 117 100 89 96 108 109 
Nov. 100 139 I 119 102 87 97 110 108 
Dec. 109 143 125 108 92 102 116 110 

1936 
Jan. 95 141 117 102 94 100 110 109 
F~b. 95 143 118 98 96 97 110 109 
Mar. ; ~ 102 152 126 96 90 95 114 108 
Apr. 112 152 131 100 99 100 119 105 
May 110 149 129 93 · 103 97 116 103 
June 102 151 125 94 112 100 116 107 
July . 95 147 120 102 122 109 116 115 
Aug . . 95* . 140* 116* 104* 119* 109* 114* 124 
Sept. 99* 139* 118* 108* 110* 109* 114* 124 

* Preliminary 
1-Lambs, wool, and sheep. 
2-Lambs, wool, sheep and 90 percent of the beef cattle weighting. 
3-Ten percent of beef cattle weighting and all butterfat, hogs, eggs, chickens, and calves. 
4-N,falfa hay, potat9es, wheat, and barley. 

Cooperative Extension w.ork in Agriculture and Home gress of May 8 and June 30, 1914. Oeeil W. Cr~el, 
Eeonomics, University of Nevada Extension Division Director University of Nevada Agricultural Extem10D 
and United States Department of Agriculture cooper- Division, Re-no, Nevada. 
at,ing. Distributed. in furtherance of the Acts of Con-
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1936 NEV ADA FARMING OUTLOOK 

General Outlook 

Most of the weather signs used by economic 
forecasters point to a general clearing up of the 
financial storm that so recenitly spread havoc in 
all the countries of the civilized world. During 
the past two year.s there has been a decided up­
ward trend in the United Staites in industrial ac­
tivity, in the income of industrial workers and 
in farm income. The general indications ar~ that 
this upward trend will continue and that indus­
trial activity will increase about 10 per cent in 
1936. 

increag,e in the orders for machine tools indicates 
that manufacturers are getting ready to turn out 
larger quanrtities of their products. 

The improvement in agricultural conditions 
has resulted in an increased demand by farmers 
for . agricultural machinery and equipment. Dur­
ing the lean years farmers were obliged to get 
along with worn out machinery, which they must 
now replace as fast as increases in farm incomes 
make it possible. 

The index of factory payrolls has not in­
cre~s~d as fast as the index of industrial activity. 
T~1s 1s not unusual, for in times of rapid ind us­

, .. trial change there is a lag in wages paid and in 
Ii ~he num~er employed. From this time on, the 
"' !ncrease m the payroll index should be approx­

imately proportional to the increase in indus-

Demand for durable goods will probably con­
tinue to increase more rapidly than for non-dur­
able goods. 

It is estimated that the demand for textile 
goods in 1936 will increase about 10 percent. The 
demand for woolen goods, which has been rela­
tively high may change only a little, but an in­
creased demand for cotton goods is expected. trial activirty. Since there is ,a close relationship 

between the earnings of industrial workers and 
fa_rm income, these increases are expected to carry 
with them a growing demand for farm products. 

. ~n 1935 ,there was an encouraging increas·e in 
bmldmg construction, in aurbomobile construction 
and in railroad activity. Railroad activity re~ 
fleet~ the amount of business done by agriculture 
&n? mdustry, and, if ,these continue to expand, the 
ra1lroaid business will expand with them. 

R~sidential construction, which made en­
~ouragmg gains in 1935, is expected to continue 
its advance in 1936. 
. AU;tomobile manufacturers are counting on 
~ncreasmg demand, which will be about 25 percent 
a~ger than in 1936. There has been an encour-aO'l . 
0 ·n~ mcrease in the number ,of American auto-

mobiles exported and further gains in exports 
seem probable. 

In August, 1935, orders for machine tools 
advanced to the highest point since 1929. Th.is 

C1·eclit 
With low interest rates and unusually large 

bank reserves there is every reason to believe 
that there will be a substantial expansion of credit 
in 1936. The general impr·ovement in economic 
conditions has created a growing demand for bank 
credit. The low interest rates now available 
make possible a refunding of much corporate and 
private indebtedness into issues with lower rates 
of interest and this should result in an improve­
ment of financial conditions. 

The U. S. Bureau of Agricultural Economics 
does not expect much increase in prices in 1936. 
Its outlook report says-"As long as there re­
mains a surplus of unutilized productive activity, 
it seems probable that the use of buying power 
made available through expansion of bank credit 
will be reflected more in an increased output of 
goods than in higher prices." 

I 
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Prices 
The influence of increasing buying ,power will 

have a tendency to raise prices of farm products, 
but this effect will be offset to some extent, by an 
expected increase in the production of ,some farm 
pro~~- . 

The indications are that, if weather condi­
tions are favorable, agricultural p-roduction in 
1936 wi'll be greater than in 1935. The effect 
of this, by itself, would be to d~press ~rices, but 
the stimulating effect of increasing buying power 
wiJI probably be .sufficient to stabilize prices of 
farm products aJt near their p!'lesent lev~ls. pn­
less there is some kind of monetary inflation, 
farm prices may be expected to remain relatively 
stationary. 

Farm income in 1936 should be greater than 
in 1935 as a result of increas·ed production. 

1915 1920 1925 

The margin between the index prices farmers reeeive 
and of prices they pay gradually grew wider from 1925 to 
1933. Since early in 1933 there has been a gradual nar. 
rowing of this margin so that now the ratio of prices 
farmers receive to prices they pay is about the same as 
it was in January, 1930. 

Foreign Demand 
Although economic conditions are generally 

improving in most foreign countries, there is little 
indication that :foreign demand for American 
agricultural products will increase materially, ex­
cept posisibly :for cotton. 

The recent trade agreement with Canada 
should have a beneficial effect on stimulating the 
exchange of agricultural and industrial products 
between rthe two countries. 

Fears that the price ,of beef -cattle in the 
United States will be lowered as ·a result of the 
treaty are not well founded. The average annual 
importation of cattle into the United States from 
1920 to 1930 was 292,000 head per year. During 
the fuur years of the depresision, 1931 to 1934, in­
clusive, the importation decrea·sed to less than 
100,000 per year. Under the new treaty, the num­
ber ,of oottle that wiU be permitted to enter the 
United States is 155,779 head of heavy cattle and 
50,600 1head of calves. After this quota has been 
filled the old tariff rates apply. 

The quota system should tend to prevent the 
extreme fluctuation8 in im·portations that occurred 
during the decade after the war. The new rates 
are about the same as during that period but the 
number of cattle that can be imported under them 
is limited to -about three-fourths of one percent 

of the annual slaughter of cattle in the United 
States. This is not large enough measurably b> 
affect prices. 

r •' i4 
! 

'-tc9~2~0~2~, --,--;2~2-,,2~3"'~24r-r.!:2~5 ~6"'2~7~28~29~30~3~1 ~-3~2.!•3~3-:!,34!1;-dt i 
Number of Cattle Imported into the United States from 

1920 to 1934. 
The figure for 1935 wal!I not available at the time of 

publication. The column at the extreme right of the 
chart represents the number of heavy cattle (shaded por• 
tion) and of mlves (unshaded) that can enter the United 
States in 1936 under a reduced tariff rate as provided in 
the reciprocal trade agreement with Canada. 

Beef 
People in the United States will not have 

nore beef to eat next year, but there will be an 
improvement in quality ,because the total number 
of eattle finished on grain will be increased over 
that of the previous year. The drouth in 1934 so 
shortened the supply of grain that fewer grain­
fed cattle were marketed in 1935. Now that 
abundant grain suppJi,es are on hand with which 
to fatten the cattle, consumers will no doubt find 
it easier to get choice cuts of meat for the table. 

Stockmen must keep more of their cows, 
heifers and calv,es to rebuild the herds which were 
reduced in size by the drouth. Keeping the cows 
off the market will also have the effect of improv~ 
ing the average quality of the beef that comes to 
our tables. 

The demand for beef has been rising with the 
increase in payrolls and will probably continue 
to rise with the increase in employment tha:t is 
expected to take place in 1936. 

The difference in price between the better 
and poorer grades of beef may not be so wide next 
year, becaus·e grain-fed beef will be relatively mor 
common while there will be less of the poorer 
grades ion the market. 

The usual seasonal changes in the price ?f 
cattle is expected to take place in 1936 and wiU 
more nearly approach the normal than in 1935. 

The number of cattle on farms and ranches 
at the beginning of 1936 i,s not greatly different 
from the number on hand at the beginning of 
1935, but it Ls probable that the trend in cattle 
numbers will be upward during the next_ few 
years. Most of the increase in numbers will be 
in the states weS't of the Mi,ssissippi River, where 
the drouth of 1934 and the government ca~tle 
buying program were most effective in reducmg 
numbers. In areas which were not affected by the 
driouth, the only change in cattle n um~ers t~ 
m,ay be looked for will come from the mcreas 
feed made available by shifts from cash crops to 
hay and pasture. 
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Cattle F eediing 

Ther·e wiM be an increase in cattle feeding 
over the previous year. Larger supplies of av-a.il-
ble grain and by-product feeds, the smaller than 

a ual number of hogs that could be fed, combined 
u\h an attractive price for beef, will cause far­
:rs and cattlemen to turn their attention to the 
feeding of cattle for market. 

Nevada 

In Nevada the cattle buying program of la-st 
year cleaned up the poorer olasses of cattl~. . As 
a result of this and of good range conditions, 
feeders offered for sale this fall have been some­
what heavier and of better quality than aver.age. 
There is good demand for feeder cattle. Prices, 
which have dropped about a cent from the 7 cent 
high, are not expected to dooli~e further during 
the remainder of the feeder buying seaoon. 

Sheep, Lambs, and Wool 
Housewives need not look for ward to paying 

low prices for lamb in 19~6, for thi~ item in the_ir 
budget will almost certainly be higher than 1n 
1935. Supplies of lamhs for slaughter up to May, 
1936 are expected to be smaller than for several 
yea~. The supply of feeder lambs in the western 
states is smaller than last year. The small num-
ber of liambs that will be fattened this winter, 
tog~ther with the increasing buying power of con­
sumers, should react to bring about higher lamb 
prices than for any season since 1929-30. 

The production of wool decreased in the 
United States and in foreign countries in 1935, 
and, consequently, stocks of wool now on hand 
are low. The consum,ption of wool in domestic 
mills was low in 1934, ·higher in 1935, and is ex­
pected to drop off a little in 1936. 

In the western states, the number of sheep 
' on the ranges wiH be about the same as last year. 

If feed conditions continue favorable, the trend in 
numbevs of sheep is expected to be upward for 

,the next few years unlesis the trend i,s checked by 
more ·careful supervision of numbers on the pub­
lic domain and in national forests. 

100 

CAsH FARM INCOME FROM CROPS AND LIVESTOCX. AHO INCOME or 
INDUSTRIAL WORKERS. 1924 TO DATE. 

40 t---+--+--t---t----t-
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Nevada 

Because of drouth and unfavorable econom.ic 
conditions, the trend in sheep numbers in Nevada 
has been definitely downwai,d for several years. 
It i1s not expected that the upwa:r,d trend antici­
pated in the western states as a whole will be 
carried out in Nevada, partly due to difficulties 
in financing and partly due to the lack of commen­
surability of sheep outfits. Some ·expansion in 
sheep numbers may take place through develop­
ment of commenisurability by purcha,se or through 
shifts of present outfits. 

Hogs 
The pig crop was 40 percent smaHer in the 

spring of 1935 than in 1932 and 1933, which 
leaves an unusually small number on hand this 
fall. There is no record of so large a decrease 
in numbers as has taken pl,ace ,since 1933; hence, 
there i,s no historic base for judging how fast re­
covery in numbers will take place. More pigs 
will be farrowed this fall and next spring, and 
thts will tend to increase slaughter supplies in 
the late summer and fall of 1936, but slaughter 
supplies during the coming year, especially this 
winter, are likely to be even smailler than the 
supplies last year. 

A favorable ratio of the price of hogs to the 
price of feeds will, no doubt, result in heavier 
market hogs, thus offsetting to some extent the 
smaller number. 

Further improvement in demand for hog 
products in this country is probable, but l~ttle 
improvement in the foreign outlet for American 
hog products is in prospect. 

In view of continued smaH slaughter supplies 
and the further improvement in domestic demand, 
it 1s probable that the yearly ave~age of _hog prices 
in the present marketing year will be higher than 
last although prices are not likely to reach as 
high a peak as they did I,ast summer. 

Nevada 
Nevada prices for hogs compare favora~ly 

with prices elsewhere in the Un_ited States. ~1n­
ishing feeds are usually hig~er 1_n Nevada, since 
grain prices here ar_e the price 1n surp_lus areas 
plus freight, but, with a favorable nat10nal h~g 
price outlook, an increased number of hog,s 1n 
Nevada is justified. 

Poultry and Eggs 
Comparatively small supplies of poultry and 

increased supplies of eggs are forecast for the 
first half of 1936. 

ReJ.atively small supplies of both fresh 
dressed and storage stocks of poultry ha':"e r~ 
sulted in higher prices and ilower consumpt10n In 
1935. The first half of 1936 wi~l have almost the 
same supply factors with poss1~ly a better de­
mand due to improved consumer mcomes. 

An increase in the number of pullets add_ed 
to flocks thi's fall indicates abou~ a 5 percent in­
crease in the total number of laying hens on Jan-



Page Four ECONOMIC TALKS WITH NEV ADA FARMERS December 1935 

uary 1, 1936. l,t also indicates a higher percent 
production during February, March, and April 
because of a greater proportion of pullets. In­
creased •supplies of eggs may tend to bring ,about 
more than seasonable reduction in price of mar­
ket eggs. 

Nevada 
Nevada poultry feeds always demand a high­

er price than feeds in Utah or California because 
grains are seldom produc·ed here in quanti,ties for 
e:xiport. The present egg-feed ratio is in favor 
of expansion and the outlook for feed prices in­
dicates little change in the ratio during 1936. 

Turkeys 
There will be more turkeys for Thanksgiving 

tables in 1936 if present prospects materialize. 
Higher prices this year mean more turkeys 

next year if turkey growers react true to form. 
It is estimated that 1935 .turkey,s will bring about 
5 cents a pound more than they did in 1934. This 
will put turkey growing among the more profit­
able farm enterprises. 

According to recent surveys, turkey breeders 
report a heavy increase in the number of laying 
hens which will be kept for turkey egg produc-

TURKEYS RAISED ON fARl-4S 

•--~•r~~ 
Approximate Distribution of Turkeys in 

the United States for . 1935. 

tion. This will enable hatcheries to fill the in­
crease in orders for poults which are looked for 
next spring. Better feed supplies also favor in­
creased production of .turkeys. 

The 1935 turkey crop i,s estimated to be less 
than that of laist year. The estimated decrease 
rang·es anywhere from 9 to 13 percent. The re­
duction was greatest in the western states, most 
affected by drouth. 

Turkeys will have more com,petition in 1936 
from other meats because the indications are that 
they, also, are going to be more abundant. More 
abundant meat supplies may tend to Io,wer turkey 
prices a little, but net inco·me may not be reduced 
since feed costs will also be lower. ' 

Nevada 
In Nevada, this year's turkey crop is esti­

mated to be about as large as that of 1934. The 
demand for Nevada turkeys can not be satisfied 

this year. The increased price which farmeirs ar 
receiving, will no doubt, stimulate production i~ 
1936. 

. The Nevada t~rkey cro~ is only about one. 
third. as lar.ge a~ it _was at its height. The de­
creasing product10n 1n Nevada has been replaced 
hr turkeys produced in other localities that fur­
nish the west coast markets. · Nevada producers 
can. regain t~is market i'~ th_ey care to increase 
their product10n and ma1nta1n the high quality 
standard of the past. 

Dairy 

Dajr~ men ~re again ~miling; not too broad­
ly, but it 1s definitely a smile. The average price 
of 92 score butter for the 'last eleven months was 
29.32 cents per pound, the highest s,ince 1930. 

Naturally farmers a-re pJanning to increase 
their dairy herds, but increase in nmnbers is like­
ly to be s.mall for there are not a ,large number of 
h~ifers to draw fr?m, and_ tuberculosis and Bang's 
disease control W11l continue to eliminate many 
cows. 

However, milk production per cow has in­
creased again as a resuilt of better pastures and 
more feed grains; hence, in 1936, the total milk 
supply may exceed 1935 by about 5 percent. 

Nevada 
With hay at five dollars a ton and the average 

price of butterfat at 29 cents, Nevada farmers who 
already have dairy facilities will probably increase 
the number of cows in their herds. 

Farm Incomes and Industrial 
Workers' Incomes 

Farmers and industrial workers are partners 
in prosperity and depression. 

Farm income rises and falls with the income 
of industrial workers. Neither farmers nor work­
ers can long be either prosperous or depressed 
without the other being similarly affected. From 
1924 to 1929, when there was a gradual rise in 
industrial activity, the indexes of cash farm in­
come and the income of industrial workers prac­
tically co-incided. Afao in 1929 to 1933, when 
there was a rapid drop in prices, and since March 
1933 to the present time, thes·e two curves closely 
paralleled each other. . 

This indicates that the agricultural outlook 
must be based in large part upon industrial pros· 
pects. Neither industry nor agricultur·e can 
emerge from · the depression alone. They must 
pull out together, and it is for this reason that so 
much industrial data must be included when at­
tempting to assay the agricultural probabilities 
of the coming year. 

Cooperative Extension work in Agriculture and .~o~ie 
Eeonomics, Univer,sity of Nevada Extension D1V1s1on 
and United States Department of Agriculture cooper• 
ating. Distributed in furtherance of the A.cts of Co1r 
gress of May 8 and June 30, 1914. Cecil W. Cre,e, 
Director University of Nevada Agricultural Extension 
Division, Reno, Nevada. 
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What Will Happen After A. A. A. 
By V. E. SCOTT 

"Economic Talks With Nevada Farmers" can 
not go to press without a few remarks regarding 
the position of farmers, now that the contracts, 
for whioh participating farmers voted al,most 
unanimously, can no longer be continued. 

According to Secretary W aHace, about 40 
percent ,of the present improved conditions in the 
nation is due to the increased 1spendings of far­
mers, which, in turn, is due to the increased annual 
farm income from five billion dollars to eight 
billion dollar.s. No one will deny that control of 
agricultural production has had mruch to do with 
increased prices and the increase •of three billion 
dollars in the farm income. Benefit payments 
were, of course, a material as1si-stance, but in­
creased price was of paramount importance. 

Farmers Agree 

f Farmers agree that if they had a means of 
keeping diverging farm interests all centered on 
the common good, a program could be formulated 
that would prevent vast accumulati.ons of certain 
crops due to inability to move them at a profit. 

It can hardly be conceived that farmers will 
be willing to go back to the "dog-eat-dog" method 
of production, where, if there is an abundance, 
consumer,s ·can buy it for a song, and, if there is 
~ shortage, they are forced to pay more than it 
is worth. 

I have no doubt that the Secretary of Agricul­
ture and his advisors can and will evolve a plan 
out of the various schemes prepared that will take 
the place of adjustment contracts. We will have 
to wait a bit for the machinery to get under way 
and may go into the 1936 crop year without a 
program, but our production is now geared to 
the old program and there is not likely to be rad­
ical shifts until a new plan i1s under way. 

Farm-Family Living During 1936 

By MARY STILWELL BUOL 

A ,study of economic data available at this 
time indicates that for the average farm or ranch 
family in the United States, cash funds avaHable 
after meeting production costs will very likely 
be greater during 1936. 

This means a greater cash income return for 
operation, labor, capital, and management. but 
it does not necessarily mean a greater amount of 
cash available for family living. Farm and ranch 
busines1s needs may, in miany instances, seriously 
compete with family living needs for the use of 
this extra •cash. 

Prices Paid by Farmers for Food. Clothing. 
and Family Maintenance, 1910 to Date 
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The problem of justly distributing the avail­
able cash between these two types of needs rs a 
,serious family consiiideration that calls for mutua1 
understanding and sound judgment. The deci­
sions of each family will rest upon the ability to 
judge between "needs" and "wants", the team 
work within the family group, and the ultimate 
goals in family development which are held. 

Tax Rates About Same 
In some instancoo taxes, interest, and the re­

placement of machinery and livestock may seem-
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ingly, and perhaps really, need all this extra cash. 
Tax rates are about the -same as last year, 

although lower than in 1932. Interest rates a~e 
about the same as in 1935, but lower than 1n 
"1932. The financial situation of many N eva_da 
farms and ranches has been im1proved by ref1n­
aneing. T,his is not only a material b~nefit but 
a psychological one, as it has given an increased 
sense of security ,so that families dare spend a 
little more on their human needs because they are 
more certain of their financial situation. 

On the human side of the .picture, the situa­
tion is often serious because of the needs that have 
continued to pile up during the years of little or 
no cash income. In some instances, "store ac- · 
counts" f.or food and bills for unavoidable medical 
service are still outstanding, clothing supplies 
are seriously depleted, and housing repairs and 
equipment needs have continued to be ignored. 
More serious is till is the fact that ·all but the most 
critical medical, dental and optical needs have ac­
cumulated and "in iSome instances are now a real 
menace to 'present usefulness .and future efficiency. 
In some families, education of children has had 
to be deferred, and, meanwhile their youth is 'Slip­
ping by. 

Solution Rests With Farnily 
The wise and just solution of these problems 

rests with each family, but here are some facts 
regarding the present economic situation that may 
·help in making decisions. 

The cost of living for farm families, ais meas­
ured by the index for all goods farmers purchase, 
has not changed appreciably during 1935. The 
index ros·e from 122 on June 15, 1934 to 124 on 
June 15, 1935, an increase of only 1.6 percent. 
Thiis price level will very Hkely not change much 
during the next six months. 

Distribution of Gross Income from Farm 
Production, 1924 to Date 
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However, this small increase in living costs 
represents the balancing of ,somewhat pronounced 
opposite trends of different commodities, rather 
than a uniform sma:H increase in the prices of all. 
A 13 1percent rise in food prices was offs-et by a 
fall of 5 percent in prices paid for clothing and 
a small reduction in the prices of other goods 
purchased. 

To Profit Most 
This means that the average Nevada farm 

or ranch family can profit most by producing a 
large part of its own food .supply, and using the 
cash ,saved in this way for clothing, house repair 
and furnishing, health, and education. 

Records available show that Nevada farm 
and ranch families are awake to the present sit­
uation, and are making a decided effort to profit 
thereby. Increased water, a favorable growing 
season, and the experience of the drought years 
resulted in a decided increase in farm food pro­
duction during 1935. Records from home dem­
onstrato~s in food production and preservation 
show a 32 percent increase in 1935 over 1934, with 
an average cash saving of $150 per family. There 
has been a decided increase in the number of 
families making and carrying out food pvoduc­
tion and preservation budgets. These records 
show that most all of these families met, and a 
goodly ;proportion exceeded, the standards which 
safeguard health, as well as conserve cash. 

1936 Turkey Outlook 
By L. E. CLINE 

There are a number of basric factors that 
contribute to the outlook for turkey prices. These 
basic factors are much the same each year. The 
size of the turkey cr:op, when it goes to market, 
the price and supply of competing products, the 
consumer demand, and the buying power of the 
consumer, all have a direct ·bearing on the out­
look for turkey prices for the new crop. 

The first two of the above factors affecting 
the turkey price outlook for 1936 will be quite 
definitely established early in the year, and long 
1before the other important factovs can be ascer­
tained. In other words, the size of the crop will 
be esta;bllished, but the price outlook will still be " 
very indefinite. 

Unfortunately this is a serious handicap, af­
fecting all agricultural production. The produ­
cer has his product before his market is estab· 
lished, and bi1s product, b'eing perishable to_ a gr~at 
extent, must 1be_ marketed at current prices, ir­
respective of production cost. 

Largest Crop in Sight 
All indications now are that 1936 will wit-

ness the largest turkey crop in the history of the 
•country. This san1e ·prediction was ~a~e la~t 
year, and no doubt it would ·have maiteriahzed if 
plans had -been made far enough in advance for 
holding back -sufficient laying turkey hens to pro­
duce eggs for hatcheries, and if inclement ~eather 
had not prevailed on the western coast, which pro­
vides a large proportion of turkey eggs through­
out the country. Unexpected disease losses w~re 
alsio -an important factor in curtailing productwn 
in 1935. 

Inclement weather and disease may yet be 
a limiting factor aLso in 1936, but turkey egg pro-
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duoers from reports al1l over the country have pro­
vided themselves with an unusual numfber of lay­
ing hens for breeding purposes. The holding back 
of turkey hens from the 1935 cnop of turkeys was 
so general as to make a shortage of hen turkeys 
on the market ,such as never had been e,cperienced 
before. Tihis was evidenced by the extra big dif­
ference in price between hen and tom turkeys this 
past turkey marketing season. 

Advance Sale Greater 
Turkey ·hatcheries are reporting the great­

est advance sale of pou1ts in their experience. This 
increased interest in turkey producti1on may be 
considered a natural result, growing out of the 
very favorable prices received for the 1935 tur­
key crop. Increased production in agricultural 
commodities invariaMy follows increas·ed pric,es, 
and this increased ·p:r,oduction ii.s then in turn fol­
lowed by decreased prices. Natural calamities 
seem to be the only relief for this vicious circle. 

It would seem that our present prospects for 
increased production in 1936 would point to lower 
prices next fall. However, such ·o1fuer factors, 
as consumer demand, and prices of competing pro­
ducts yet to be determined and such mysterious 
things as inflation of our money, if 1such should 
occur, miay change the picture to one more op­
timistic. 

All-Year Market Helps 
Present day marketing practices serve great­

ly to offset apparent surpluses. An all-year mar­
ket flor turkeYrS is relieving much of the former 
congestion and pr,ice fluctuations tha,t vexed pro­
ducer,s a few years ago when turkeys were con­
sidered only 1as a holiday delicacy. Extend.ing the 
marketing season may •be depended upon to handle 
apparent ·surpluses in the future to a considerable 
extent. 

The present day turkey pr,oducer also mar­
kets a product superior to that ever offered be­

' fore, and he has the u'S'e of storage and marketing 
f facilities that help to extend his marketing period 

and which enables him to reach more consumers 
over a Longer period than ever before. These fac­
tors tend greatly to offset increases in production, 
th~t in the past have acted so unfavoraJbly on 
prices. 

. A'S a further offset to the prospective lower 
prrnes that is anticipated with the pvospective 
heavy increase in production for 1936, there is 
some outlook for lower feed cost. If thi-s is ac­
companied by greater efficiency in operations, the 
decreased Closts of production may •compensate 
for a_ny loss in selling price, and the net profit 
remam on a par with that of the past year. 

How Much Protein for Turkeys? 
By F. B. HEADLEY 

For three years an experiment has been con­
ducted at the Newlands Field Station at the Uni­
r.ersity of Nevada Agricultural Experiment Sta­
ion a~d the U. S. Department of Agriculture co­
operating, near Fallon. Its ·purpose was finding 

out how m?ch protein should be included in the 
turkey rat10n. These eX!periments began each 
year when the ·poults were seven or eight weeks old 
and continued until they were ready for market. 

Fed 29 Percent Protein 
For the first six weeks, the poults were fed 

on t~e following ration, containing 29 percent 
protein: 

Barley _________ ___ 10 lbs. 
Corn ______ ________ 15 lbs. 
Wheat -------- ----20 lbs. 
Rice bran ________ lO lbs. 

Fish MeaL .... 23 lbs. 
Alfalfa Meal.. 5 lbs. 
Fish OiL________ 2 lbs. 

Dry Milk. _______ 15 lbs. Total --······100 
At the end of six weeks, the ration was 

changed to a growing mash containing 23 per­
cent ·protein. 

The birds made satisfactory growth, and at 
the end of seven weeks were fully up to Cline's 
standard for birds of this age. 

The original cost of the poults was 35 cents 
each, but by the time they were seven weeks old 
deaths had brought this cost up to 45 cents which 
with a feed cost of 12 cents per bird, made' a total 
cost of 57 cents per bird when the experiment 
started. 

Plan of the Experiment 
At the end of the seventh week, the turkeys 

were divided into seven groups for experimental 
work. These groups received rations as follows: 

I. 23 ·percent protein. All toms. 
II. 23 percent protein. All hens. 

III. 23 percent protein for eight weeks, 
18 percent for six weeks, and 

14 percent until killed. All toms. 
This will be referred to hereafter a1s 
the variable protein ration. 

IV. Same ration as III. but all hens in 
group. 

V. 18 percent protein. All hens. 
VI. High ash ration containing 28 percent 

protein to toms and hens. 
VIL Small or otherwise defective birds 

placed in this group. They received a 
23 percent protein ration. 

The experiments conducted during 1933 and 
1934 indicated that extremely high protein was 
not necessary; so, in the 1935 experiment, rations 
containing protein higher than 23 percent were 
omJitted except to group VI. A high ash ration 
was fed to this group to see if it would produce 
more birds with crooked breast bones and slipped 
tendons than the lorw ash rations. 

This was the first year toms and hens were 
fed in separate pens. The determination of sex, 
even at seven weeks was not accurate, and some 
adjustments had to be made later. The object 
was to compare the growth rates, costs, and pro­
fits of tom•s and hens. 

All groups had access to a box containing 
calcite and to alfalfa meal. 

Variable Protein Ration Better 
For both toms and hens, the variable protein 

ration proved to be more profitable than the 23 
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1percent protein ration. The rapidity of growth 
produced by the two rations was about equal. The 
final average live weight per bird wa,s as follows: 

In the variable protein group, the final aver­
age weight of toms was 21.2 and of hens 13.2 
pounds. In the 23 percent protein group, the 
final average weight of tom,s was 21.1 and of hens 
13.6 pounds. The differences in the final weight 
between the two groups were so .small as to be 
insignificant. 

The greatest difference favoring the variable 
protein ration wa,s in regard to the cost of the 
feed and the amount of feed required per pound 
gain. The average cost of the grain mixture was 
$2.22 per cwt. fed to the variable protein groups 
and $2.45 to the 23 percent protein groups. 

Toms in the variable protein group required 
4.55 pounds grain per pound gain, while, in the 
23 percent protein group, they required 4.95 
,pounds. Hens in the variable protein group ate 
4.8 pounds grain per pound gain, while, in the 
23 percent group, they ate 5.5 pounds. 

Returns Explained 
The real advantage of feeding the variable 

protein ration comes out when returns over feed 
cost are compared. 
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CHART SHOWING INCOME AND EXPENSES OF 
TURKEYS RECEIVING DIFFERENT RATIONS. 
The smallest profits were obtaiined from group VI which 
received a high ash and protein ration. The greatest 
profit was from groups III and IV which received a 
variable protein ration. 

The returns over feed cost for 1prime tom tur 
keys were $2.54 each in the group on the variabl · 
protein ration and $2.23 in the gvoup on the 2: 
percent protein ration. For the prime hens the 
returns were $1.89 and $1.72 respectively. There 
was a marg~n of 31 ~ents for prime toms and 17 
ce?ts fo~ prime hens 1n favor of the variable pro­
tein rat10n. 

Culls Less Profitable 
The ,group of culls was fed the 23 percent 

,protein ration the same as Groups I and II. Prime 
toms _from the ~ull group~ returned 57 cents less 
per bird than prime toms 1n Group I. Prime hens 
from the culled group returned 25 cents per bird 
less tha~ prime hens in Group II. It appears 
from this, that runt turkeys, like runt pigs re­
quire proportionately more feed to produce ~qual 
gains than do normal sized animals. 

Sale of Dairy Cows 
By V. E. SCOTT 

Owing to lack of ,s,pace in the December num• 
ber of "Economic Talks", dairying was given only 
a few lines. Those few words painted a pretty 
good future, but not all of it. 

In October, the California dairy outlook 
stated that in the Los Angeles milk shed 22,000 
dairy cow replacements had been made during 
the first nine months of 1935 and that 90 percent 
of these replacements were from outside the ,state. 

Nevada dairymen have furnished some of 
these replacements. In fact, they have furnished 
so many that their own herds are depleted. So 
long as we keep our herds free from tuberculosis 
and Bangs' di:sease and continue to have well-bred 
stock, we may anticipate an excellent market for 
surplus dairy cows. 

Figures A re Given 
Calculations based on farm management 

studies of 36 herds in Western Nevada, contain­
ing 934 cows, show that the ratio of cow sales to 
butterfat sales is about 1 cow to 1500 pounds of 
fat. On this basis and at present prices, the in­
come from the 1sale of cows amounts to about 17 
per cent of the income from the sale •Of butterfat. 

In the herds from which these data were de­
rived, the .sale of cows was purely incidental to 
the dairy business and many heifer calves were 
sold as veal. 

If the price of cows continues to increase, it 
will probably encourage the 1saving of more dairy 
heifers. Nothing can be gained by depleting the 
dairy breeding stock, for, if these numbers de­
crease lower prices for alfalfa hay will result and 
the demand for dairy cattle in the state ·can not 
be supplied. The state will suffer from lack of 
dairy income and from an inadequate hay market. 

Cooperative • Extension work in Agriculture and . ~ 0!11e 
Economics, University of Nevada Extension Division 
and United States Department of Ag•r]culture cooper· 
at-ing. Distributed in furtherance of the Acts of

0
Co~­

gre,ss of May 8 and June 30, 1914. Cecil W. r~e' 
Director University of Nevada Agricultural Extension 
Division, Reno, Nevada. 
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The 1936 Soil Conservation 
Program in Nevada 

The 1936 Soil Conservation program is au­
thorized under Section 8 of the Soil Conservation 
and Domestic Allotment Act. 

During 1936 and 1937, the administration of 
this program is in the hands of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Administration, with delegated au­
thority given to persons in the several states and 
counties. After 1937, it is anticipated tl}:at the 
states will administer the program in a n1anner 
acceptable to the Secretary of Agriculture. . 

It is recognized that a large number of think­
ing farmers in every county have in the past or­
ganized their farms through crop rotations t_o 
build up soil fertility some years, conserve the soll 
whenever possitble, and deplete the soil only when 
growing necessary cash crops. Such farmers need 
no financial encouragement to induce them to do 
the right thing. 

There is another group of farmers whose 
crop rotations have, for various reasons, got out 
of line, and many of these f armern are financially 

r 
unable to shift from an ex-cess of soH depleting 
crops to a n1ore balanced type of farming. A pay­
ment by the United States Govern~nent which will 
help to pay the cost of shifting from soil de­
pleting crops to soil building and ,soil conserving 
crops will offer an inducement to this group of 
farmers. 

It would be unfair to off er an inducement to 
one group of farmers for correcting their type of 
agriculture and not pay the other group for doing 
~he same thing under their normal plan of fam­
mg; hence, the program is offered to all f ar,mers. 

Every farmer is urged to make out a work 
sheet, Form W.R. 1, which S'hows the use of all 
crop land in 1935. · With this work sheet as a 
guide, the County Committee will -adjust the f3:rm 
base for soil-depleting cr-0ps, and soil-conserving 
and soB-building crops to such a base as seems 
nonna'l for the county. Farmers will be paid for 
shifting from the soil-depleting baise, as adjusted, 
t? soil-conserving or soil-building crops or prac-
tices. . v. E. SCOTT. 

Payments Under the 1936 Soil 
Conservation Program 

Two classes of payments have been author­
ized by the Secretary of Agriculture. 

One payment, designated as Class I, rewards 
a farmer for shifting from a soil-depleting crop 
t.o. a soil-conserving or building crop or practice. 
This is a fairly large payment, averaging $10 an 
acre in the United States and varying in each 
state and county and on every farm according 
to the average productivity of the soil, larger 
payments being made for diversion of land in the 
more fertile sections. 

Payment is Limited. 
It is not the intention of Congress or of the 

Secretary of Agriculture to shift an excess,ive 
amount of land from soil-depleting to S'Oil-con­
serving, for if this were done there would be a 
scarcity of food crops. Hence, the law specific­
ally states that a Class I payment wHI be made for 
diverting only 15 percent of the base soil-deplet­
ing acres. A farmer may divert as many acres 
as he desires, but he will get a C1ass I pay,ment 
for not more than 15 percent of the base. 

The Class II payment is an attempt to direct 
farmers towards crops and practices that will 
build up the soil. If a farmer grows a crop and 
plows it under .without harvesting anytb}1;1g from 
it he is returning as much or more f ertihty than 
there was in the beginning and is improv:ing the 
condition of the land; hence, it is deemed fillat he 
is entitled to a Class II or soil-bulding payment. 
If he plants new alfalfa, he is building up his 
farm; hence, he may receive a payment. 

Payments Vary 
These Class II payments vary according to 

the crop or practice, with an attempt being m3:de 
partially to pay the farmer for the expense in­
curred. The total Class II payment can not ex­
ceed $1.00 per ac!e for th_e t?tal ~umber o~ acres 
on a farm that in 1936 1s in so'll-conserv1ng or 
soil...ibuilding crops. But the farm~r cannot r~­
ceive this payment for simply having a certain 
num·ber of acres in old alfalfa. He must earn 
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the payment by planting s.o~e soil-1bu~ldi~g crop 
or performing some soil-'bu1ld1ng practice 1n 1936. 

If, in 1936, a farm contains les~ than 15 ~er­
cent of its base of depleting crops 1n conserving 
or building crops, it is not eligible for any pay­
ment. 

V. E. SCOTT. 

Classification of Crops in Nevada 

For the purpose of carrying out the Soil Con-
servation and Domestic Allotment Act. . 
Soil Depleting Crops: 

Corn (field, sweet, broom and popcorn) ; 
Irish potatoes; sugar beet seed ; commercial tr~ck 
and canning crops, melons, and -strawberries; 
grain sorghums and sweet sorghums; small 
grains, harvested for grain or hay, (wheat, oats, 
barley, rye, buckwheat, flax, emmer, spelts, and 
grain mixtures); annual grasses, harvested for 
hay .or seed (Sudan and millets) ; summer le­
gumes, harvested for grain or hay, (soybeans, 
field beans, cowpeas, and field peas). 
Soil-Conserving Crops: 

1. Annual legumes, including vetch, winter 
peas, bur and crimson clover ; 

biennial legumes, including sweet, red 
a;lsike, and Mammoth clovers ; 

perennfri,l legumes, including alfalfa, ser­
icea, and white clover; and 

annual Lespedeza, with or without such 
nurse crops as rye, oats, Wheat, bar­

ley, or grain mixtures, when such nurse 
crops are pastured or clip·ped green. 

2. Perennial grasses, including bluegrass, 
Dallis, timothy, redtop, or_shard, Ber­
muda, brome, crested and slender wheat 
grass, or grass mixtures, with or with­
·out su0h nurse crops as rye, oats, wheat, 
1barley, or grain mixtures, when such 
nurse crops are pastured or clipped green. 

3. Winter cover crops, including rye, barley, 
oats, and small grain mixtures, winter 
•pastured or not, and turned under as 
green manure. 

4. Crop ,acreage planted to forest trees 
since January 1, 1934. 

Soil-Building Crops: 
1. Annual winter legumes, including vetch, 

winter peas, bur and crimson clover, 
when turned under as a green manure 
crop. 

2. Biennial legumes, including sweet, red, 
alsike, and Mammoth clovers ; 

perennial legumes, including alfalfa, ser­
icea, ,and white clover, and annual 
varieties of Lespedeza. 

3. Summer legumes, including soybeans, 
field beans, field peas, and cowpeas, when 
turned under as a green manure crop. 

4. Forest trees, when ·planted on crop land. 
Neutral ClasBification (not to be counted in es-:. 

tablishing hases) . 
1. Vineyards, tree fruits, small fruits or 

nut trees, (not interplanted). ' 
2. Idle cropland. (a). 
3. Cultivated faUow land, ineluding clean 

cultivated orchards and vineyards. (b). 
4. Wasteland, roads, lanes, lots, yards, etc. 
5. Woodland, other than that planted at 

owner's expense 1since 1933. 
(a) W1here, due to unusual weather con­

ditions, crop land was left idle in 1935, it may be 
reclassified upon the approv,al of the State Com­
mittee and the approval of the Secretary. 

(•b) Cultivated fallow land may be other. 
wise classified upon recommendation of the State 
Committee and approval of the Secretary. 

How Soil Conservation Works 
The following illustration is fairly typical of 

the smaller Nevada farms. 
The farm, ais shown on the work sheet, had 

last year, 17.8 acres of wheat, 8 acres of barley, 
60 acres O'.f rye, 10 acres of potatoes, 24 acres of 
alfalfa, 10 acres of rotation pasture, 5 acres in 
homestead and roads, and 200 acres range land. 

At present only the crop acres are being con­
sidered ; hence, the illustration has to do with only 
130 acres. 

130 Acres Crop Land Farm . 
Crop or Land Use Base 1936 Change 

Soil-depleting crops : 
Wheat...... .............. 18 18 
Barley .................... 8 8 
Rye ..... .. ... ......... ..... 60 60 
Potatoes ................. 10 1 -9 

Total .............. 96 87 -9 
Soil-conserving and soil-building crops: 

Alfalfa ............ ...... 24 24 
Rotation Pasture.. 10 10 
New Alfalfa.......... 9 -9 

Total ... ............... 34 43 -9 
Limits and Rates of Payment 

1. Minimum acres of soil-conserving and 
soil-building crops on the farm in 1936 in order 
for the producer to participate (15% x 96)=14.4 
acres. 

2. M,aximum soil-conserving payment 
9 acres at $9.90 = $89.10 

t ~~:;Yr!f:eio·····c90%·-·~··$1i:oo > $i~:~~ 
per acre. 

5. Soil..Jbuilding new alfalfa= $3.00 per 
acre. 

6. Maximum allowance for soil..JbuHding 
crops · ( 44 acres x $1.00) . $44.00 

•, ~ayments 
89

.10 1. Soil-conserving ................................. $ 
00 2. SoH-ibuilding - 9 acres x $3.00 ...... 27. 

Total. ..................................... $116.10 
V. E. SCOTT. 
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County Program Planning 
County economic conferences, for the pur:pose 

of dbtaining the farmer's expression on the best 
use of the agricultural res?urces of each county, 
have just 'been completed in Nevada. The Nev­
ada Agricultural .Exten~ion Servic~ and the Ne_v­
ada Agricultural Experiment Station have assis­
ted in these conferences in order to present an 
available research material whiCJh would aid in 
the solution of the field problems. 

In county reports 1already completed for the 
western counties, recommendations have been 
made for somewhat fewer sheep numbers and for 
a m:oderate increase in cattle numbers than were 
on hand January 1, 1935. _The deterioration. of 
the ranges and the expansion of stheep, dur1ng 
the "twenties", beyond the safe economic limit, 
are the principal reasons given to support the 
recommendations for reduced sheep numbers. 

It has been brought out during the discus­
sions that there is a widespread tendency toward 
declining alfalfa yields. A part of the decline is 

r, due to droug,ht conditions, but it is widely agreed 
that fertility depletion is also a factor. 

A state report will be compiled fr,0m the 
economic conferences as soon as all county re­
ports are completed. This state report, which is 
a part of a nation-wide project .of the Extension 
service and Experiment stations, will indicate 
how many acres of the v,arirous crops should be 
grown in Nevada, and how many ·head of live­
stock can be safely carried on N evada',s farms 
and ranges. 

'Dhe report for the United States will be of 
vital interest to Nevada, since it will indicate 
whether or not livestock numbers in the United 
States will be increased by the present movement 
to displace corn, wheat, and other open-land crops. 
If the feed units of corn, wheat, and cottonseed 
that are to ,be displaced by ,grasses and legumes 
are not increwsed, then thi:s movement can cause 
no great change in livestock numbers. 

CRUZ VENSTROM. 

Crooked Breasts and Slipped Tendons 

That rations containing a high content of 
ash can cause an increase in the number of crook­
ed breastbones and slipped tendons in tom turk­
eys has been pl'.oved by three years ex,perimental 
work with turkeys on the Newlands Field Station 
at Fallon. 

During each year of the experiment the tur­
keys were divided into from four to six groups 
receiving varying quantities of protein. In. the 
first year., the high-protein ration was dbtained 
by the addition of meat scrap which contained 
about 30 percent ash. This increased the ash in 
the ration to more than 10 percent. Torn tur-

keys with slipped tendons soon appeared in the 
high ash ,group but not in any of the other groups. 

Crooked Breasts 
When the turkeys were killed for the Thanks­

giving market, it was found that there was a 
mu0h higher percentage of crooked breast--bones 
in the 'high-ash group than in any of the other 
groups. 

To make certain that this occurrence was not 
the result of mere chance, a high-ash ration was 
fed again during 1934 and 1935. The results ob­
tained were similar to those of the first year, and, 
as a result, it has been definitely determined that 
the number of crooked breasts in tom turkeyis in­
creased with the amount of ash in the ration. 

Larger Increases 
The a vera,ge number of crooked breasted toms 

resu!lting from the feeding of rations containing 
more than 10 percent ash was 37 percent. No 
crooked.;breasted toms developed from rations 
with less than five percent ash. It is concluded 
that, as the ash in the ration rises a;bove 5 per­
cent, the danger of crooked breasts increases. 
Rations containing less than 7 .5 percent total ash 
were relatively harmless. 

Hens were not so much aff eoted by the high 
ash ration as the toms. ~hose receiving a ration 
containing less than 10 percent ash did Dlot have 
an unduly large number of crooked breasts1 but 
6.25 percent of those receiving rations having 
more than 10 percent ash developed crooked 
breastbones. 

In this experiment a "crooked" breastbone 
was defined as one which deviates more than a 
half inch from a straight line. When the cur­
vature amounted to less than a half inch, the 
bones were classed as "curved". There was prac­
tically no relationship between the curved breast­
bones and the amount of ash in the ration. They 
are evidently caused by some other factor. 

Slipped Tendons 
Birds when developing slipped tendons, are 

noticed to' be "bow-legged" and their joints are 
enlarged and spongy. In the later stages _of the 
disease, they completely lose contrdl of t~eir legs 
and either canlllot walk at all or walk with con­
siderable difficulty. 

No hens developed sliipped tendons in these 
experiments, and among .t~e toms _it was obs~ryed 
only in the group receiving rations conta1n1ng 
more than 10 percent ash. During the thr~e 
years an average of 27 percent of the toms in 
the higih ash grioup developed slipped tendons. 

Rations Fed 
An4Dash rations were fed in order to be able 

to control the amount of ash and protein con­
sumed. The mash was fed in hoppers and was 
kept tbefore them at all times. The only feed they 
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received which was 1110,t controlled was the al­
falfa to which they had free access_. 

Conclusions 
1. The percentage of curved breastbones in 

,toms was not dependent on the kind of ration fed. 
2. The percentage orf crooked breastbones 

in toms increased with the 1amount of ash in the 
ration. 'Dhe ration should not contain more than 
7.5 percent. ash. 

3. Rations containing more than 10 per­
cent ash are apt to produce a ·high percentage of 
toms with slipped tendons. 

4. N10 hens had slipped tendons regardless 
of the ration fed. The number having crooked 

breastbones was not signficantly affected by the 
ration fed except when the amount of ash ex­
ceeded 10 percent. 

F. B. HEADLEY. 

Cost of Raising Hogs in Nevada 
Hogs have 1become an important source of 

inoome in Nevada only in those sections of the 
State where more grain is raised than can be 
used locally. In those sections where grain must 
be imported, hog raising has not become an im­
portant enterprise. 

It seems from this that the limiting factor is 
the price of grain. In regions which import a 
part of their grain, the price of grain is the mar­
ket price plus freight. In regions which export 
grain, the price of grain is market price les1s 
freight charges. This makes grain cheaper in 
the exporting re-gions and more favorable to hog 
producrtion. 

Seasons Important Factor 
'Dhere are seas·ons when the price combina­

tions are such as to make ho,g rai1sing profita'ble in 
almost any farming section and there are other 
seasons· when the price of hogs is so low in rela­
tion to grain that it does not pay to produce them 
even in the grain exporting districts. 

Whether hog production will be profitable 
or not in any 'Section of the state depends on the 
normal price relationship 1between hogs and grain. 

To grow pigs to marketable -size and desir­
·able finish requires some grain even when they 
have access. to unlimited alfalfa hay or pasture. 
They make still better growth when skimmilk is 
added to the ,grain and alf a'lfa. 

Light Ration 
When a light grain ration (about two pounds . 

of grain daily to each 100 pounds of hogs) is fed, 
there will be required for each hundred pounds 
gain about 250 pO'l.lnds barley, 73 gallons skim­
milk, and 125 pounds of hay. If skimmilk is not 
fed, then the amount of barley required will be 
increased to about 325 pounds. 

Of course pigs can be raised to marketing 
size by feeding less barley and more hay,. but 

a much longer ti,me will be required and the qual­
ity will not be so good. 

Costs Calculated 
Knowing the amount of feed required per 

cwt: gain, it is possi1bl~ to calcu~ate_ feed costs with 
grain at varying prices. Th1is 1s done in the 
following table in which badey is charged at $20 
$30 and $40 per ton, milk at 1 ½ cents per gallo~ 
and hay at $10 per ton·. 

Cost of Putting Gains on Pigs 
Pigs started at an average weight of 40 lbs. 

and matured at 200 lbs. 

Price of Barley 
$20 $30 $40 

250 lbs. barley __ ____ ___________ _ $2.50 $3.7·5 $5.00 
73 gals. milk at l½c ____ ___ _ 1.10 1.10 1.10 
125 lbs. a1falfa at $10 ton .63 .63 .63 

Total Cost_ __ .$4.23 $5.48 $6.73 
In raising hogs, feed does not constitute the 

only cost for there is always an overhead 00.st 
to be taken into consideration. In order to get 
some return for labor, the amount received for 
the hogs must be somewhat greater than the com­
bined cost of feed and overhead. 

Overhead is Variable 
Because of the great difference in the value 

of the buildings, fences, and other equipment 
used, the cost of overhead is extremely variaible on 
private farms where hogs are raised. Our cost 
of production studies indicate that the average 
cost char,gea!ble against overhead is 60 cents per 
cwt. of hogs produced. This should be added to 
the feed cost. When this is done, the cost of pro­
ducing pork is found to be: 

$4.83 per cwt. ·when barley is $20 per ton 
6.08 per cwt. when barley is 30 per ton 
7.33 per cwt. when barley is 40 per ton 

These are costs without allowing for la!bor. 
If raising hogs is to be pl'lofitable, the average 
fa~mer will need to get a somewhat greater price 
in order to receive payment for his labor, which 
is worth about 40 to 50 cents per cwt, of hogs 
produced. 

In actual pra'Ctice, these results wm be 
extremely variable, because of differences in feed.­
ing methods, in the cost of overhead, the size of 
·litters, and the general efficiency with which the 
pi,gs are cared for. The figures do give an idea 
of the prices that must be received under average 
conditions for profitalble J)roduction of pork. 

F. B. HEADLEY. 

Cooperative Extension work in Agrioulture and .~o~e 
Economics, University of Nevada Extension DIV1sion 
and United States De,partment of Agri-.culture cooper· 
a ting. Distri'buted in furtherance of the Acts ofCGo~­
gress of ,May 8 and June 30, 1914. Cecil W. r1:e' 
Director University of Nevada Agricultural Extension 
Division, Reno, Nevada. 
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Prices of Farm Products 
The prices received by Nevada producers in 

May this year were generally greater than those 
, received in May one year ago. 

Item•s which increased in price were as fol-
lows: Wool 160 per cent, sheep 157 per cent, 
lambs 131 per cent, potatoes 120 ·per cent, hogs 
120 per cent, veal calves 114 per cent, butterfat 
107 per cent, chickens 104 per cent, and wheat 101 
per cent. 

Prices were lower on the following items: 
Beef cattle 98.5 •per cent, alfalfa hay 91.5 per cent 
and eggs 86 per cent. 

Fat Cattle Price Drops 

The price received for fat beef cattle dropped 
materially in May, but the price received for feed­
er tattle held up fairly well. That there would be 
a narrowing of the margin between feeder and 
fat eattle was forecast in the December ls sue of 
Economic Talks. 

Grain Supplies Plentiful in Mid-West 

Plentiful supplies of grain in the middle 
west have resulted in heavier feeding and some­
what earlier marketing than in 1935. The slaugh­
ter of domestic cattle during the first four months 
of the year has ranged from 10 to 20 per cent 
greater than in the same period last year. In• 
creased imports of live cattle have not been suf­
ficient to be a very important factor, although the 
fear that large numbers of cattle would be im• 
1>orted may have hastened marketing of domestic 
cattle to some extent. The heavy, early market­
ing of domestic cattle leaves a more favorable 
Price situation during the remainder of the year. 

, . The ·price situation in regard to alfalfa hay 
1s treated elsewhere in this issue. 

The lower prke of eggs was forecast in the 
·poultry and egg outlook in the December issue. 

-F. B. Headley. 

Alfalfa Hay Outlook 
Fo~ces that will determine the price of alf al• 

fa hay 1n western Nevada for the coming season 
are now taking shape. 

· While the first crop is generally small and 
somewhat weedy, the availa,ble water supply 
should make a normal crop for the year. The 
~eneral ·price level is showing staibility, so no par-r 
ticular changes in hay prices are in sight from that 
source. 

Average prices per ton, for the four-month 
period from August to Novem1ber for loose hay in 
the Fallon district have been as follows: 

1926 $9.70 1932 $5.20 
1927 8.75 1933 5.00 
1928 8.60 1934 8.40 
1929 13.00 1935 5.50 
1930 9.75 1936 ? 
1931 8.00 

The high price of 1929 reflects the boom con­
ditions of that time, aided by the peak price of 
cattle and the shortage of good alfalfa hay in the 
major U. S. shipping areas. The high cattle 
prices of 1929 were associated with the low point 
in the cattle number cycle. The shortage of good 
alfalfa hay in the United States affected the price 
in the Fallon area through the meal market. 

Short Supplies Af feet Price 
Prices in 1931 would have been more in line 

with those in 1932 except for the severe drought 
and local feed shortage in Nevada. Short local 
supplies are also reflected in the higher average 
prices in the recent drought year of 1934. 

Western Nevada supply and demand condi­
tions normally determine the alfalfa hay prices 
of this area. The chief outlet for the surplus over 
the farm requirements has been to feeder cattle. 
As yet the information on supplies of feeder cattle 
for next fall are meager and the first cattle esti­
mates of the United States Departmen of Agri-­
culture will not be made and released until August 
15. (Watch for U. S. D. A. "Report on Cattle on 
Feed on August 1, and Demand for Feeder Cattle," 
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issued on August 12, and "Report on Fall Market­
ings of Western Cattle," issued aibout August 15;.) 

Rains Damage Hay 
Normally northern California has a surplus 

of alfalfa hay, 'but last fall Galif ornia hay buyers 
entered the western Nevada market at Fallon. 
California was not short of total hay. But there 
was a shortage of good quality alfalfa hay. This 
was caused by unseasonably late rains damaging 
first, second, and, in some cases, even the third 
crop of alfalfa. 

This year the late rains in central California 
fell on much of the first crop and the general 
storm of early June, which s·o amply covered Ne­
vada, caused considerable rain damage to the se• 
cond crop in central California hay sections. 

Grade Not Recognized 
Most of the hay which was shipped to Cali­

fornia last winter would grade U. S. No. 2, be­
cause it was dry and brittle and had considera1ble 
leaf loss. While offkial grade differences were 
not recognized 1by California hay buyers in pur­
chasing Nevada hay last fall, the cars were un­
officially graded as filled. It is to be expected 
that these grade differences were considered when 
~ach car was offered for sale. Until Nevada hay 
1s purchased on grade., those farmers offering hay 
grades above U. S. No. 2 will not usu·ally obtain 
the full margins for high quality hay. 

On June 15 of this year, the wholesale price 
of U. S. No. 2 alfalfa hay was from $13.25 to 
$13.50 a ton, compared with $9.95 in June 1935 
and $10.30 in June 1934. With the present price -
of $13.50 a ton for U. S. No. 2 grade of alfalfa 
hay at San Francisco, a stack price of $5.00 a ton 
at ~allon would ,}eave $8.50 for freight, baling, 
hauling, and other handling costs. However, Ne­
vada hay cannot move across the line until October 
1, and much of the California alfalfa hay crop is 
yet to be grown and harvested. 

-Cruz Venstrom. 
Watch for These Reports! 

Forthcoming release dates of the U.S.D.A. 
crop and livestock reports of primary interest 
to Nevada farmers are as follows: 
CATTLE-

August 12: Estimate of cattle on feed Au­
a-ust 1 and report on demand for feeding cattle. 

. Alb out August 15 : Report on the fall mar­
ketings of western cattle. 

. October 12: Report on cattle feeding situ­
ation. 
LAMBS and SHEEP-

July 27: Estimate of the 1936 lamb crop 
. Albout August 15 : Report on fall mark~t-
1ngs of westel'.n sheep . 

. October 13: Report on the lamb feeding sit­
uation. 
HAY-

~1:11Y 10: Report as of July 1 on acreage, 
condition, and forecast production of hay. 
.. August 10: Report as of August 1 on •con­

dition and forecast production o.f hay. 

POTATOES-
~ 1;1Iy 10 : Report as of July 1 on acrea e 

cond1t10n, and forecast production of potatoe/' 
August 10: Report as of August 1 on con 

dition and forecast ··production of potatoes. -
WHEAT, BARLEY and OATS-

July 10 : Report as of July 1 on stocks of 
wheat and oats on fa~ms; acreage, condition and 
forecast production o! wheat, barley and oats. 

August 10: Estimates of yield per acre and 
indi'cated production_ ?f winter wheat; report as 
of August 1 on cond1t10n and forecast production 
of spring wheat, barley, and oats. 

Days of Work Off the Farms 
by Nevada Farmers 

Nearly one-third of Nevada farmers worked 
for ·pay in 1929 at jobs not connected with the 
farm operated. 

Days of other OC'cupation were reported, in 
the census of 1930, 1by 987 farmers who operated 
28.7 percent of the 3,442 farms in Nevada in 1929. 
These 987 farmers reported that they had worked 
a total of 121,701 days for others, which is an 
average of 123 days per farmer. On the basis 
of 300 days work a year as a full-time occupation, 
these 'farmers spent more than one-third of their 
Hme at wage jobs. 

The varying degrees ·of dependence on out. 
side work is shown in the accom·panying ta:ble. 
To those 181 farmers reporting 250 days of work 
for wages., the farms were_ largely investments or 
places to live, rather than a major source of de­
pendence. 

Extent Not Indicated 
The census data do not indicate the extent to 

whi:ch this outside work was obtained from other 
farmers, and the extent to which it came from 
mines, railroads, in towns, or other non-farm 
sources. -

The work reported in this table does not 
include income from supplementary occupation, 
such as storekeeper, truckdriver, etc., where the 
farmer was self-employed. 

Days of Work Off the Farms by Nevada 
Farmers in 1929. 

No. of Day,s 
Outside Work 

No. of Total Days Ave, Days 
Oip,erator,s W.k. Report'cl per Oper'tr 

-Under 25 days 
.25- 49 day~ 
50- 74 days 
75- 99 days 

100-149 days . 
150-199 days 
200-249 days 
250 days and over 

162 2090 13 
169 5639 33 
133 7886 59 
81 7151 88 

105 12009 114 
107 17919 167 

49 10415 . 213 
181 58592 324 -

Total and ave. 987 
Not reporting 

121701 123 

outside work -2455 

All farms 3442 
Sour.ce: U. S. Census of 1930. Volume IV, General Re­

port, Pp. 432,433. 
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Turkey Prices Hold Firm and 
Storage Movement is Good 

The slightly short 1935 turkey crop is reflec­
ted in the firm tone of the current turkey market. 

In spite of the very heavy movement of breed­
er hens and a pre-season movement of young tur­
keys in a volume not e~perienced before, the sale 
of c~ld storage turkeys has been well sustained 
and prices have held reasonably firm. Young hen 
turkeys have ·been selling at prices slightly in ad­
vance of those of last year in New York, until the 
past two weeks' heavy movement of breeder hens 
caused a temporary slight reduction in price. The 
breeder hen and the small pre-season crop move­
ment is expected to be over and the market in 
good, firm condition for the 1936 holiday move~ 
ment. 

Prices A re Given 
June 15th New York wholesale ·prices showed 

frozen light toms at 29½ to 31 cents, heavy young 
toms at ½ to 2 cents less, and young hens at 32 
to 33 cents. Chicago prices ranged out one cent 

1 less. San Francisco prices ranged about two cents 
Jess than New York prices at this time, -although 
San Francisco prices in May, prior to the move­
ment of breeder hens, ranged approxi,mately 1 ½ 
cents to 2 cents higher than the p-resent quota­
tions. 

The out-of-storage movement of turkeys 
throughout the United States was greater earlier 
in the year than for the same time last year, but 
the larger sup·ply of hreeder hens going to market 
this year and the larger SUP'ply of mid-summer 
crop of new turkeys from the south has slowed 
down the cold storage movement slightly. 

Storage H qldings Drop 
The June 1 cold storage holdings are reported 

1 as 12,357.,000 pounds. This is approximately 2,-
000,000 pounds less than was in cold storage at 
the same date in 1935. The movement out of 
storage for the month of May showed .approxi­
mately 500,000 pounds less than for May of last 
year. This figure, however, is negligilble for the 
whole United States. 

The cooperative turkey marketing associa­
tions, which dominate the marketing field in the 
west, have sold -practically all of their storage 
stocks, and are now cleaning up the breeder hen 
supply. They are hoping for a firm market by 
the time the holiday seas-on opens. 

Nevada Crop About Same as 1935 
No estimates are yet available as to the size 

of the 1936 turkey crop. Some of the western 
Producing areas will show considerable increase. 
Others will be about the same or slightly less. The 
total Nevada crop will probalbly be about the same 
as last year, but about half the size of the year 
of the greatest production. 

The Nevada Extension Service will continue 
its nation-wide turkey survey this year, and a 
compr€hensive report will ,be ready prior to the 
Thanksgiving marketing season. The report of 

the turkey survey for 1935, made by the Nevada 
Extension office, was considered instrumental in 
advancing -the turkey market approximately 5 
cents ·per pound at the opening of the h_oliday 
market above anticipated quotations, and in sus­
taining prices at a level not thought possible prior 
to this report -L. E. Cline. 

Improvement of Ranges and 
Irrigated Farms .. 

Plans have been made for an investigation by 
the University of Nevada Agricultural Experi­
ment Station to determine the best procedure to 
be used on the ranges and irrigated farms of Ne­
vada in furtherance of the Soil Conservation pro­
gram. 

Many of the problems of Nevada are _pec:uliar 
to the state, and plans well adapted to areas in 
the Middle West may not work so well here. To 
·be effective, the Soil Conservation program must 
be flexibleJ so that it can conform to the needs of 
ea-ch region. 
· For instance, the progra-m to increase the 
area in legumes is well suited to Iowa and Illinoi's 
conditions, but is not suited to some of the irri­
gated lands in Nevada, where more than 75 per­
cent of the cultivated land is already in alfalfa. 
It is probable that there are sections in Nevada 
where the area in alfalfa should be reduced, if 
the best use is to rbe m;ade of the land. · 

Two Things Detrimental 
Two things have been taking place which are 

detrimental to the irrigation projects of the state. 
Yields of alfalfa have been declining, and several 
species of pernicious annual weeds have been in­
vading some of the alfalfa fields to such an extent 
that the value of the first crop is materially re-
duced. _ 

There ·could be no better soil conservation than 
to take steps to adopt rotation and field practices 
which would maintain the fertility of the land 
and which would keep the annual weeds under 
control. 

The Department of Farm Development of the 
Expedment Station will make a survey of farms 
on irrigation projects in the next three months to 
find out what the best farmers themselves are do­
ing to control weeds and maintain fertility. No 
doubt a summary of their practices would indicate 
practical solutions of these problems, for it is well 
known that some farmers are able to control 
weeds and that soil fertility is 1being maintained. 

Successful Practices Sought 
The practices of the most successful men 

might indicate to the Soil Conservation service 
what rotations and soil treatments should be 
adopted to best conserve the productiveness of our 
irrigated farms. 

A survey of a number of ranch organizations 
will be made by the Department of Range Man­
agement of the Experiment Station to find out, jf 
possible, what adjustments can be made _that ~ill 
result in improvement of the ranges while main­
taining ranch sta1bility. -F. B. Headley. 
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Farm-Family Living During 1936 
( Concluded from February Issue) 

The following items taken from the 1936 
econom1ic outlook matedal may a·ssist in similar 
wiise pilanning for this year. 

Meat and Eggs 
The 1935-36 supply of meat, other than poul• 

try, is ex1pected to be ahout 14 percent less than 
in 1934-35, and 21 percent less than the 1925-29 
annual average. Theref.ore, it will pay the aver­
age Nevada farm or ranch family to produce and 
preserve its own meat ,supply. However, no meat 
canning should be done in Nevada without the use 
of a pres,sure cooker, due to the danger of botuli­
nus poisoning. 

Poultry and Eggs 
E1gg supplies will likely be sl1ightly sm·aller 

than -in recent yeavs and much smaller than in 
1925-29. The surpply of poultry meats is expected 
to be .s4ightly larger. Therefore, i.t will pay the 
average Nevada farm family to produc·e its own 
eggs and poultry. 

Prices Paid by Farmers for Operating Expenses. 
Furniture and Furnishings. Buildifl8 Materials 
for House. and Family Maintenance, 1910 to Date 
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Milk and Butter 
An unusuallly large production of milk and 

butter is expected in 1935-36. Good fall pasture 
~n 1935 and the increase in feed supply are ex• 
pected to more than offset the smaller numbers of 
cows milked. However, the home production of 
the family milk supply will ·continue to be profit .. 
able in Nevada from both a health and cost stand· 
point. 

Bread and Food Grains 
The 1935 wheat crop was lower in quantity 

and quality th'an expected, owing to black rust and 
excessive rainfall. Bread and gra;in prices will 
probalbly continue higher, relatively, than "all 
foods". If 1brea:d prices rise more than cost o.f 
ingredients, ho,me baking may be profitable. 

The ·making of •inexpensive home-made cer­
eals, or the use of whole grained cereals pur­
chased in larger quantities will certa'inly be more 
iprofita;ble than the use of the more exipensi ve 
'J)ackaged types. The use of hom·e-grown pota-

toes can materially reduce the cash expended for 
br~ad and flour; and the fact that potatoes are 
an alkaline food makes them a valuable part of 
the daily menu. 

Fruits 
The suipply of fruits for the 1935-36 market. 

ing period is more than ample. The quantity 
available for "fresh fruit" is expected to be 13 
percent higher than 1934-35 and 17 percent high~ 
er than the 1925-29 average. A considerable in­
crease in small fruit and berry produotion has 
been made in Nevada during recent years, and 
the home canning of fruits increased decidedly 
this past summer. 

The home aanning of fruit continues to be 
considered a real saving here in Nevada. Dried 
fruit available for the domestic market will be 
42 percent larger than usual, and 29 percent larg .. 
er than in 1934-35. Dried fruits can, therefore, 
profitably be included in Jjl!anning the year's food 
supply. 

Vegetables 
Throughout most of 1935, fresh vegetables 

have been plentiful and probably will continue so. 
The commercial pack of canned vegetables is one 
of ijhe largest on record. However, where water 
supply is adequate for irrigation, the production 
and canning of vegetJalJles will continue to be real 
economy. It should be remem!bered that a press­
ure cooker is absolutely necessary in canning all 
vegetables except tomatoes. The production of 
green leaf vegetables for use "fresh" i,s particu­
larly profitable both from a health and economy 
standpoint. The greater use of faH gardens, hot· 
beds, c,c>lld frames and bin storage is also 1a wi'Se 
saving. 

-Mary Stilwell Biwl. 

Business Conditions 
Business activity during the first five months 

of 1936 has held well above the 1935 level for the 
same period and has almost reached the 1930 
level. This is of special interest to farmers, be­
ca use demand and prices of agricultural produds 
are dependent on ibusiness conditions. Good bus• 
iness generally means active demand for farm pro­
ducts. 

Cash farm income has shown an upward 
trend since 1933. In ArprH, the index was 70, 
which is the highest for any April since 1931, 
when the index was 70.5. 

Living costs are slightly under the 1935 le~el. 
The purchasing power of the non-farm pop~latwn 
is approximately 10 percent higher than m t~e 
same period in 1935 but it is still lower than it 
was in 1929. 

Cooperative Extension work in Agriculture and ~o!11e 
Economics University of Nevada Extension Division 
and United States Department of Agriculture cooper­
ating. Distributed in furtherance of the Acts of

0
Corr 

gress of May 8 and June 30, 1914. Cecil W. r~e' 
Director University of Nevada Agricultural Extension 
Division, Reno, Nevada. 
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Summer and Fall Outlook for Livestock 
According to the United States Bureau of 

Agricultural Economics, the 1936 drought, almost 
ae serious as the drought of 1934, will probably 
change the order of livestock marketings and the 
trends of livestock production during the remain­
der of this year and for several years thereafter 
from what they otherwise would have been. The 
total quantity of corn and feed grains will be very 
much reduced and forage reduced to some extent. 

-
JiltOOUCTION o, rem GRAI..S AHO TOTAL NUMBER OF GRAIN·CONSUMINO 

ANIMM. UNfTS, UNlffO STATES. 1900 TO 0ATE 
IH0tll NUMtC"'9 ( lflO-llt ••00 ) 
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The figure above shows the close relationship existing be­
tween the changes in feed grain production and changes 
in the number of grain consuming animal units. The 
1tumber of grain consuming animals was sharply reduced 
from 193' to 1935 because of the marked decrease in feed 

' production resulting from the 1934 drought. With an in• 
crease in feed grain production in 1935, the number of 
feed grain consuming animals at the beginning of 1936 
li'as slightly larger than a year earlier. The number of 
feed grain consuming animals probably will be reduced 
materially in the next 12 months as a result of drought 
conditions this year. 

' The effect of the shortage in feed at first will 
be to increase marketings, •but in the end meat 
supplies will ·be reduced, especially pork and the 
better grades of beef. 

Further improvement in demand for meat.s ii 
expected, and this, combined with the smaller sup .. 
ply, will tend to increase both meat and livestock 
prices. However, the immediate effect of the 
drought will be to depress livestock prices due to 
increased marketings. 

Hogs. 
The feed situation will affect hog num,bers 

more than it will other livestock. Fall farrowings 
this year which would have increased 'but for the 
drought will be reduced and many sows and gilts 
planned for breeders will be marketed. 

Shortage of feed has already forced hogs on 
to the market. Receipts of bogs on seven principal 
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The 1936 spring pig crop was about 32 percent. larg~r than 
the very small spring crop of 1935. The sprmg pig crop 
le normally marketed in the followi!'g fall and. winter and 
a change in the spring crop usually 1s reflected m a corres­
ponding change in inspected hog slaughter from Oc~ob4:r 
to April as indicated in the above figure. Thus it HI 
probable' that slaughter supplies of hogs this. fall and 
winter will be materially larger than a year earber. 

markets for the week ending August 8 were 2~7.-
256 head, while the receipts for the correspond1~g 
week in 1935 were 115,983 bead. Each week 1n 
August bas shown similar comparisons with 1935. 
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It is estimated that the number of hogs for 
slaughter will be from 10 to 20 percent greater 
this faH than in the fall of 1935. Expected heavy 
slaughter through October and December wiH r~ 
suit in -large winter supplies. However, there 1s 
likely to be a large storage demand in anticipation 
of increasing shortage of supplies in the summer 
of 1937. The five-year average (1931-1935) stor­
age holdings of pork on August 1 were 635,333,-
000 pounds, while on August 1, 1936, they were 
442,483,000 pounds, a gain over 1935 but 194,000,-
000 pounds short of the five-year average. 

Average prices for the year 1936-37 may not 
be different from 1935-36, but seasonal prices are 
expected to differ a great deal. Due to increased 
marketings this fall, prices may decline, but im­
proved demand and increased ,storage will tend to 
increase prices during the coming winter and the 
summer of 1937. 

Beef. 
Cattle numbers in the United States are still 

relatively large although smaller than two years 
ago. The drought wiH force early marketing of 
larger numbers than usual, reducing the total 
numbers at the end of 1936 to a lower level than 
at the end of 1935. 

Although slaughter during the remainder of 
1936 will include somewhat more fed cattle than 
a year earlier, most of the increased marketings 
wiH be in low grade cows and heifers. Marketings 
this fall will include a larger than usual proportion 
of animals suitaible for stockers and feeders, but. 
because of short supplies of feed and the unfavor­
a:ble returns from cattle feeding during the season 
of 1935-36, the demand for feeder cattle this fall 
wi'll not be so strong as the demand ·which prevail­
ed a year earlier. The number of cattle placed on 
feed this fall is, therefore, expected to :be smaller 
than it was last fall. With smaller numbers of fed 
cattle and lower prices for feeders, the outcome of 
feeding operations in the 1936-37 feeding season 
is likely to be more favorable than in 1935-36. 

Sheep. 
The 1936 lamb crop of 31,413,000 head is 

about 9 percent greater than the 1935 crop, 2½ 
per cent greater than the 1934 crop, and less than 
1 percent smaller than the record crop of 1931. 

This increase in lamlb crop was all in the west,.. 
ern states and in areas little affected by the 
drought. Texas accounts for over half of the in­
crease. When the market for feeders is good, 
Texas sells a very large number but if prices are 
unfavorable she holds them for the spring wool 
clip and markets as grass-fat yearlings. 

Prices for lambs held up well during May and 
June because supplies of fat lambs were low. 
Marketings continued lower than usual all through 
July, but the retarded sales during these early 
months has increased the numlber available for 
market for the sea-son ending November 30 and 

for market as feeders. These i~cr~ased. supplies 
· are expected to ca use some dechne 1n prices both 

for slaughter and for feeders. 

United States lamb Crop ~11,----------------
IO .. 
,0 

•• 
,o 

• 
0 

Alter a steady decline from 1931 to 1935, The United 
State• lamb crop was increased materially in 1936. The 
1136 crop was only slightly smaller than the record crop 
tf 1931. All of the increase in the 1936 crop occurred in 
_Ult wester~ sheep states, inc!uding Texas. :,t'he Iamb crop 
m the native sheep states m 1936 was slightly smaller 
than in 1935. From 1925 to 1931 the lamb crop for the 
entire country increased about 45 percent. 

* * * * 
Further improvement in demand for meats 

and short slaughter of other kinds of livestock will 
tend to strengthen prices of fed lambs next winter. 

-V. E. SCOTT. 

Living Expense of Farmers in Nevada 
In 1935, farm account records were completed 

on fifty-eight farms in Nevada. These farm ac­
counts contain records of financial operations, 
data relative to crop and livestock yields and 
efficiency, household cash expenses, and farm pro­
ducts used in the home. 

The farms included in the study represent 
most of the irrigated farm areas in the state. 

Summary of family classification, cash living 
expense, and farm privi'lege has been issued jn 
mimeographed form in News Bulletin Volume X, 
No. 1, from which this abstract has been prepared. 

Family CT,assification. 
These farm fa,milies, averaging 5.2 persons. 

average one operator and one homemaker per 
family, although some of the individual far~s 
have two operators and one homemaker, while 
others have the reverse. The number of hired 
laborers averaged .6 of one person per farm. Only 
a few farms employ labor throughout the year, 
and, in the truck producing section in South~rn 
Nevada, there is considerable contract labor which 
boards itself and is not Hsted as a part of the farm 
family. · 

The number of children over 16 years ?Id 
varies from O to 3 in the individual families, with 
an average of .8 for the state. The ~umb~r of 
children under 16 averages 1.8 per family, w~th a 
variation in families from O to 4. The class1fica­
tion of families in 1935 changed very little from 
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that in 1934; only twenty-seven of the farms 
studied in 1934 are included in the 1935 study. 

ca.sh Expended For Living, Furniture, Housing 
and Autom·obiles. 

Household accounts include such items as pur­
chase of furniture, building of new houses, and 
purchase of automobiles for personal use, which 
are more of an investment than they are a living 
cost. In 1935, the average farm home expenses 
per farm family was $1,?42. Of this,. ~898 was 
actual living expense while the rema~n1ng $344 
was invested as follows :-$70 for furniture; $177 
for new houses, $35 for house repairs, and $62 for 
new automobi'les. These household investments 
seem to be the result of increased farm incomes 
and a reaction following the depression. It _is 
interesting to note that no new houses were built 
in 1932 or 1933, one was built in 1934., and four 
were built in 1935. 

Living Expenses and Total Income per Family. 

The total living expense of a farm family 
includes the cash expended for living, the value of 
the farm produce used in the home, and rental 
value of the house. The value of farm produce and 
rental value of the house taken together are re­
ferred to as farm privilege. The charge made for 
farm produce is based on the value of the produce 
if sold at the farm. Rent for the house is calcu­
lated at 10 per cent of the inventory value on 
January 1, 1935. 

Gross income from the farm consists of cash 
income from farm produce sold plus income from 
labor off the farm, plus net increase in inventory 
values, plus the items of farm privilege. It does 
not include other income off the farm, such as 
income from outside investments. 

Comparing the records of families that co .. 
operated in both 1934 and 1935, it was noted that 
there was an increase of $1,309 in the average 
gross income in 1935 over the gross income in 
1934. The average living expense of the same 
families increased $204. 

The average gross income per family in 1935 
was $4,885. The total living expense was 30.3 per­
cent of this amount, showing that on the average 
farm a little less than one-third of the gross farm 
income is expended for living. 

As would be expected the living expense per 
family increased with the gross farm income. On 
farms having an income of less that $2,000, ~he 
average living expense was $889 ; on farms ~av1ng 
a. gross income between $2,000 and $4,000 it was 
$1,421; with gross income between ~4,000 and 
~8,000, it was $1,730; and on farms having a gross 
income exceeding $8,000, it was $2,320. :rhat the 
amount expended for living increases with gross 

income is also shown by the fact that the living 
expense of the same individual families increased 
with the increase in income in 1935 over 1934. 

Cash Household Expense per Farm Famly. 
Omitting the items of new automobiles and 

new houses, there was an average cash expendi­
ture of $1,003 per family for living expenses. 
Purchased food cost $284 or 28 percent, personal 
expenses and clothing cost $232 or 23 percent, 
development and recreation cost $130 or 13 per­
cent, and health was next, amounting to $94 per 
family. The other items, all amounting to a little 
over 25 percent, were operating and supplies $81, 
furniture and equipment $7 4, life insurance and 
savings $70., house repairs $32, and miscellaneous 
household expense $6. 

Farm Produce Used Per Family Per Year. 
Most of the milk, butter, eggs, poultry, pork, 

potatoes, and fuel were derived from the farm. 
Beef was supplied from the farm in most cases 
only in cold weather. Because of warm weather 
during most of the year in Southern Nevada, the 
farmers of that section are not able to use as much 
home-killed meats as they do in the cooler parts 
of the state. 

In addition to food purchased, the average 
family consumed 233 pounds of butterfat, 180 
dozen eggs, 83 pounds of poultry meat, 199 pounds 
of 1beef, 271 pounds of pork, 48 pounds of mutton, 
51/2 ·pounds of honey, 630 pounds of potatoes, $40 
worth of vegetables, $11 worth of fruit, 9 pounds 
of turkey meat, and 270 pounds of wheat in the 
form of flour. These figures do not indicate the 
total a,mounts of food consumed; they show only 
those foods obtained from the farms. It is 1?eliev~d 
that considerable saving could be accomplished if 
more farm produce was supplied by the f~rm, for 
farmers get their own produce at farm prices and 
pay retail prices for any produce purchased. 

-V. E. SCOTT. 

* * • * 

Farm Incomes in Depression and Prosperity 
A number of farm business records ·have been 

kept by the Department of Fa~ Development ~f 
the University of Nevada Agricultural Experi­
ment Station since 1925, but only eight comparable 
farm records on the same identical farms for the 
past five years are availaible. A comparison has 
been made of these from 1931 through 1935, cov­
ering a part of the depression and the gradual 
recovery. 

For the purpose of this brief arti~le, we ha!e 
taken simply cash income plus net in~reases 1n 
inventory (total farm income) minus cash ex­
penses (total farm expenses) equals the return to 
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capital and family labor. referred to hereafter as 
net income .. 

Reach Low Levels in 1982. 
Farm incomes, whi·ch began to drop in 1930, 

did not reach their lowest 'levels until 1932. After 
that date they began to rise, the increase amount­
ing to $965 in 1933, $1,588 in 1934, and $1,939 in 
1935. 

Farm cash expenses were ·much less varialble 
than cash incomes. 

The average return to capital and fa,mily 
labor for these eight farms .shows a gradual de­
cline through the year 1932, when it was in the 
red $799. Since that time, the returns have risen 
consistently, $641 in 1932, $1,678 in 1934, and 
$3,283 in 1935. 

FARM BUSINESS SUMMARY OF THE SAME EIGHT 
F ARMS-1931 to 1935. 

1931 1932 1933 1934 1936 
rotal farm income .. $3,337 $1,497 $2,462 $4,050 $5,989 
Total farm expense .. 2,54-6 2,296 1,821 2,372 2,706 
Return to capital 
and family labor........ 791 -799 641 1,678 3,283 

Divided Into Groups. 
These farms are divided, according to size 

and amount invested, into two groups of four 
farms each. Those in the first group had an aver­
age investment of about nine thousand dollars 
and contained aibout eighty acres. Tihose in the 
second group had an average investment of over 
twenty-one thousand dollars and contained 150 or 
more acres of land. 

The fol'lowing table indicates that a small, 
well-balanced farm is ,better able to stand periods 
of depression than the larger farm, if one con­
siders only the ourrent income and expense. The 
larger farms have larger expenditures for taxes 
and hired la!bor which are necessary to carry on 
the operations, while a small, self-contained farm 
which utilizes its family labor and crop acreage is 
able to pare expenses down to a minimum, and less 
income is needed to cover the a.:bsolute essential&. 

Large and Small Farms Compared. 
The following table shows that during 1931 

and 1932, the small farmers received the larger 
net income, while in 1934 and 1935 they received 
smaller net incomes than the larger farms. 
Farma of about 80 
acres with invest- 1931 
ments of $9,000 ........ $831 
Farms of over 150 
acres with invest-
ments of over 

1932 1933 1934 1935 
-$42 $543 $905 $1,766 

$21,000 .... ................. .... 751 - 1,555 739 2,450 5,936 

During periods of prosperity, when incomes 
are ·large, these large farms should make it a 
policy to set aside a reserve to 1be used during 
depressions. 

-MABEL CONNOR. 

Relation of Size and Investment to Net 
Farm Incomes. 

Fifty-five farm business records for the year 
1935 have been used in compiling figures to show 
first, the relationship of size to net income; second' 
the relationship of investment to net income. ' 

These farm,g were first divided into four size 
groups, based on the number of tillable acres. 
There were four farms with less than 40 tillable 
acres, seventeen farms with 40 to 80 tillable acres, 
twenty-three farms with 80 to 160 tillable acres, 
and eleven farms with 160 or more. 

The following table indicates that net income 
increases with size, in the majority of cases. The 
high net income shown for farms of less than 
40 tilla,ble acres reflects the influence of highly 
intensified poultry farms. 

Relation of Size of Farms to Net Income. 
Under 40 Acres 40 to 80 Acres 

Avg. No. of Net Avg. No. of Net 
Tillable Acres Income Tillable Acres Income 

30 $2,554 60 $1,2'6 

80 to 160 Acree 160 Acres and Onr 
Avg. No. of Net Avg. No. of Net 

fillable Acres Income rrnable Acrea Income 
116 $1,870 305 .,,567 

In dividing the farms according to amount 
invested, there were ten farms with an investment 
of $1,624 to $10,000, fourteen farms from $10,000 
to $13,000, fourteen farms from $13,000 to $21,-
000, and seventeen farms from $21,000 to $99,546. 

Relation of Farm Investment to Net Income 
Investment 

$1,624-$10,000 
Amount Net 
Invested Income 

$6,4-81 $1,194-
Retum per $1,000 $184 

Investment 
$10,000-$13,000 

Amount Net 
Invested Income 
$11,331 $1,508 
Return per $1,000 133 

Investment Inveetment 
$13,000-$21,000 $21,000-$99,5'6 

Amount Net Amount Net 
Invested Income Invested Income 
$15,599 $1,763 $38,776 $3,937 
Return per $1,000 $113 Return per $1,000 $102 

It is evident from this table that the farms 
with the small investments are efficiently operated 
units, for they have a higher return of interest 
per thousand dollars invested than the farms with 
larger investments. This may be due, of course, 
to type of farming. 

-MABEL CONNOR. 

Cooperative Extension w-0rk in Agriculture. and . ~ome 
Economics, University of Nevada Extension DiVLSion 
and United States Department of Agrmul•ture cooper• 
a.ting. Di,stri!buted in furtherance of the Acta of O>~­
gress of ,May 8 and June 30, 1914. Cecil W. Cr~ 1 

Director University of Nevada A1Ticultural Ext;,en11on 
Division, Reno, Nevada. 
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Turkey Price Outlook 
The turkey price outlook is always of much 

interest to producers and to handlers of turkeys 
at this time of the year., when the new year's crop 
is about to move to market. Unfortunately, there 
is always a conflict of interests at marketing time 
between the producer, who always wants as good 
or better price than the year before, and the con­
sumer, who is always hoping for lower priees. 

Under modern methods of marketing turkeys 
through cooperative or private channels, any 
fluctuations in prices are quite generally reflect-

. ed directly back to the producer. 
The returns for turkeys to be received 'by the 

producer are what the consumer will pay minus 
marketing costs, and the price the consumer wiH 
pay may have little relation to the cost of produc­
ing the turkeys, but is affected directly 'by the 
buying power of the consumer, the price of com­
peting products, and the supply of turkeys offered 
on the market. It will be interesting to analyze 
the 1936 turkey market outlook with respect to 
these factors. 

Outlook Seems Favorable 
Generally speaking, the outlook seems favor­

able. 
The buying power of the consumer is some-

what better than last year, and is considered to 
be improving. Consumer goods are being absorb­
~ in increasing quantities at generally advanc­
ing prices. It will be of interest to make a com­
parison between the years, 1935 and 1936, of 
prices on the Pacific Coast for food products con­
sidered to be in competition with turkeys. 

Western fat cattle prices have been practi­
cally stationary for a year, with the ·market at the 
present time strong w:ith a 25-cent advance per 
hundred over the previous few weeks' quotations. 

In the case of hogs, prices are practically the 
3a:me for both last year and this year at this time, 
with a slight decline anticipated during the holi­
day season. 

Lambs are considered to be in a strong posi­
tion, with prices at this tim,e 40 to 50 cents per 
hundred above last year's prices at this time. 

Colored Chickens Less 
Colored roasters and colored hens, c·onsidered 

strong competitors of turkeys., showed a price of 
1 to 2 ·cents less per pound the first week of Octo­
ber this year than the same time last year. Stor­
age holdings of chickens show a heavy increase 
over last year at this time, due to very heavy early 
marketings in the middle west on account of sev:­
ere drought conditions. The current price of egg8 
is up 3 cents per dozen as compared with 1935. 
Butter shows an advance of 6½ cents at this time 
over the same date last year. 

The 1936 turkey crop is expected to show 
some increase o¥er 1935 and will be earlier. 

The supply of hen turkeys on the West Coast 
for Thanksgiving may he even less than last year, 
in spite of the reported increase in the total tur­
key crop, because of the demand for breeder hens 
already in evidence. This situation may result 
in a substantial premium for hens and light toms 
when marketing gets under way. 

Prices Firm 
The consuming trade has shown an increas­

ing demand for turkeys throughout the year, ab­
sorbing heavy cold storage holdings, large num­
bers of breeder hens, and preseason young tur­
keys since the 1935 holiday season. Cold storage 
holdings at this date are more than one million 
pounds less than at this time last year. 

It is especially encouraging at this time to 
note that, with all the factors mentioned exerting 
their influence on prices, the current price for 
turkeys in San Francisco is from 1 cent to 2 cents 
higher on loose deliveries than at this time last 
year, with an added 1 cent to 1 ½ cents for govern­
ment graded and box-packed turkeys. 

Turkey producers can help greatly in pro­
moting and sustaining the maximum possible 
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prices this year by delivering only prime birds 
that will hold up well in storage, if storage is ne­
cessary to relieve congestion on the mar~et, and 
by selling the turkeys only through agencies that 
are well financed and able to hold instead of sell­
ing on a f aHing market. A common prediction is 
for a good storage price after January. 

-L. E. Cline. 

* • * * 

1936 United States Turkey Crop Survey 
Turkey prices are directly influenced by the 

extent of current production, and it is very im­
portant that reliable estimates 1be assembled from 
producers and others well informed as to the ex­
tent of production for the year so that a true pic­
ture of the supply may be available along with in­
formation as to other factors that influence tur­
key prices when the prices for the new crop are 
being esta!blished. 

National Survey Conducted 
In the absence of any other disinterested ef­

forts to determine early estimate~ of 1936 turkey 
numbers, the University of Nevada Agricultural 
Extension Service has conducted a national tur­
key survey this year for the second successive 
year and submits herewith estimates from returns 
so far received. 

All indications early this year pointed to a 
heavy increase in the 1936 turkey crop over the 
previous year's production. The present survey 
shows very definitely that the heavy increases an­
ticipated have not materialized. 

This survey, as a whole, indicates very 
strongly that the 1936 turkey crop for the United 
States will be approximately the same as the 1934 
turkey er.op. It will be remembered that the 1935 
turkey crop was estimated to have been 10 per 
cent smaller than that of 1934. 

Northeastern 
The northeastern states, which were esti­

mated to have produced approximately 5.5 per­
cent of the national turkey crop last year, show, 
according to this year's survey, an increase 
amounting to 10.9 percent over last year. The 
states in this group show a variation from no in­
crease to 25 percent increase. 

Southeastern 
The southeastern states, which were estimat­

ed to have produced last year 12.1 percent of the 
nation's turkey crop, show, according to the pres­
ent survey, an increase of 7.9 percent over 1935. 
These states vary considerably in extent of in­
crease from no increase to 13 per cent. 

East North Central 
The east north central states, comprising 

Ohio, Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, and Wisconsin, 
which were estimated to have produced 4.8 per­
~ent of the national turkey crop in 1935, show an 
increase of 6.9 per cent this year over last year. 

West North Central 
The west north central district, comprising­

Minnesota, Iowa, Missouri, North and South 
Dakota, Nebraska, and Kansas, which was esti­
mated to have produced last year 21.7 percent of 
the nation's turkey crop, has 'been estimat~d ac­
cording to the survey, to have increased 9 pe;cent 
over 1935. 

Texas and Oklahoma 
The states, Texas and Oklahoma, which ac­

-<>.ording to last year's estimates, were considered 
to have produced 26.3 percent .of the U. S. turkey· 
crop, are expected to show a small increase over· 
last year but returns ·are still incomplete. 

Mountain States 
The mountain states, which last year were= 

estimated to have produced 13.9 percent. of the· 
nation"s turkey crop, show the largest increase. 
over 1935 of any of the districts, amounting to 
27.9 percent increase for the year. 

Paci! ic States 
The Pacific states, consisting of W ashingt-On, 

Oregon, and California, which were estimated last 
year to have produced 15.7 percent of the nation's 
turkey crop, are next in line in the percentage in­
crease, showing an estimated 18.3 percent increase­
over 1935 production. It is estimated that 38 
percent of the turkeys of this district will be: 
ready for the Thanksgiving market. 

One of the interesting observations connected 
with the turkey survey this year is the extension 
of the period of production to both earlier and 
later months. Because of the inability of hatch­
ery men to supply the demand for poults at the 
usual time, this will naturally result in spread­
ing the market season over a longer period, and 
may be expected to relieve congestion in the mar-­
kets, such as has often occurred in the past. 

-L. E. CliM. 
* • • • 

A Nevada Farm Price Index 
A Nevada farm price index with which to 

follow and analyze past and present price trends 
of farm and range products has been constructed 
by the University of Nevada Agricultural Expe­
riment Station . . 

The accompanying ta:ble is the first release o_f 
this index, which will be described in -more detail 
in a forthcoming bulletin of the Experiment Sta­
tion. The weighted price of thirteen commid1tyy 
price series are used-beef cattle, lambs, sheep,, 
wool, butterfat, hogs, eggs, chickens, calves, alfal­
fa hay, potatoes, wheat and barley. 

The price series used are those obtained by 
the Division of Crop and Livestock Estimate~ of 
the Bureau of Agricultural Economies, Umted 
States Department of Agriculture, and represent. 
the average prices received by Nevada farmers on 
the fifteenth of the month for the •grades and 
qualities being marketed at that time; These 
monthly prices are weighted by the average quan­
tity of each product marketed annually in the pe-
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COMPARISON OF THE UNITED STATES AND NEVADA ANNUAL 
FARM PRICE INDEXES, AND 'THE DEVIATIONS OF THE NEVADA 
INDEX FROM THE UNl'TED STA'TES INDEX, 

riod from 1924-1933 inclusive._ The base used !is 
• the average of prices received during the five 

years 1910-1914. 

(' 

Prices Are Weighted 
All prices are weighted into two major 

groups, namely "range livestock" and "general 
farm,." The range livestock group is divided in­
to '~beef cattle" and "sheep," the two major in­
dustries. 

The sub-group "'beef cattle" contains only the 
one price of 'beef cattle. The sub-group "sheep " 
contains the prices of lainjbs, sheep, and wool. The 
general farm group is subdivided into "livestock 
and livestock products" and "crops" on the basis 
of the type of commodity. The sub-group "live­
stock and livestock products" includes butterfat 
hogs, chickens, eggs, calves and 10 percent of th~ 
total weighting of beef cattle. The sub-group 
"crops" includes alfalfa hay, potatoes, wheat and 
barley. 

Follow U. S. Trends 
In general, the changes of farm prices in Ne­

vada have followed the major movements of farm 
prices in the United States. 

The products of the beef and sheep enterpri­
~ carry nearly two-thirds of the total weighting 
m the Nevada index. Therefore, the simultaneous 
movement of the prices of the products of these 
two industries away fr-0-m the level of other farm 
prices will ea use marked departures of the Nevada 
m~ex trom the United States index. Since 1910, 
th1~ s1tuation has occurred twice for extended 
pe
19

nods, once in 1919, 1920, and 1921, and again in 
28 and 1929. 
. In 19~9 and 1920, the Nevada price index 

fai_led to rise as much as the United States farm 
fhice level, because the peak cattle numbers in 

ose ye~rs were a depressing influence on beef 
?tile prices. Though all prices fell precipitously 
m _ 1921, beef cattle prices fell below the general 
Pr~ce level as the excess numbers of cattle were 
b_emg liquidated. Wool prices, also, fell propor­
tio_nately lower, and the combined effect of the low 
Pnces for both beef cattle and wool pulled the Ne­
S~dta P~ice index down to 114, while the United 

a es index dropped to 125. 

Beef Cattle Prices Low 
From 192~ to 1926, the Nevada price index 

~oved alo-~1g with the general level of farm prices 
1n the United States. But the Nevada index for 
all products covers up the fact that beef cattle 
prices remained relatively low during all of this 
period but their effect -0n the index was off set by 
the relatively high prices received for lambs and 
wool. 

The shortage of beef cattle caused a sharp 
rise of beef cattle prices in 1928 and 1929 which 
along with the already relatively high prices of 
!ambs and wool, pulled the Nevada farm price 
index 10 to 15 points above the United State in­
dex. 

From 1930 to 1936, the annual Nevada price 
index has not varied much from the United States 
farm price index. While both indexes in 1936 
show irregular movements from month to month 
beause of the differing effects of the drought, the 
general trend of farm prices in Nevada is the 
same as in the United States. 

Highest in Late Winter and Ear"ly Spring 
No ,corrections have been made for normal 

seasonal price movements. Therefore, with a lev-­
el trend of general prices, the Nevada price index 
will tend to be the highest in late winter and early 
spring when fat livestock are going to market and 
when the prices of general farm products, for var­
ious reasons, are normally at their seasonal peak. 
The Nevada index will normally be at its low point 
in the fall when feeder cattle and sheep are com­
ing off the range and the harvest season is end­
ing for the -grain, hay, and potato crops. 

The seasonal movement of prices in Nevada 
explains why the Nevada index has dropped from 
its high point of 119 in April, 1936, to 114 for 
September, 1936. The United States farm price 
index, influenced more by drought factors, has 
moved upward steadily in recent months to reach 
a new high of 124 in August, 1936. 

Price Trends on Septembir 15 
The September priees received by the sheeP­

men were relatively the highest of any group, 
the ~ndex being 139 compared to the all-products 
index of 114. Wool prices are about 10 cents a 
pound higher and lambs about $1.80 per cwt. 
higher than in the base period. Wool prices have 
been holding very steady for a year. Although 
lamb prices are relatively high, the September 
price in Nevada is, of course, based on feeder 
lambs. There is every indication now that Neva­
da lamb prices will advance normally as fat 
lambs replace feeder stock in the marketings. 

The beef cattle index at 99 also represents 
the heavy feeder cattle marketings of September, 
and the present outlook is that the- average price 
for Nevada will make the normal advance during 
the winter as fat cattle replace the present move­
ments of feeder stock. The rather firm business 
conditions, the rising total purchasing power, and 
the short supplies of hogs are factors which are 
holding up beef and lamb prices in the face of 
ample cattle and sheep numbers. C'Y'Ua Venstrom. 
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Indexes of Farm Prices in Nevada, by Groups 
Range Livestock General Farm All Range 

and Farm Products 
Livestock 

All and Crops4 All Nevada u. s. Beef Sheept Range Livestock General 
Cattle Livestock2 Productsa Farm 

Av.1910-1914 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

1915 104 122 112 93 134 107 110 98 
1916 109 1,44 125 99 158 119 123 118 
1917 136 247 189 133 230 166 180 175 
1918 165 276 218 161 214 179 203 202 
1919 168 254 209 178 227 195 204 213 
1920 145 213 177 173 288 212 191 211 
1921 105 :LlO 108 122 129 125 114 125 
1922 111 182 145 119 122 122 136 132 
1923 102 211 154 123 140 129 144 142 
1924 103·· 213 156 119 160 133 147 143 
1925 ·103 220 159 134 173 148 154 156 
1926 114 194 152 132 152 139 147 145 
1927 122 186 153 130 135 132 145 139 
1928 150 203 176 134 124 130 158 149 
1929 161 191 175 139 147 142 162 146 
1930 133 128 130 116 153 129 130 126 
1931 91 87 89 86 106 93 90 87 
1932 74 65 70 65 89 73 71 65 
193S 63 89 75 61 72 65 71 70 
1934 65 116 90 69 86 78 85 90 
1935 112 116 114 96 98 96 107 108 

1935 
Sept. 119 119 119 100 98 99 111 107 
00t. 107 :127 117 100 89 96 108 109 
Nov. 100 139 · I 119 102 87 97 110 108 
Dec. 109 143 125 108 92 102 116 110 

1936 
Jan. 95 141 117 102 94 100 110 109 
Feb. 95 143 118 98 96 97 110 109 
Mar. ·· 102 152 126 96 90 95 114 108 
Apr. 112 152 131 100 99 100 119 105 
May 110 149 129 93 103 97 116 103 
June 102 151 125 94 112 100 116 107 
July 9.5 147 120 102 122 109 116 115 
Aug. 95* 140* 116* 104* 119* 109* 114* 124 
Sept. 99* 139* 118* 108* 110* 109* 114* 124 

* Preliminary 
I-Lambs, wool, and sheep. 
2-Lan1bs, wool, sheep and 90 percent of the beef cattle weighting. 
3-Ten percent of beef cattle weighting and all butterfat, hogs, eggs, chickens, and calves. 
4-Alfalfa hay, potatoes, wheat, and barley. 

Cooperative Extension w,ork in Agriwlture and Home gress of May 8 and June 30, 1914. Cecil W. Cr~el, 
Economics, University of Nevada Extension Division Director University of Nevada Agricultural Ex:tewnon 
and United States Department of Agriculture cooper- Division, Re-no, Nevada. 
ating. Distributed in furtherance of the Acts of Cion-
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NEVADA DAIRY OUTLOOK 
IS SEEN AS FAVORABLE 

A FAVORABLE OUTLOOK FOR THE NEVADA DAIRYMAN lS IN SIGHT FOR 

THIS FALL AND WINTER, IN THE OF'IN1ON. OF' OFFlClALS OF THE UNITED STATES 

AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT ADMINISTRATION, PROF'ESSOR V. E. SCOTT Of" THE 

UN IVER s I Ty OF NEVADA AGRtCULTURAL EXTENSION SERVlCE SAID THIS 

THE DROUGHT IN THE Mt ODLE WEST,.__ WHICH JS NOW AFFECTING SUMMER 

PRODUCT ION AND PRICES OF DAIRY PRODUCTS, IS EXPECTED TO CONTINUE TO 

MAKE THINGS BETTER FOR THE NEVADA DAIRYMAN OURlNG THE WIN. TERe 

{N SUMMARIZlNG THE CURRENT Ua S• DAIRY SITUATION, THE LJ. S. 

OFFICIALS SAY THAT THREE MAJOR TRENDS ARE EVIDENT--•DA IRY PRODUCTS 

PRICES AVERAGING HIGHER THIS FALL THAN LAS:r' YEAR 1.T THE SAME SEASON 1 

IMPROVED DEMAND CONDITIONS FOR THESE PRODUCTS, AND SOMEWHAT CURTAILED 

MILK PRODUCT lON RESULT ING FROM OR OUGHT SHORTAGES OF FEE De 

M ILK PRODUCTION PER COW WAS HIGHER IN NEARLY ALL STATES THIS 

GUMMER
1 

BUT APPARA'NTLV THIS GAlN, ACCORDING TO THE FIGURES_, WAS OFFSET 

BY THE SMALLER NUMBER OF MILK COWS IN THE LJ. S • ., WITH THE RESULT THAT 

U S 
I o_. J"" 4 . TOTAL • ., PRODUCTION THIS VEAR IS PROBABLY RUNNING UNDER THAT OF" 

SUPPLEMENTARY FEEDlNG IN SOME MAJOR DAIRY AREAS IN THE COU N TRY 

WHERE PASTURES WERE POOREST HELPED MA~NTAIN HIGHER MILK PRODUCTION 

THERE THAN MIGHT BE EXPECTEDe 

THIS YEAR'S 11JCREASE IN LJ., S. BUTTER FAT PRICES OVER THOSE OF 

LAST VEAR IS ATTRIBUTED BY THE WA1SHINGTON OF"FICIALS IN PART TO CURTAILED 

MILK PRODUCTION ON ACCOUNT Of THE DROUGHT AND IN PART TO AN IMPROVEME~T 

IN OEMANO ON ACCOUNT Of INCREASED INDUSTRfAL ACTIVITIES AND INCOME~ 

FRoM-UNtVERSlTY or NEVADA AGRICULTURAL ExrENSION SERvicEa

1 

REN'o', NEY~ 

CooPERA:T lVE AGRICULTURAL EXTENSION WoRK 1 Acrs or MAY & JuNE, 1914 
~ c I L W. c REE L, o I RE c T O R • • • • • • A

1 
• ~ • Ht G G I N s o r 1 HAM, E o t T o R 
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Introduction 

Farm account records were kept in 1935 on 58 farms in Nevada. Al ng 
with the farm account records household accounts were obtained from 57 farms 
and of these 46 records were considered complete enough to be included in these 
summaries. 

The discussion nf this subject in News Bulletin Vol IX No. 2, met 
with such general interest that we are presenting another of the same type. 
Comparisons are made with 1934 data whenever comparable material is ave.ilable. 

Family Class'ificaticn 

As shown in Table I the average fHmily in this study which included 
46 families, consisted of 2.0 adult members, .8 of one child over 16 yeB.rs, 
l.S under 16 years cf age and.~ of one person hired fRrm labor, making an 
c1.verage of 5.2 persons per farm fr-DTlily. There was no significant Cfil'nge from 
1934 classification. 

The use of domestic hired lRbor in the household was prActice.lly non­
existent. Domestics were hired in only two of the forty-six f~mili&s, and in 
these for only very short period3 of time. This wRs in the ~ ?.t.l~<e :-:- R~ver 
district, no other 8XJ)endi tures hE'~ving been r s co:tded for hous eLolc_ J ~,bor in 
eny of the other four districts. 

TABLE I. CLASSIFICATION OF FlJ\HLIES 
By Districts According to Age and 1r1bor Groups 

--------· -,· ---· -··-·-----··-----------~-~--------·-
Num_ be~-- N;.-··of __ Ch.:_ildren ·,!·-·Hired. Hired I Totc1l No. · 

0f over j under Hous(:hold Farm I Persons in 
___ D=-1=· s=-t=-=r:...:i::.;c:::....:, t=-----1-~A-m:iJ._~~s __ .~<1:1}.l ts __ l_Q __ y:_~_§__'.__1_1.5-,YT s: I Labor _[ LB:b or_Jamily 

Carson Valley 

Walker River 

Southern Nevada 

Eastern Nevada 

Newlands Project 

All Districts 

9 

9 

10 

9 

9 

46 

2.4 

2.1 

1.9 

1.8 

2.0 

2.0 

1.0 

.1 

1.1 

1.0 

.B 

.6 

1.6 

2.2 

2.2 

1.8 

I I I , 
o I 1.5 

i I 

0 

0 

0 

0 

.02 .5 

.7 

.3 

.1 

.6 

5.5 

4.3 

5.7 

5.4 

5.3 

5.2 
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Cash Expended for Living, Furniture, Housing and Automobiles 

The result of greater farm income in 1935 is indicated by increased 
expenditures for new furniture, new housing and house repairs. In 1934 only 
one new house was built by farmers cooperating in this work but in 1935 four 
new houses were built and furnished and major repairs were made f'.>n one other. 

Cash living expense as used in Table II includes expenditures for 
food, operating expenses and supplies, health, development and recreation, 
personal and clothing, and life insurance and savings. 

The average amount expended per family in 1935 was $898 for living, 
$70 for furniture, and $35 for house repa.irs. 

TABLE II. DISTRIBUTION OF CASH FARM HOME EXPENSES, 1935 
Average Per Family 

· Number Living Furni- House New New 
Area of Expense ture !Repairs Houses Autos 

Families - -
Carson Valley 9 $1057 $37 $87 A 0 $ 83 ~ 

Walker River ' 
I 

759 52 26 0 0 

Southern Nevada 10 1172 169 39 814 191 

Eastern Nevada 9 886 36 16 0 22 

Newlands Project 9 584 46 g 0 0 

Average All Farms 46 g9g 70 35 177 62 

Living Expense and Total Income per FamiJ.y 

Total 

$1264 

837 

2385 

960 

638 

I 1242 

The total living expense of a farm family as used in this study in­
cludes the cash expended for living expenses, the value of the farm produce 
used in the home Rnd the rental value of the house. Thevnlueof farm produce 
and the rental value of the house taken together are referred to as farm privi­
lege. The charge made for farm produce is based on the value of the produce 
if sold at the farm. Rent for the house is calculated at 10 percent of the 
inventory value on January 1, 1935. 

Groas income from the farm as used in this study consists of the cash 
income from farm products sold plus income from labor off the farm, plus net 
increase in inventory values, plus the items of farm privilege. It does not 
include other income off the farm such as income from outside investments. 



Pnge 3 

Records are available for 25 fRmilies which kept Accounts for both 
the years 1934 and 1935 The aver~ge gross income for these families was 
$3498 in 1934 and $4807 in 1935. This sho? s a very substRntial increRse in 
farm income. There were sm~ll decreRses in only four of the 25 farms. 

The total living costs 
$1301 in 1934 to $1505 in 1935. 
of fa.rm produce amounting to $17 
increases on 15 of the 25 farms. 

of these same 25 families increased from 
There wRs e.lso R sma.11 increP.se in the value 
per f~.rm but there were decrea ses on 10 and 

The data in Table III are compiled from the records of 46 families 
in 1935. Cash expenses include CRsh living costs, expenditures for furniture 
and expenditures for house repPirs. The tot8l living expense includes $1003. 
cash expense, $195 rent end $275 f P,rm produce used , varying from a minimum of 
$326 on one sm~ll farm with a. family of one to a maximum of $2893 on a fprm 
with a family of 9 persons. 

The average gross income per family w~s $4885. The tot~l living 
expense was 30.3 percent of this amount showing that on the avera.ge farm a 
little less than one-third of the gross fFtrm income is expended for living. 

As would be expected the living expense per family incre~sed with the 
gross farm income. On farms hP.ving an income of less than $2000, the average 
living expense was $889 ~ on fRrms hA,ving a gross income bet·ween $2000 and $4000 
it was $1421; with gross incomes bet·::een $4000 and $8000 it WP:.s $1730; and on 
farms having a gross income exceeding $8000 it •,:Rs $2320. Thc=it the amount 
expended for living increases with gross income is also shonn by the fr1ct that 
the living expense of the same individuPl families incre2,sed l,'l;i th the increr- se 
in income in 1935 over th?t of 1934. 

rson Valley 

,lker River 

uthern Nevada So 

Ea 

Ne 

stern Nevada 

\cla1;1ds Project 

Average All Farms 

TABLE III. LIVING EXPENSE PER FAMILY 
For the Year 1935 

Number Cash ! Rent of Farm Total 
of Expenses!Dwelling Produce Living 

Fa.rms l Ex-oense 
I 

I I 9 I $1181 $434 $349 $1964 

I 
i I 

9 837 I 154 235 1226 
I 

10 1380 183 247 1810 

9 938 111 241 1290 

9 638 94 307 1039 

46 1003 I 195 275 1473 

Tf')ta l Percent of 
Gross Income Used 
Income For Livine 

I $8129 24.2 

3730 32.9 

5829 31.1 

3296 39.1 

3337 31.1 

i 4885 30.2 
! 

_________ ,1__ __ ;__~ _ _:. ____ __,_ ________ , ------------
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Cash Household expense :per Ff!Km FBmily 

There n:rR.s an averPge cRsh expenditure of $1003 per ff1mily for living 
expenses as found on 46 fRrms in NevPdP in 1935. These expenses )ere divided 
?S follows: 

TABLE IV. AVERA.GE AMOUNTS EXPENDED 
FOR FARM HOlviE EXPENSE PER Fb.MILY 

Item 

Groceries 
Operating and Supplies 
Furniture c=ind Equipment 
Health 
Development a.nd Recrer1.tion 
Personal and Clothing 
Life Insurance rind Sp_vings 
RepP.irs on House 
Miscellaneous 

TotB.ls 

Percent of 
Amount TotF.ll Expense 

$284 28.3 
81 8.1 
74 7.4 
94 9.4 

I 130 13.0 
232 23.0 

70 l 7.0 
32 

I 
3.2 

6 .6 
I 

$1003 I 100.0 

-

.._,__ -~ 
""--.... -·---~.--------~ 

,,.... 
~.,-

-
Your -- FF-lrm 

Amt . 1o 
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CRsh Household EB?enses Per Person 

TR.ble IV sho~s averP.ge expenditures per family for 46 families. In 
Table V the same items ~re cs,lcul8ted by counties and for the whole RreR on 
the bP sis c,f 8J...'""Penses per person. N("I attempt has been mPde to weight expenses 
according to age groups, Families vr..ry in size all the w,---.y fro!Tl one to nine 
persons. Fo'r this rePson it is difficult to compHre individuP-.1 f;:Hnilies 111ith 
the RverAges. A better co• pPris0n can be mede ~n e per parson bRsis Plthough 
the vc1,riation in numbers e,nd age of children prevents exF1.ct co:np~risons. 

TABLE V. HOUSEHOLD CASH EXPENSES PER PERSON 

·- -
Fo0d Operq- Furnish- HeP.l th Develop-! Personal Life Rous- Misc. Total 

ting & ings & 

l Supplies Equip-
i ment 

....---.. ---, 

Carson 
Valley $70 $23 $ 7 $25 
Walker 
River 51 21 12 21 

Souther, 
Nevada 43 13 33 13 
Eastern 
NevA.d?, 64 g 7 21 

Ne•:'ll'lc1nds 
Project 44 13 9 12 
Average-
241.3 

14 Persons 54 16 18 

Your 
Farm i 

·, . .....__ 
..... 

ment & 
Recre-
ation 

$25 

18 

48 

17 

11 

25 
I 
I 
I 

__.,. ... -"",._•"'' . .. _ .. . ..... -- ~ .. 

& 
Clothing 

$27 

56 

70 

4o 

26 

44 

Ins.& ing 
SPV-
ine.:s 

$24 $16 $ 0 $217 

9 6 0 194 

18 4 2 244 

9 3 4 173 

5 2 0 122 

13 i; 1 191 
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Fa.rm Produce Used Per Family Per Year 

TablE VI indicF1tes that most of the milk buttar, eggs, poultry, pork, potatoes, and fuel is 
derived from tr.e f~rm. Beef is supplied from the farm in most c2ses only in cold weather. Because of 
warm ,veather during most of the year in Southern Nev:::idc=>, the fHrmers of that section are not able to use 
as much home killed meats a.s they do in the cooler pP..rt s of the state. 

TABLE VI. FJ.1...Blifl PRODUCE US~D 
Average Per Family Per Year 

Butter! Eggs Poultry, Beef Pork Mutton Honey Pota- Vege- Fruit Tur- Fuel Wheat 
fat etc. toes tables keys 'for Flour 
lbs doz. lbs. lbs. lbs. lbs. lbs. lbs. Value Value lbs CordE lbs. 

Carson Valley 218.3 329.2 160.9 472.2 843.9 87.7 8 1854 $34 $15 3.7 111 

Walker River 204.5 142.6 77.4 96.31251.9 74.6 577 27 21.1 4.8 492 

Southern NevadE 249.0 108.7 62.1 62.7 56.7 4.o 33 56 8 3-7 .3 

Easter'l'1 Nevada 245.4 151.1 30.9 161.5 198.0 72.5 590 29 3 1.6 4.6 G50 

Newlands Project 248.9 228.9 105.5 327.0 172.0 19.3 24 530 47 32 17.1 .4 150 

Average 233.3 179.7 83.3 198.7 271.0 47.9 5.5 629. rr 4o 11 9.0 3.2 270 
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Far• Produce Used Per Person Per Year 

TablE VII indicates thRt the f~r~ supplied 44.1 pounds of butterfat per person . The total butter­
fat consumed pEr person including the butter purchAsed at wholesale rAtes by dairy fp..rmers was ?.bout 75 
pounds, an equivalent of 250 g2llons of milk. This is divided about as follows: In the form of milk 42 
percent, in cream 11 percent, and in the form of butter 47 percent. 

Each person consumed on the aver?ge 34 dozen egg~ per year, 15.7 pounds of chicken ~eAt, 37.6 
pounds of beef, 51.1 pounds of pork, 9.1 pounds of mutton, 1 pound of honey, 119 pounds of potatoes, $7 
worth cf farm vegetPbles, $2 worth of fruit, and 1.7 pounds of turkey. 

!Butter Eggs Poultry 
' fat etc. 

lbs. doz. lbs. 
-

Carson Vall1y 4o 60.3 29.5 

Walker River 47.3 33.0 17.9 

Southern Nevade 40.2 17.5 10.0 

Ea.stern Nevada 45.5 28.0 5.7 

Newlands Project 50.4 46.3 21.4 

Average . ~ 44.1 34.o I 15.7 
I 
1 

TABLE VI I. FARM PRODUCE USED 
Avere..ge Per Parson Fer Year 

Beef Pork \iutton HoneyjPota- 1Vege- Fruit! Tur-j Fuel I Wheat · · 
toes tables I keys · · for flour 

lbs. lbs. lbs. lbs. lbs. Value VRlue lbs. Cords lbs. 
f 

s6.t I 154.7 15.9 1.5 339.8 $6 $3 .67 20.4 

22.3 58.2 17.2 133.4 6 4.9 1.12 113.8 

10.1 9.1 .6 5.4 9 1 .6 .05 

29.9 33.3 13.4 109.3 5 .50 .3 .9 120.4 

66.2 34.8 3.9 4.8 107.2 9 6 3.5 .7 30.4 

9.1 1.0 119.ol I 37.6 51.1 7 2 1.7 .6 51.1 
i I t I 
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Farm Produce Used On 27 Farms In 1934 Rnd 1935 

Except for butter, eggs. and pork there wAs A sCTrll reduction in the 
amount of f nrn produce used per family in 1935, ~~hen compP.red ,:rri th 1934. 
Records a.re available from 27 farms of f2.r!Tl produce used in both 1934 and 1935. 
The sur1mary of these records is B.s follows: 

TABLE VIII. FARM PRODUCE USED ON 27 FARriS IN 1934 AND 1935 

- ·- ••·------------ ·- ·--·--------

----~~ ·-------·----·--·--------·-----·- _1.93_4 -----.. -··-- 19.35 -- .. -

Milk and crer:u,. butterfPt equiva,lent, lbs. 
Eggs, doz. 
Poultry and turkey, lbs 
Beef, lbs. 
Pork, lbs. 
Mutt on , 1 b s . 
Honey, lbs . 
Potatoes, lbs. 
Vegetables, value, dollPrs 
Fruit, value, dollPrs 
Fuel, cords 

-··------- --------- ------

SUMM .. ~RY 

264 
220 
126 
381 
295 
89 

.7 
1036 

50 
26 
6.5 

265 
226 
92 

338 
339 
38 

.3 
866 
44 
18 
3.5 

1. The aree s included in this study cover the generP.l f.-=ir• r=ireas 
of the st?te but not the erePs devoted primArily to range. 

2. The Hverc1ge size of fRI!lily '7?.S 5. 2 persons. 

3. CH sh household expense ~2 s $1003 per fe.mily, Rn increRse of 
$258 over 1934. 

4. The averRge living expense per f~mily, including f~rm produce 
and rental of fflrm home, ,;;as $1473 per fPmily Find $283 per person. 

5. The totPl food cost per p~rson ~Rs $99 per yeFr or 27 cents 
per day Rnd 45 percent of this cost ,:;p.s derived from the fprm. 
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Introduction --~---··-
:Many factors enter into the management of a farm. The fanner who has 

a definite plan and knovvs what to expect from each major enterprise will manage 
his crops and livestock in such a way as to secure tiie greater,t net return. 
Effi ciency in crop production is indicated by yield per acre or by a percent of 
the average productiono In tho dairy ente::cpri se the nu.rn.ber of p01Jnds of butter­
fat produced per cow and the number of tons of hay required to produce one 
hundred pounds of butterfat measure efficiency. Each enterprise has its :Jwn 

measure of efficiency. The efficiency of 1 abor and management may be shovm by 
tho number of productive work 1mits (P.VI. U.) per worker. 

The index for areas shovn1 in Table I is a comparison of crop yields 
in the f onn of a percent deri vcd by dividing the nvorage yield in an area or 
on a farm by a state yieJ.d. The state yield is derived from various sources. 
Dta.ny farms p1·oduce more per acre and many produce less. It is set up after 
carefully considering yields of major fann crops over a term of years. 

The following yields per acre are used as bases for determining the 
index: Alfalfa 4 tons, whe.J.t 1 ton, barlGy 1 ton, oats 1 ton, shelled corn 
1 ton, corn silage 10 tons, potatoes 7 tons, oats and alfalfa cut for hay 1.5 
tons, :rm·adow hay 1.5 tons, and cantaloupes 125 crates. 

The yields shown in rr£i.b lc I compared with the index bases given above 
give the index on line 1. 

Tho index and yields for 0 Your Farr.t11 are wri tton in pencil on tho 
rra.rgin so you may compare them with the average in each area. 

1rAB1E I. EFFICIENCY FACTORS - CHOPS 

Average farm index, 
crop yields 

Alfalfa, tons per aero 
Barley, pounds per acre 
Yiheat , pounds per acre 
Oats, pounds pGr acre 
Potatoes, tons per aero 
Corn, pounds shelled 

corn per acre 
Con1 silage, tons per acre 
Cantaloup0s, standard 

crates per aero 
Sugar Beet Seed, pounds 

cleaned seed per acre 
Tomato Plants, number of 

plarrt s per acre 
Radishes, dozen bunches 

per acre 
Asparagus, crates per acre 

Cars_o_n--.--l-J0-w~la--n_,,.d-s~~r:~,a~l~k-e_r_~~E~t-1s-t~o-rn-...:-;:;S~o-ut~ho-rn-,.-Y~ol-lr-­

Va ~]~.Y Pro jc ~~ Ri vo r _--+_l_J_c_va_d_a_t----N_' o_v---a da_--+-__ F_a_r_m __ 

1')7 
4. r)g 

2620 
1691 
190.8 
1().3 

77 
3.12 

993 
1561 

2123 

73 

86 
3.16 
1919 
1352 
10--·i;J 

9.7 

79 
3.36 
1589 
1623 

548 
3.1 

12r)n 

89 
4.55 
1486 
1416 

575 

2077 
9.3 

116 

1566 

224,691 
I 

1112 1 

43.5 I 
I 



Efficiency Factors - AnimRl Enterprises -- --·-----... ---------·-· 
Unit production is shovm in tho first six ito:ms. The rono.inder of 

the table is devoted to feed efficiencv • ., 

TURKEYS. The 1935 farm accounts contain records of 10 turkey flocks 
in vvhich 5,306 turkeys wore finished. The average weight of finished birds 
was 14. 9 pounds dressed. All feed was calculated on the basis of finished 
birds, hence where poults were hatched 01 tho farm there wus a greater food 
cost per finished bird since tho feed for breeding stock was included in tho 
total feed bill. The tw-o areas, Ne-wlands and Southern Nevada, show much more 
feed por finished bird., principally because in those areas there was a higher 
proportion of poults hntchod on tho farm. 

DAIRY COWS. Seven hundred and ninety-one cows wcro reported during 
1935. Seventy-throe percent of those cows were in herds classed as li vostock­
dai ry or dairy. In these herds the avorago production per cow was 242 pounds 
of fat. Twenty-seven percent of the dairy cows vvc:rc re,ortod from farms 
classed as general, crop fanns, and poultry, and the production por cow on these 
farms was 207 pounds of fat. About throe-fourths of the c ov:rs in this study 
wore Holsteins and Shorthorns, weighing 1200 pounds to 1500 pounds. 

In computing hay equivalent tho follo-.dn6 values vwro used. 

60 a~ u. days !"OOd 
0 

pr.:.sturo ~l ton alfalfa 
2.5 tons silage -¢1 ton alfalfa 

e5 tons grain ol ton alfalfa 
3 ;") e • tons r.1e lons, pumpkins, or squash :o:, 1 ton alfalfa 

In tho Ne·, lands area no grain vm.s fed, the ration consisting of 
about three-fourths alfalfa hay and one-fourth pasture. In Southern Nevada 
tho ration consisted of alfalfa 55 percent, pasture 15 percent, grain 7 per­
cent, and silage 13 percEmt. This typo of footling required 2. 7 tons of hay 
equivalent to produce 100 pounds of butterfat. 

In Carson Val loy, 1:Valkc r Ei vor and Eastern Nevada areas a larger 
amount of pasture was included in the ration, but no g:,rnin or silage was fed 
and it required from 2.6 to 3.1 tons of hay cqui.valont to produce 100 pounds 
of butterfat. 

CHICKENS. Eighty-four percent of tho cooperating farms reported 
chickens. The primary purposo of these flocks is to supply c~gs and moat for 
use on the farm. On most farms skim mil!:: is fed in lieu of mash and in com­
puting the mash equivalent., 1 r;allon of skim milk -~ 1 pound of mash. In 
genera 1 the percent of m'lsh in th') r,rti on was low· end tho cgc~ product ion '\'f'.J.S 

also lrJVf. Since co.ch area c 0.,ntnins somo flocks vvhich were maintained on a 
somi-conururcial basis, Table III has been computcrl. for tho purpose of compar­
ing straight farm flocks kept for homo uso onl~; with th')SC flocks kept pri­
rrarily for tho sale of eo-6 s. 

HOGS. There ·.7orc 15·:, litters of pigs produced from 96 sovrn and tho 
average number of pigs raised per littor -vras 6.3. A large number of farmers 
sell their pigs as feeders, hence the nu~bcr of pounds of pork produced per 
litter is low, the average being :Jgl pounds. 
----···-----

;:(";;· Is oqui vnlunt to 



Pae;e 3 

Hogs were feel corn, ·wheat , barley, milo, potatoes, sl:im milk , stock 
melons, and cantal oupes. The a-r,rer0,.go total digestible nutrient value of the so 
feeds were used to reduce tho total foed to a 

0
rain equiva l ent. Tho following 

list of feods indicates the va luc s gi wn to each '(ind of feed in terms of 
grain. 

2 pounds e.lfalfa • 1 potmd grain 
1 a. u. day pnsturo ;.'> 16.5 pounds grain 
5 pounds melons -- 1 pound gr ain ~--
1 gallon sk im milk _, ... _ 1.3 pounds grain """"' 
4.5 pounds potatoes -:;> 1 pound grain nixturc 

It required from 4 o2 pounds to 6.6 pounds of grain equivalent to produce a 
pound of pork. 

SHEEP. Farm flocks of sheep varied from 20 to 4·10 owes. The aver­
age lamb crop was 120 percent, varying from 10() percent in lJmvlands aroc.. to 
130 percent in Walke r River. The yiGld of wool was from 8.5 pounds to 9.6 
pounds po r floece • 

TABLE II. EFFICIENCY FACTORS - AliJ I M.AL ENTERPRISES 

Carson .. Nowlands ' ""1H'alkor l Eastern I Southern Your 

--------------+-V~lloy Project Rivor_J_Now:.ttl!:_ Ecvad_a_-i-_F_a_r_m_ 
i 

Average weight finished 
turkeys 

Butterfat per cow, lbs. 
Eggs per hen 
Pounds pork por litter 
Poroont lamb crop 
Pounds wool per flooco 
Tons hay equivalent f od 

per cow 
Tons hay equivalent fed 

per 100 pounds of fat 
Pounds grain per hen 
Pounds mash per hen 
Pounds total f0ed per hon 
Pounds focd por dozo eggs 
Pounds of 6rain per 

finishc d turkey 
Pounds of nn sh per 

finished turkey 
Total pounds food per 

finished turkov ., 

Total pounds feed per 
pound of turkey 

Pounds of grain equivalent 
po r pound of pork 

11.7 
236 
115 

1152 
120 

n 5 '-' 0 

6.7 

2.8 
72 
12 
811 
8.8 

77 

77 

6.6 

4.4 

15.0 
213 
128 

128() 
10() 

8.6 

3.2 
59 
26 
85 
8.1 

82 

22 

104 

6.9 

6.5 

1s. 3 I 
2~'51 ! 206 

98 
753 
130 

9.6 

6.5 

2.8 
51 
29 
80 

9.7 

25 

77 

5.1 

1')9 
523 

6.5 

3.1 
54 

2 
56 

6.2 

14.5 
264 

85 
357 

7.2 

2.7 
84 
15 
99 
14 

48 

46 

94 

6.5 

4.11 ___ 4_.2_1--__ 6_.2__.._ __ _ 
______________ ;.. ___ ..-1.. ________ _ 
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. Flocks of huns were di vidcd into two typos: Fc,nn flocks kept pri-
marily for home use ano. scmi-co:rrnnorcinl flocks kept for both home; use and for 
comrnorcial purposes. Thirty farm flocks contained 9-41

) hens and g flocks con­
tained 3897 hons o Eighty pc rcent of the hens reported wcro kopt in 19 flocks 
and 2 () pc re c,1t nc re kept in 30 flocks • 

Hens kept primarily for homo use wore feel 115 pounds of food per hen 
and produced 96 eggs por hen. Hens kopt in somi-connncrcial flocl{s ·were fod 
76 pounds of food per hen and produced 117 eggs por hen. 

TABlE III. FEEDING EFFICIENCY - LAYING EEJ.'1"S 

Typo of Fl:Jck 

Homo Use 

Semi-Comnc re ia 1 

Avorago 
...... 

Num.bor 
Hons Eggs 

31 196 
222 117 

Per Hen 
Lbs •. -Lb·s-. -Total 

Lbs. feed 
per dozen 

eggs Gro.in Iv:Ush ---
93 22 

-~L 19 

Food 

115 

76 

14 

8 
_ __., _____ _ 

It probc..bly takes the sum.G an1ou...Y1.t of food to finish a turkey which 
is hatched on tho fQnn as it cloos to finish one vr:1ich is purchased as a poul t, 
but where birds o.rc hatched on the farm it is necessary to food the brooders 
for a yoa r. The usua 1 custom is to s2.ve br3cdor hens from the young birds 
each year, selling these hens in Juno after tho breeding see.son or else hold­
ing thrm1 until tho follo·tving October or November. Therefore moro feed is re­
quired per finished bird when tLc poults arc hatched on tho farm. 

Farm accountc for 1935 show 4 tur ... ::oy flocks frJr v..rhich the poults 
were purch&sod and 6 flocks in which the poul ts vrnrc hatched 1)n the farm. 

Table IV shows tho.t it required 77 pounds of food per bird and 5 
pounds of feed per pound of finishod turkey where tho poults vvero purchased, 
and 105 pounds of feed per bird and 7 pounds of feed per p'Jund of finished 
turkey vrherc the birds wore ha tchod o~ the farm. Th.::: excess .Jf food in tho 
latter case may co considered as part of tho original cost of the poults 
since this excess wn.s necessary f .Jr the breeding stocl:o The diffcrc1.co in 
food anountod t8 23 pounds per f'ini c.ned bird. Tho val uc of fce,d ·:rn.s 1. CB 
cents per pound, rn:::t.king tho cost of food for turkeys hatched on tho farm 52 
cents po r bird and 3. 8 cents por pound moro than tho turkeys ,.\Jhich wore pur­
chased as poults

0 
The pw.~chnsoci poults cost 35 cents per finishod bird, sl10-..v­

ing a poult cost of 1'7 cmrts per finished bird loss for flocks where poults 

were purchased. 

TABLE IV. FEEDING EFFICifirCY - TURKE:..7'S 

Poul ts purchased 

Poults hatched on farm 

1 umbo·r 1 

Flocks 

4 

6 

Number J Per I-'inished Bird 
Finished I Lbo, 1· Lbs. 1' Total 

Birds I Gro..in Mash Lbs. Feed 

2097 

3209 

55 

70 

22 

35 

77 

105 

Lbs.Feed per 
lb. drossod 

turkey 

5 

7 



NEWIANDS PROJECT ·- Land l:se A..-rid Production Data Shovdng The Trend From 1924 to 1935 
( Also contains estimat9s for balance ef Churchill County not in Newlands Project) 

1924 1925 1926 1927 1928 1929 I 1930 1931 1932 

i{ o • of Farms 700 700 680 660 640 620 650 E:30 t 640 I 
132 I Aver. Fann Size - acres 136 138 

· (Project only) 

2,650 I Farm Pgpula t ion - l'Jo. 2,750 2,625 2,700 2,600 2,550 3,025 2.,950 2,925 

Land in Farms 
Crop land harvested 
Alfalfa hay -_acres 31,000 28,500 29:4-00 29,400 29,.500 29,500 31,000 33,000 31,000 
Wheat - acres 4,100 4,700 5,900 4,800 5,700 5,300 3,800 4,200 3,300 
Barley & Oats - acres 400 ~25 950 1,200 1,600 1,100 930 750 1,030 
All ether crops - acres 3,100 4,000 3,800 5.,000 3,800 3.,800 3.,900 3,000 4,400 
Total harvested- acres 38,600 38,025 40,500 40,400 40.,600 39.,700 39.,6ZO 40,950 39,730 

Idle, Failure, Etc.-acres 1.,400 1.,975 500 600 400 1,800 2,370 1:,050 2,230 
Tetal CrGp - acres 40,000 40,000 41,000 41.,000 41,000 41,500 42,000 42,000 42j000 

All Other Land in Farms 
acres 80,000 80,000 79,000 79,000 79,000 78,500 78,000 78,000 75,000 

Total Land in Farms (oco) 
- acres 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 117 

Land Not in Farms (000) 
- acres 3,112 · 3,112 3~112 3.,112 3:,112 3,il2 3.,112 3,112 3,115 

Tvtal in County(OOO)-acres 3,232 3,232 3,232 3,232 3,232 3,232 3,232 3,232 3.,232 

Acres Irrigated (project 
only, not including large JI 9 
pasture) 44,280 42,453 45,459 49,255 49,978 47,301 45,908 42,672 44,304 

Sheet 1 

1933 I 1934 I 
I 

665 665 l 
122 ; 

I 
124 

I 
f 

2.,950 2,900 

32.,000 30~000 
4,600 5., 400 . 
1,025 1.,550 
3,400 1,700 

41,025 38,650 

975 3 · 350 , 
42,000 42,000 

74,000 73,000 

116 115 

3,116 3,117 

3,232 3,232 

45,704 40,640 

,)I Contains about 1000 acres not as the Newlands Project. JI Probably contains some ne_ti ve pl sture acres. 

1935 

115 

3,117 

3,232 
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NEVVL.AHDS PROJECT - Land Use and Production Data Showing The Trend fr01a 1924 to 1935 Sheet 2 
( Also contains estimates for balance of Churchill County not in NewJ.ands Project)- Continued 

Alfalfa 
Yield per acre 

· Producti Qn 

1\'heat 
Yie.ld per acre 
Pr•duction 

Barley & Cats 
Yield per acre 
Pr()duction 

1'..11 Cattle 
Fercant turnover 
Animals sold 
Ave. wt. sales 
Calf crop 

I 

I U ·t j Ill 
I 

Acres 
Tons 

1 

T,ms 

· Acres 
Tt)nS 
Tons 

i Acres 
! Tens 

Tons 

No. 
% 
NC'. 
Lhs. 
% 

All Sheep 'No. 
Ewes No. 
Lamb crop 1% 
Total disposed 
(Sheep & lambs) No. 
Ave. wt. lambs Lbs. 
Wool shorn Lbs. 

1924 

31,000 
3.0 

93,000 

4,100 
.66 

2,700 

400 

300 

13,000 

4,000 

85 

40,000 
31,000 

96 

24,000 

~00,000 

1925 1926 1927 1928 1929 r 1930 l 1931 
! 

28,500 

1
1 29 ,4oo 

3.2 3.34 
29,400 

2.96 
87 ,ooo 

29., 500 
3.3 

29,500 31~000 I 33,000 
3.15 3~27 2.21 

91,000 I 98,ooo 
I 

4,700 I s,900 

97 1 000 I 93,000 fOl,000 i 73,000 

.66 I .66 
3,100 3,900 

4,800 
• 71 

3,400 

5,700 
• 74 

1,200 

8~5 ~ 950 l 1.,200 t' ~~600 j 
( Abo . t the sbe as .._, ea-c; I 

s10 540 I soo 1,100 

I I I , . . 
14,ooo 115,ooo 114,ooo I 11,000. 

4., 000 I 5,000 I 6,000 l 5,250 l 
85 · 85 ~5 85 

i 

5,300 
.70 

3,700 

1.,100 

700 

13,000 

5,000 

851 

40,000 
31,000 

81 

40,000 
31,000 

92 

35,000 
27.,000 

78 

2s ,ooo I 20, ooo 
19,000 1· 15,500 

89 ! 69 

18.,.000 25,000 119,000 
I 1 7, 000 I 10, 000 

0.45,000 

3,800 
.74 

2,800 

I 

930 I 
500 

13,000 

5,000 

85 

15,000 
li,500 

87 

10,~00 

4,200 
.52 

2,200 

750 

400 

14,000 

4,500 

85 

16,000 
12,000 

88 

10,000 

I 

1932 I 1933 

31,000 
2.9 

'°,ooo 

3,300 . 

.s1 I 
1,900 j 

I 

1,030 I 
I 

600 

14,000 

4, soo I 
85 

17,000 
13,000 

I 

ss I 
7,000 i 

I 

32.,000 
2.78 

8~,~00 

4,600 
• 74 

3,400 

1,025 

775 

15,~00 

4,000 

85 

17,000 
13,000 

65 

9,000 

1934 

30,000 
2.17 

65,000 

5,400 
61;: 

• 0 

3,500 

1,550 

1,175 

16.,000 

6,000 

85 

18.,000 
14,000 

72 

9,000 

1935 

15,000 

20,000 

150,000 

Horses & mules 

Wt.wool per fleece Lbs. 

No. 3,800 3,400 3,400 3,400 3,200 I I I I I 2, 800 j 2, 800 j 2, 600 i 2 , 500 ; 2,500 ; 2, 400 j 
1 



NEYTLANDS PROJECT - Land Use And Prcductivn De.ta Sha-wing The Trend From 192t1 to 1935 Sheet -3 
(Also contains estimates for balance of Churchill Cou11.ty n1tt in Nevrlands Project) - Continued 

. 

1925 1926 1927 1~28 1929 19.30 193·1 l 1932 1933 j 19311 
I 

1935 I Unit 1°r.:1 .,J ,# ... 

I 

Dairy Cows No .. 4,725 4,950 s, 350 I 5,500 4 900 4,925 4,725 5,125 4,825 4,950 4,750 ' 
J I 

Ave.Prod.B.F. per I 

C0~7 f11s .. I 
I 

Ave. Prod. B.F. . 
I 
I 

223 ' per cow sold jLbs. 210 210 215 218 225 203 203 187 195 184 
Total B.F.sold( 000) Lbs. 1,000 l,000 1,150 1,200 1,100 1,100 980 1,000 930 ! 950 890 

I B. F .. sold as fresh I 
milk (000) Lbs. l I I 

45,000 !60,000 57,000 69,000 71.,000 
I Chickens-laying hms N<.>. 40,000 80,000 65,000 57,000 5?,000 33,000 I 

Ave.Prod. Fer hen Doz. 6.3 7 I 9 9.3 9.5 9.2 9.3 9 8.8 8.8 12 
Total eggs ~roducec 

315 I 620 000) Doz. 250 540 740 550 640 640 500 500 400 I 

Total eggs sold 
225 r 640 520 (000) Doz. 175 450 . 450 5,±0 540 400 400 345 

Eggs sold per hen Doz. 4.4 5.0 7.5 8.0 8.J 7.9 7.8 7.6 7.0 7.0 10.4 
Chickens sold(OOO) No. 15 70 

Turkeys raised(OOO) No. 23 21 31 48 58 47 36 31 38 I 3·1 27 

Hogs on Jan. 1 1 o. 2,300 2,000 2,300 2,100 2,600 2,500 1,800 2,600 2,300 I 2,200 2,500 
l'if o. of· S""WS No. 475 575 400 300 300 400 350 350 350 
Aver. number pigs 
raised per litter No. -Aver. wt. hogs 

marketed Lbs. 

Alfalfa shipped-mru. Tons n,&oo 6,600 6,200 440 2,000 2,400 2,500 
ti II -baled !Tons 2,000 3 1r:o 2,200 4,900 2,500 2,700 3,100 I 

Hay to beef-finishec !Tons 18,400 18.,350 22,000 25, ·1:00 14~701) 16,000 
11 II lambs- ti Tens 5,800 7.,100 4,500 5,300 2,200 5,600 

Total hay sold or 
fer sale Tons 31,000 42,000 28>000 !40,000, 33:0CO 32,000 



ClJillK COUNTY - Land Use And Production Data Showing The Trend From 1924 t o 1935 
( Tentative, not to be released until revised) 

I 
., 

I 
I 

. 1924 1925 1926 192 '1 1928 1929 1930 1931 1932 
. 

No. of Farms 200 212 230 248 265 280 29-1 300 300 

Aver.Farm Size-total acres 
Tl ti It -crop Tl 

Farm Population - No. 1,100 1,110 1,115 1,120 1,125 1,130 1.,134 1.,200 1,250 

Acres Assessed(Private) 
I 

(000) 141 143 142 144 149 153 160 165 163 

Land in Farms 
Crop land harvested 

.Ll.fa lfa '& Other hn.y-ac res 2,100 2,130 2~160 2,190 2,220 2,250 2,250 2.,250 2.,250 
All Grain - acres 1,315 1,315 1,320 1,320 1,325 1,325 1, 3-10 1,355 1,370 
All Corn - acres 340 335 335 330 325 322 300 280 255 
Truck crop & fruit-acres 397 520 490 460 680 7·'.14 585 570 660 
Other crops-acres 600 600 600 600 600 . 600 600 600 600 
Total harvested-acres 4,752 4,900 4,905 4,900 5,150 5,241 5,075 5,055 5,135 

Idle,Failure,Etc.-acres 748 600 595 600 350 259 · 425 445 365 
Total Crop - acres 5,500 5,500 5,500 5,500 5,500 5,500 5,500 5,500 5,500 

All Other Land in Farms-
acres 14,500 14,500 14,500 14,500 11,500 14,500 14,500 14.,500 14,500 

. 

Total Land in Fanns-acres 20,000 20,000 20, 000 20,000 2),000 20.,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 

Land Not in Farms (000) -
15128. 8 acres 5128.8 5128.8 5128.8 5128.8 5128.8 5128.8 5128.8 5128.8 

Total in County(OOO)-acres 5,149 ~,149 5~149 5,149 5,149 5,1~9 5, 1,19 5,149 5,149 

Acres Irrigated I 7, 5CO i 7,5:)0 7,5'JO 7,5 JO 1, soo I 7,50:J 7;580 7, 500 7, EJO 
I 

Sheet 1 

! i l 
1 

1933 1934 1935 l 
280 260 241 

1,225 1,225 1,200 

148 151 

2~250 2,200 2;200 
1,385 l, ..'.c100 1 400 , 

235 214: 200 
580 610 595 
600 600 600 

5,050 5,024 4,955 

450 ~76 5 ·15 
5,500 5,500 5,500 

14,500 1·1, 500 14,500 
. 

206000 18,000 18,000 

5128.8 5130.8 5130.8 

5.,149 5,149 5,149 

r, 5~ "' r , '-'~' 7 , 2 5:- 7, COO 
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: CLl'i.RK COUNTY - Land Use .An d Production Dat a Showing T~i:ie ': r t:1nd From 1 92·:r t o 1 935 
( Tentative, not to be r e leased until r evised) 

- I Unit I J 
192L_l. 1925 1926 1927 1928 1929 1930 1931 1932 

I 

All hay I i~cres 2,100 2,13'] 2,160 2,190 I 2,22C 2,250 2,250 2,250 2,250 
Yield per acre I Tons · 3.3 3.3 3.35 3. 4 3.5 3. 55 3.55 3.55 3.55 
Production Tons 7, 000 7, 000 7,2 00 7,5':0 7,800 8,000 8,000 8,000 8,000 

Total all corn .(.ere s 340 335 335 I - 330 325 322 300 280 255 

. 
Corn-grain Acres 5 30 60 90 120 136 120 105 90 
Yield per acre Bu. 25 25 25 25 25 23 25 25 25 
Total Production Bu. 125 750 1,500 2,250 3,000 3,114 3, 00C 2,525 2,250 

Corn-silage & other Acres 335 305 · 275 240 205 186 180 175 165 
Yie ld pe r acre Tons 11.5 
Total Production Tons 

All Grain Acres 1,315 1,315 1,320 1, 320· 1,325 1,325 1, 3,.10 1,355 1,370 
Yield per acr e Bu. 25 21 21 21 21 23 22 • 01 23.7 25 
Total Produc-tion Bu 28,000 28, 000 2 8 , 000 . 2 3 , 0-JC 28, 000 30 , 000 32,000 34 ,000 

Sorghums l~cres 116 

Cash Crops-Moapa - I 
Asparagus 11.cres 60 75 130 130 1 40 166 130 130 150 
Cantaloupes J...cres 200 270 160 lO·J 250 170 150 120 190 
w·atennelons .1 .. cres 10 20 20 20 30 100 
Sugar beet seed Acre s 
Bunch vegetable s 1icres I 27 35 60 90 120 148 100 70 70 
Tomato Plants 11.cres 20 20 20 40 60 80 100 100 

Total Moapa .. -'1.cres 297 I 
I 

420 390 360 588 64.-.1 460 ,J:2 0 510 

Other Valleys ..:\.cres 10') 
10r; I 10~ I 100 100 100 125 150 150 

. iwre s I 46C I County Total 397 490 I 680 744 585 570 660 52 C' 
..l. 

Sheet 2 

1933 1934 1935 

2,250 2,2 JO 2,200 
3.55 3 ~55 3.55 

8,000 7,800 7,800 

235 214 200 

75 58 60 
25 26.5 25 

1,975 1,537 

160 156 140 

1,385 1, 400 
26.2 27~5 

36,000 38,500 

451 

1-10 100 90 
100 150 120 

30 50 · 75 
60 60 50 

100 100 110 
430 460 4-i: 5 

150 150 150 

580 610 595 
-



CLARK COUNTY - Land Use And Production Da t a Showing 'l.'he Trend From 192<1 to 1935 
(Tentati ve, not to be r oleased until r evised) 

I 

, l;:t I = 

1927 J 19;-1-· 19;;-
,-. 

1924 I 1925 
I 1926 I 1930 1931 ! 1932 

i i 

! I I I i I 

3,8Jc l 3,8J') I .11 Cattle I No. 6, 000 l ,1 C) r, ·'.) 3,5JC j 3,2C') 3, 000 3,800 £1 :.1:00 :r:' ·._ ~''- , 
Turnover l ' % 25 1 22 241 24 2'1: 22 23 22 20 _,.,,..I 

I j I Sold & used No. 

I .i\.ver. vYt. sold & used Lbs. 
I 

I 

Calf crop JJ % 66 s8 I 62 63 62 65 63 61 54 

)airy Cows No. 570 5~0 565 560 555 , 550 5L19 600 soc o.., 

580 I Production per cow Gal. I 
530 530 550 570 595 595 600 650 

Total Prod. l OCO 
Gal. 3011 308 313 318 322 326 326 360 520 

logs - Jan. 1 No. I 670 670 630 590 I 550 510 500 500 500 
No. of sows No. 90 90 85 80 75 70 70 70 70 
Aver. weight Lbs. j Trend j 'rom 20(' -350 to 
.: .. verage pigs per ' 

litter No. (.11.bout s. o - estimated from co -n-hog contracts)' 

l I 
~hickens - Jan. 1 I No. 10 orv, \. J •._; 'J ll, OC8 14, 000 17, 000 17, 000 17, 000 17, 0'JO 16, 000 15 or,o , 
Aver. eggs laid I per hen No. 91) 100 110 115 120 I 120 120 120 115 
Chickens sold No. l r I 

. 
I I 

Horses & Mules No. 930 I 930 92 0 l · 910 900 890 880 880 880 

rurkeys raised No. l I 
i 7,30G I I 
' I I i I ! I 

1 / State .,_'_ve r r..go ~ 

Sheet 3 

1933 193':h 1935 

"· soc I 5, 0 ·JO 5,200 
24 24 

62 63 

1,000 1,000 l, OJO 
700 700 700 

I 

700 700 l 700 

500 500 soc 
70 70 70 

180-24'] 

14 ,000 1<1, 000 14 , 000 

110 110 110 

880 875 875 

l 
i_b , 000 

l 



.. DOUG-LAS COUNTY - Land. Use .And Production Data ShmYing T!1e Trend From 1924 to 1935 Sheet 1 

- - -· 
1924 1925 ! 1926 1927 ! 1928 1929 1930 1931 ! 1932 1933 1934 1 1935 ! 

I ' I I 
~ ·- ----
No. of Fanns 135 135 135 135 135 135 135 135 135 I 135 135 135 

Aver. Farm Size-total A. 620 620 620 i20 620 620 620 620 620 620 620 620 
' II 11 !l -ere/:::> acres 96 96 96 I 96 96 96 96 96 96 96 96 96 ... 

l 

Farm Population - No. 775 775 775 775 I 775 775 775 775 775 775 775 ?75 
' 4 

Land in Fa :rms 
I 
I 

! Crop land harvested I 
Alfalfa hay - acres 11~000 11,000 10,500 10,500 I 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10~000 10,000 l.J,000 

Other hay - acr0s 6,000 6,000 6,000 6,000 6,000 6,000 6~000 6,000 6,000 6,000 
I 

6,000 ! G,000 

V!heat - acres 1,400 1~300 1,400 I 1,400 1,300 1,300 1~400 1,50) 1,300 1,500 1,500 l,500 

Barley - acres 1,200 1,300 1,300 1,400 1,300 1,300 1,550 1,600 1,400 1,600 1,600 1,400 

Oats - acres 500 500 500 soo I 600 600 600 550 • 550 550 550 I 550 I 
Potatoes - acre s 180 200 230 ' 250 230 260 260 200 I 260 250 290 250 
All other crops - acres . 300 300 30 0 300 300 300 300 300 300 300 300 300 I 
Total harvested-acres 20,580 20,600 20,230 20,350 19,730 19,760 20,110 20,150 19,810 20,2()0 20,240 20 ,000 j 

' 
Idle,Failure,etc.-acres 420 4CO 770 650 1,270 1,240 890 850 1,190 800 760 1,000 

Tetal crcp - ~cres 21,000 21,000 21,000 21,000 21,000 21,000 21,000 21,000 21,000 21.,000 21,000 21,000 

Al 1 ( the r Lt1.nd in Farms -
acres 109 109 1G9 109 109 109 109 109 109 109 109 109 

Total Land in Farms (000) I 
- acres y 130 130 130 130 130 130 130 130 130 130 130 130 

. 
Land Not in li'anns . -

Private (000) - acres 35 36 36 37 38 38 38 38 38 18 18 18 
Railroad Nor: e 
Public (ooo) - acres 304 303 303 302 301 301 301 301 301 321 321 321 · 

Tota l in County(OOO)-acres 469 469 469 469 469 469 469 I 469 469 469 469 469 

Acre s Irriguted(OOO)-ncres 35 I 35 35 35 35 35 35 I 35 35 35 35 j 35 
- -.. 

3:,1 Does not include land O"lmed in California by Douglas County farmers. 



.DOHGL1i.S GCJJ\fTY - L-:-,nd Use Jmd Production Dntu Sho~.J!Jing The Trend From 19;~L1 to 1935 

i.1.lfalfa 
"~. 1 , ri..::i n per acre 

.,Unit j 1924 f 
.I J 

11,000 
2.54 

192s I 1926 1927 1928 

11,000110.,500~110,500 
2.86 3.14 3.14 

Total Production 

Acres 
Tons 
Tons 28,JOOj 32,000j33.,000 133.,000 

10,000 
3.2 

32,000 

Al 1 1. ,ther Hay 
Yield per acre 
Total Production 

~~meat 
Yield per acre 
Production 

Bi:.::.rley 
Yield per ac.re 
'T.'otn. l Production 
Total ?rod uction 

Pot3.tres 
-:io ld per acre 
Totnl Production 
Total Production 
I'8rcent marketed 

! 

J._cre s 
Tons 
Tons 

:1..cres 
Bu. 
Bu. 

6,000 
1.5 

9,000 

1,400 
18 

25,000 

Acres 1~200 
Bu. 60 
Bu. 70,000 
Tons 1,750 

Acres 
Bu. 
Bu. 
Tons 
1o 

180 
160 

28,800 
864 

Percent commercial 4creag~ 
Cci rs shipped(see.sonl No. 

Oats 
Yield per acre 
19tal Prcducti~n 

1;,cres 500 
Bu. 40 
Bu. 20.,000 

/ .. lfalfa hB.y shipped I Tons 

6,000 
1.66 

10,000 

1.,300 

1.,300 

200 
200 

6,000 
1.5 

9,000 

1.,400 

1,300 

230 
250 

40,000,57,500 
1.,200 1,725 

500 500 

6, ooo I 6., ooo 
1.66 1.66 

10,000 ho,ooo 

1,400 

l,40L 

250 
280 

70.,000 
2.,100 

500 

1,380 

1,300 

230 
280 

64,4JO 
1,932 

6')0 

1929 

10.,000 
3.I 

31,000 

6,000 
1.5 

9,000 

I 1., 300 I 33 
'43.,000 

1,300 
57 

74,100 
1,852 

260 
310 

80,600 
2,418 

600 
45 

27.,000 

754 

1930 

10,000 
3.3 

33 000 ., 

6,000 
1.33 

8,000 

1,400 
30 

42,000 

1,550 
60 

93,000 
2,325 

260 
280 

72,800 
2,184 

6()1) 

49 

1931 

10,000 
2.3 

23,000 

6.,000 
1.66 

6,000 

1.,500 
33 

49,500 

1.,600 
56 

89.,600 
2,240 

200 
280 

56,000 
1,680 

550 

16 I 

1932 

10,000 
3.0 

30,000 

6,000 
1.33 

8.,000 

1,300 
30 

39.,000 

1.,400 
60 

84,000 
2,100 

260 
325 

84,500 
2,535 

550 

390 

Sheet 2 

1933 

10,000 
3.0 

30,000 

6,000 
1.5 

9,000 

1,500 
35 

52,500 

J.,600 
58 

92,800 
2.,320 

250 
300 

75,000 
2,250 

I 1934 

10.,000 
2.6 

26,000 

6,000 
1.5 

9,000 , 

1,500 
30 

45,U~O 

1,600 
61 

97,600 
2,440 

290 
295 

85,500 
2,550 

550 I 550 
53 

29,200 

331 388 
I 

1935 

10,000 
2.8 

23,000 

6,000 
1.66 

10,000 

1,500 
26 

39,000 

1,400 
61 

8S,400 
2,135 

2:-SO 
260 

65,000 
1,950 

550 



DOUG-Li .. .S COUNTY - Land Use i'J.1d Productian Data Showing The Trend Fro:r7. 1924: to 1935 Shec.;t 3 

I Unit 1924 I 1925 1926 1927 \ 1928 i 1929 1930 
1 

1931 l~ i932 1 1933 ' 1934 1935 +- ! . . , . ~ • ! . . . I 

l ' f • lno. 17,000 I 17,000 17,000 17,000 17,000 I 17,000 17,000 17,000 :11,000 17,000 .,17r000 17,0GO li.11 Cattl0 
Tnrnover % 29 I 29 · 29 29 29 · 29 29 29 : 29 29 29 29 

4,930 4,930 4,930 4,~30 4,930 4,930 : 4,930 4,930 I 4,930 4,930 Sold F.;nd us Gd 
/ .. vorr..ge 1·10ight 
C~lf Crop - beef 
Calf Crop - dairy 

No. 
Lbs. 
% 
% 

Lll Sheep lNo. 
~uri:over 9. ~ 
~ola rnd used !Jo. 
L2.mbs saved ?] .J'.fo 
Lambs sold,.il .. ver. ~-:&.l Lbs. 
1. .... ~•rr.> s ,r...., ~ r n Y\d O VP r l J c;;,0-' 
J.- V\i "-" ' • '\J .......... ... • .1. I y ' I 

,.var, ~.t. per flcec; JI,bs. 
io.shorn-%of Jan.1~% 

D»iry Cows INo, 
r .. P~. per cm11.r , Lbs. 

C}1iekens-Ja.n. 1 
Eg~s laid per hen 

Ho6 s on Jan. 1 
No. of sows 

No. 
No. 

No. 

I
No. 

Pigs raised per 
litter.No. 

_'.,_vor.~";t. Mkt.IIogs !Lbs. 

Horses ~nd Mules No. 

Turkeys raised No. 

4,930 
1,000 

80 
89 

90,000 
53 

94 
68 
80 

92 

2,000 
230 

20,000 
105 

2,700 
Ll50 

5.2 

1,700 

'±, 930 
1,000 

80 
89 

90,000 
39 

78 
69 

7.3 
96 

2,000 
230 

20 ,.000 
105 

2,700 
450 

5.2 

I 1,100 

y From U.S. census 

1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 I 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 
80 80 80 I 80 80 80 I 80 80 80 80 
89 - 89 . 89 89 89 89 89 89 89 89 I 

90,000 
56 

90 
68 

7.9 I 
94 

2.,100 
230 

21,000 
110 

2,700 
450 

5.2 

1,600 

80,000 
46 

74 
69 

7.3 
92 

2,200 
230 

21,000 
110 

2:,. 700 
450 

5.2 

1,500 

75,000 
56 

14 
67 

7.5 
93 

2,300 
235 

21,000 
115 

2,580 
430 

5.2 

1,400 

75,000 
36 

62 
67 

45 I 
7.2 
86 

2,250 
235 

21,.000 
115 

2,490 
415 

5.2 I 

1,300 

1,760 

]:/ State Average 

75,000 
41 

80 
66 

7.8 
91 

2,200 
235 

21,000 
115 

2, ~100 
400 

5.2 

1,300 

75,000 
42 

81 
66 

7.8 
95 

2,200 
230 

21,000 
115 

2,400 
400 

5.2 
198 

1,300 

I 

75,000 
22 

45 
67 

7.6 
79 

2,200 
230 

20,000 
115 

2,3<±0 
390 

5.2 
187 

1,300 

75,000 
30 

56 
67 

7.8 
85 

2.,200 
230 

20,000 
115 

2,310 
385 

5.2 
195 

1,300 

75,000 
' 32 ' I 

66 
67 
65 

7.2 
90 

2,200 
230 

18.,000 
115 

2,280 
380 

5.2 

1,300 

I 

75,000 

7.5 
91 

2,200 
230 

18,000 
115 

2,250 
375 

5.2 

1,300 



ELKO - Land Use And Production rata Showing The Trend From 1924 to l935 
(Tentative, not to be released until revised) 

. . 

1924 1925 1926 1927 1928 1929 1930 1931 
' ., . •. ~ ~. . 

No. of Farms 450 450 450 45C 450 450 450 450 

Aver.Farm Size-total acrES 4,898 4,889 4,889 4,889 4,889 4,889 4,889 4,667 
ti II It -crop ti 309 320 320 331 342 342 342 342 

Fann Population - ~o. 2,500 2,550 2,600 2,650 2,700 2,750 2,800 2,840 
I 

Land i-n Farms 
Crop land harvested 
Alfalfa & · Qther hay-. .' . 

a.cres-(000) 135 140 140 145 150 150 145 135 
All grain - acres 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 
Potatoes - acres 3(;0 300 300 300 300 300 200 200 
Other crops - acres 700 700 700 700 700 700 800· 800 
Total harvested A~-(000) 139 144 144 149 154 154 149 139 

Idle,Failure,Etc.-A~-(000) 5 15 
Total Crop-acres (000) 139 144 144 144 149 154 154 154 

All Other Land in Fanns-
acres.-( 000) ~,065 2,056 2,056 2,051 2,046 2,046 2,046 1,946 

Total Land in Farms (000) l 

acres ~,204 2,200 2,200 2,200 2,200 2,200 2,200 2,100 

Land Not in Farms (000) 
acres 8,714 8,718 8,718 8,718 8,718 8,718 8,718 8,818 

Total in County(OOO)-A. 10,918 10,918' 10,918 10,918 10,918 10,918 10,918 10,918 

Acres Irrigated(OOO)-Max. 200 200 200 200 200 200 200. 200 
" II 

II -l1ctual . 180 200 180 200 180 180 170 150 

Sheet 1 . 

1932 1933 1934 

450 450 450 

4,444 4,444 4,444 
342 342 342 

2,880 2,920 2,960 

135 130 120 
3,000 3,000 2,500 

300 200 200 
800 800 800 
139 134 124.5 

15 20 30.5 
154 154 154 

1,846 1,846 1,846 

2,000 2,000 2,000 

8,918 8,918 8,918 

10,918 10,918 10,918 

200 200 200 
] 85 180 150 

Railroad land(OOO)-acres 1,191 1,229 1,203 1,182 ls093 1 Q '<' ? ., <.J .• , 1, 042 991 I 1 >' C-0 1 1,001 1,028 
Acres assessed (noo) 1,574 1 1 567 1,592 1,618 1,717 1,780 1,779 1,846 lj 837 1,833 1,865 

j I . - ·--- -- - .... - - - -- _., ., ' -,,, ·~ - - ... -. , -- ..... .--- ' ... 
__ __ __ .,_ 

-·· ·-- ... •·- .. ... - - - _,._ - ·- -

I 1935 
\ 

450 

342 

3,000 

I 
120 

3,000 
300 
800 

124.1 

29.9 
154 

1,946 

2,100 

8,818 

10,918 

200 
180 

---~ 



ELKO COUNTY - Land Use And ~roduction Data Shm'Ving The Trend From 1924 to 1935 
(Tentative, not to be released until revised) 

Unit 1924 1925 1926 1927 1928 1929 1930 1931 1932 
- -· 

Alfalfa hay Acres 15,000 16,000 16,000 17,000 18,000 18,000 18,000 16,000 16,000 
Yield per acre Tons · 1.2 1.56 1.56 1.59 1.78 1.67 1.94 .31 1.88 
Production Tons 18,000 25,000 25,000 27,000 32,000 30,000 35,000 5,000 30,000 

Other hay (000) A~resl 120 124 124 128 132 132 127 119 119 
Yield per acre Tons .8 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.0 1.0 1.0 .3 1.2 
Production (000) Tons 96 136 124 140 132 132 127 36 142 

All Grain Acres 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 
Yield per acre Bu. 
Production Bv .• 

• 

All Cattle-Jan.l(CXD) No. 140 132 132 132 130 130 130 130 115 
' 

Turnover -y o;' 
o/o 25 22 24 25 25 22 23 23 23 

Sold & used No. 35,000 29,000 32,000 33,000 32,000 29,000 30,000 30,000 29,000 
Aver.VIT.sold& used-5-' Lbs. 942 872 828 795 
Calf crop y 1% 66 58 62 63 62 65 63 61 54 

All Sheep-Jan.l (CID) No. 300 300 340 · 350 360 340 350 300 300 
Turnover 

'fooo) 
% 53 39 56 46 56 36 41 ~2 22 

Turnover No. 159 117 190 161 202 122 144 126 66 
,Lambs saved y % 94 78 90 74 84 62 80 81 '15 
Aver. vYt. lambs Lbs. 
Ewes-lYr . & over 1/ % 76 78 77 77 77 76 75 79 

Aver.Y':t.per fleece ~ Lbs. 7.3 7.8 7.3 7.5 7.2 7.8 7.8 7.5 

Hogs on Jan. 1 No. 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 1,750 1.,500 1.,500 1,500 1,500 
Sows No. 400 400 400 400 350 300 300 300 300 

Horses & Mules-Ja:n.l No. 18,000 18,000 18,000 18,000 17,000 17~000 ,16,500 16,000 15,000 
I 
I 
I - ----y State Average. 3J Ranch Account2 - Brennen. 

Sheet 2 

1933 1934 1935 

15,000 13,000 13,000 
1.86 . • 39 1.38 

28,000 5,000 18,000 

115 107 107 · 
.. 95 .55 • 9 l 
110 59 05 i 

V I 
l 

3,000 2,500 I 3,000 
1 
I 
I 

I: 
I 

l 
120 130 150 

20 24 2~ 
24,000 31,000 

62 63 I 
284 I 250 275 · 

30 32 \ 
90 96 

f 

56 66 

81 78 77 
I 
I 

7.8 7.2 7.5 

1,500 1,500 1,500 
300 300 300 

14,000 13,000 12,000 



HUMBOLDT COUNTY Land Use And Production Data 3howing The Trend Fr0m 1924 t o 1935 
(Tentative, not to be raaleased until revised) Sheet 1 

! 1924 I 1925 
l 

1926 1927 1928 1929 1930 l 1931 l 1932 I 1933 1934 

No. of Farms 

Aver.Fann Sise-total acres 
ti ti 11 -crop 

Farm Population - No. 

Land in Farms 
Crop land harvested 
Alfalfa hay - acres 
Other hay - acres 
All grain - acres 

ti 

All other crops-acres 
Total harvested-acres 

Idle,Failure,Etc.-acres 
Total crop - acres 

All Other Land in Farms­
acres (000) 

Total Land in Farms (000) 
acres 

Land Not in Farms (000)­
acres 

165 

I 6., 242 I 254 
I 

3,800 

I 8,COO 
30,000 

100 
500 

38,600 

3~400 
42,000 

988 

1,0301 

5,245 

Total in County(ooo)-acres I 6,275 

165 

6,242 
264 · 

3,800 

5,000 
30,000 

500 
500 

39.,000 

3,000 
42,000 

988 

1,030 

5,245 

6,275 

165 165 

6.,242 . 
264 I 

6,242 
264 

! 

3,800 I 3.800 

8,000 
30,000 

300 
500 

38,800 

3,200 
42,000 

988 

1,030 

5.,245 

6,275 

8,COO 

I' 30,000 
500 

I soc 
I 39.,000 

3,000 
42,000 

988 

1.,030 

5,245 

6,275 

165 

6,242 
264 

3.,800 

8~000 
30.,000 

500 
500 

39,000 

3,000 
42,000 

988 

1,030 

5,245 

6,275 

165 

6,242 
264 

3,800 

8~000 
30,000 

800 
500 

39.,300 

2,700 
42,000 

988 

1,030 

5,245 

6,275 

165 

6,242 
2 34 

3,800 

r 7 j 500 
30,000 

500 
500 

38,500 

3,500 
42,000 

988 

1,030 

5,245 

6,275 

165 

5,757 
264 

3,800 

7,000 
30,000 

100 
500 

37,600 

4,400 
42,000 

908 

950 

5,325 

6.,275 

165 

5,454 
264 

3,800 

7~000 
30,000 

800 
500 

38,300 

3, tOO 
42,000 

858 

900 

5,375 

6,275 

165 

5,454 
264 

3.,800 

7 000 , 
30.,000 

500 
500 

38,000 

4,000 
42.,000 

858 

900 

5,375 

6,2 75 

165 

5,454 
264 

3,800 

7,000 
30,000 

200 
· 500 

37.,700 

4,300 
42,000 

858 

900 

5,375 

6,275 

1935 

165 

5,757 
264 

3,800 

7,000 
30,000 

500 
· 500 

38,000 

4.,000 
42,000 

908 

950 

6,275 

Acres Irrigated-Maximum 60,000 I 60,000 60,000 j 60,000 60,000 
Acres assessed (000) 488 I ~ 488 473 490 510 

Railroad land " 
11 

-acres 657~L---- 653 I 635 620 

60,000 I 60,000 60,000 160,00C' 1 so,000 I 60,000 I 60,000 

.~

96 498 485 486 : 4 76 I 466 
619 619 619 619 ! 630 : 632 I 

! t I ----- . -



·mmrnOLDT COUNTY~ Land Use And Production Data Showing The Trend From 1924 to 1935 
( Tentative, not to be released until revised) 

- I I Unit 1924 1925 1926 1927 1928 1929 1930 1931 1932 

Alfalfa hay Acres 8,000 8,000 8,000 8,000 8,000 8,000 7,500 7,000 7,000 
Yield per acre Tons · 2.0 2.25 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.5 1.0 2.0 
Production Tons 16,000 18,000 16,000 16,000 16,000 16,000 11,250 7,000 14,000 

All other hay Acres 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 
Yield per acre Tons .66 1.0 · • 66 1.0 .66 .6 .5 .33 1.0 
Production Tons 20,000 30,000 20,000 30,000 20,000 18,000 15,000 10,000 30,000 

All grain Acres 100 500 300 500 500 800 500 100 800 
Yield per acre Bi.:·• 14 18 
Production Bu. 1,400 14,000 

All Cattle-Jan. 1 No. 65,000 50,000 40,000 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000 
Turnover }) % 25 22 24 25 25 22 23 23 23 
No. sold & ·used No. 
Aver.Wt.sold& usedJ 'Lbs. 942 872 828 795 
Calf crop J} % 66 58 62 63 62 65 63 61 54 

All Sheep-Jan. 1 (CX:O) No. 100 110 115 120 120 120 125 125 125 
·Turnover y %' 53 39 56 46 56 36 41 42 22 
Sold & used No. 
Lambs saved )) % 94 78 90 74 84 €2 80 81 45 
Ewes-lYr.&over JI % 76 78 77 77 77 76 75 79 

Aver.Wt.per fleece J) Lbs. 7.3 7.9 7.3 7.5 7.2 7.8 7.8 7.5 

Hogs on Jan. 1 No. 750 600 550 500 450 400 400 400 400 
Sows No. 150 120 110 100 90 80 80 80 80 

Horses & Mules-Jan.l No. 6,400 6,400 6,400 6,000 5,000 3,500 3,500 3,000 3,000 

y State Average. '?,I Ranch Accounts - Brennen. 

Sheet 2 

' 
1933 1934 1935 

.. 

7 ,ooo I 1, ooo I 7,000 
1.5 I 1.0 I 1.6 

I 10,500 , 7, 000 ; 11, 200 
! . 

I 

30,000 30, 000 . 30, 000 
.66 

i 
.4 ! l~O 

I 

20,000 12,000 30,000 

500 200 500 
20 

4,000 

35,000 38,000 40,000 
20 24 24 

62 63 

100 110 120 
30 32 

56 66 
81 78 77 

7.8 7.2 7.5 

400 400 400 
80 80 80 

3,500 4,000 4,200 



',LINCOLN COUNTY - Land Use And Production Data Showing The TreLd From 1924 to 1935 
(Tentative, not to be released until revised) 

.. ,.__ 

1924 1925 1926 1927 1928 1929 1930 1931 1932 

No. of Farms 179 175 170 165 160 155 160 175 190 

Aver.Fann Size-total acres 184 189 194 200 206 213 216 189 174 
ti 11 tr -crop 11 34 35 37 39 41 43 42 38 35 

Farm Population - No. 800 786 770 755 740 730 720 810 890 
Acres Assessed , 46,000 46,000 46,000 49,000 45,000 ~6,000 56,000 56,000 55,000 

Land in Farms 
Crop land harvested 
Alfalfa hay - acres 1~800 1~840 1,880 1~920 1,960 2,000 2~000 2,000 2,000 
Other hay - acres 2,4ctr 2,400 2,400 2,400 2,400 2,400 2,400 ?.,400 2,400 
All grain - acres 150 200 215 230 240 250 240 220 200 
All corn - acres 700 720 740 760 780 800 790 780 770 
Other crops - acres 350 280 245 210 180 150 130 120 · 110 
Total harvested - acres 5,400 5,440 5,480 5,520 5., 560 5.,600 5,560 5,520 5,480 

Idle,Failure,Etc.-acres 600 760 820 880 940 l,000 1;140 1.,180 1~220 
Total Crop - acres 6,000 6,200 6,300 6,400 6,500 6,600 6,700 6,700 6,700 

All Other Land in Farms -
acres 27,000 26,800 26,700 26,600 26,500 26,400 26,300 26,300 26,300 

Total Land in Fanns-acres 33,000 33,000 33,000 33,000 33,000 33.,000 33~000 33.,000 33,000 

Land Not in Fanns (000) -
acres 6.,694 6,694 6.,694 6.,694 6.,694 6,694 6,694 6,694 6,694 

. , 

Total in County(OOO)-acres 6,727 6,727 6., 727 6,727 6,727 6,727 6,727 6,727 6,727 

Acres Irrigated 9,000 9,000 9,000 9,000 9,000 9,000 9.,000 9,000 9.,000 

Sheet l 

·, 
1932 1934 1935 I 

l 
; 

205 218 
' 

161 152 
· 33 · 31 I 

1~010 1~•9b 
54.,000 54,000 j 

• ' 
! 

2,000 2~000 
2,400 2,400 

200 200 
730 550 

·130 250 
5,460 5,400 

1,240 1.,300 
6,700 6,700 

26.,300 26,300 

33,000 33,000 

6,694 6,694 

6,727 6,727 

9,000 9,000 



, 
LINCOLN COUNTY - Lar..d u ae I1.nd Producti on Da t e. 8howin~ Ti-.1.e Tre nd From 1924 to J.935 

(Tentat i ve, not to be r eleased un t il r evised) Sheet 2 

-
Unit I 1924 I 1925 I 1926 

I 

1927 I 1928 I 1929 I 1930 f 1931 f 1932 1933 I 1934 I t 1935 

Alfalfa. hay .b.cres 1,800 1,840 1,880 l, 920 1 1,960 2,000 2,000 2.,000 I 2,000 f 2.,000 2,000 I 2,000 
Yield per acre Tons ·2.1 2.85 3.0 2.8 2.9 3.0 3.0 ·2.5 1 · 3.o 2.9 2. 75 I 
Production Tons· ,1., 800 5,520 5,640 5,400 5,600 6,000 6,000 s,ooo 6,000 5~800 5,500 : 

I All other hay Acres 2,400 2,400 2,400 2, 400 2,400 2,400 2,400 2,400 2,400 2,400 I 2,400 I 2, 400 
Yield per acre Tons .83 1.25 1.04 1.04 1.25 1,25 1.0 • 75 1.25 1.0 .83 
Production Tons 

240 I All grain l~cres I 1so I 200 I 215 I 230 I 240 I 2so I 220 I 200 I 200 I 200 
Yield per acre Bu. 
Production Bu. 1± 500 J 'I, 400 6.,100 

Corn - total Acres 700 720 740 760 780 800 790 780 770 730 550 
Corn - grain Acres 650 

I 430 
Yield per acre Bu. (i~bout ~5 bu. a r3.ge o corn-h contr ts.) 
Production Bu. 

Corn - other Acres 150 110 

All Cattle No. 20.,000 20,000 16,000 14,000 12,000 11,000 11.,000 10,000 12,000 13,000 14,ooo 1 11,000 
Turnover y % 25 22 24 25 24 22 23 22 20 24 24 
Sold & used No. 
Aver. Wt. Lbs. 
Calf crop )J % I 66 I 5s I 62 I 63 f 62 I 65 I 63 I 61 I 54 I 62 I 63 

All Sheep No. 11s, ooo 11s,ooo 114,000 j 13,000 112,000 112,000 112.,000 f 12,000 f 12,000 112,000 112, 000 I 8.,000 
Turnover % 
Sold and used No. 
Lambs saved y % I 94 I 78 I 90 I 74 I 84 r &2 I 80 I 81 r 45 I 56 I 66 

" sold-liver. Wt. Lbs. 
Ewes l yr. & older % 76 78 I 11 I 11 I 11 1 76 I 75 I 79 I 81 I 78 I 77 
~ver.Wt.per fleece~ Lbs. 7.3 7.9 7.3 I 7.5 I 7.2 7 .8 I 7.8 I 7.5 I 7. 8 I 7 .2 l 7. 5 
No.shorn-% J ~J1.l 1/ % 92 96 94 92 93 86 91 95 79 85 90 91 

Horses & Mules No. 1,236 I I I I I 624 I I ! 
I I 1,508 

Fann only No. 700 _L_ 600 ' 600 I ! I 

1/ State Aver age~ 



LYON COIDTTY(except Fernley) - L.'ind Use And Prod uction Data Showing The Trend From 1924 to 1935 

(Tentative, not for release until revision) Sheet 1 

-1;:-r l~~; -~-

No. of Farms 

Aver.Farm Size-total A. 
II ti 11 -crop acres 

Fann Population - No. 

Total Assessed - acres(O®) 
Total R.R. land - acres 11 

Land in Farms 
Crop land harvested 
Alfa lfa hay - acres 
Other hay - acres 
11\Jheat - acres 
Barley and Oats-acres 
Potatoes - acres 
Other crops-acres 
Total harvested-acres 

Idle,Failure,etc.-acres 
Total crop-acres 

All Other Land in Farms­
acres ( 000) 

Total Land In Farms (000) 

425 400 

388 412 
75 80 

2,125 2,000 

165 162 
111 111 

22.,000 23.,000 
1,000 1.,000 
1,400 2.,000 

700 1.,200 
1,000 1,200 

600 . 600 
2 6, 700 I 2 9., ooo 

I I 5, 300 , .4, ooo 
32,000 f 33,000 

I I 

133 132 l 

Acres I . 165 165 

Land Not in Farrns(OOO) 

192 

3 

4 

1.7 9 

1 
1 

24,0 
1,0 
2,0 
1,2 
1.,6 

6 
30.,4 

2.,6 
33,0 

1 

1 

- acres j 1,122 l 1,122 j 1.,1 

Total in County(OOO)-acrer 1,287 j 1.,287 I 1,2 

Acres Irrigated(OOO)- 11 ! 50 I 60 j 

6 

80 

34 
76 

00 

66 
06 

00 
00 
00 
00 
00 
00 
00 

oc 
00 

32 

65 

22 

87 

60 

I . 
I 
I 

I 

' 7 .. ----- I 1930 
I 

1927 1. 1928 1929 

325 r 
II • 

360 340 320 

458 485 508 516 
76 74 73 72 

1,800 1,700 1,625 1,600 

166 170 166 162 
103 107 102 87 

25,000 26,000 127.,000 28,000 
1.,000 1,000 1.,000 · 1,000 

I 

2.,000 1,800 1,700 1,400 
1,500 1,400 1,400 1~400 
2,000 1,600 1,200 1.,100 

600 600 600 600 
32,100 32,400 132,900 33,500 

2,900 3,600 4,100 . 3,500 
35,000 36,000 37,000 137.,000 

130 129 128 128 

165 165 ! 165 165 

1,122 ' 1,122 ' 1.,122 1.,122 

1,287 1,287 1.,287 1,287 

65 60 58 i 56 

' l I ' 

., 19~_1932 I 
' 

1933 i 1934 

j 315 305 . 310 340 
t 

1 ,_'"'4 5 4 l I ;;)~· . 4 533 485 : 
! 

71 68 69 76 '. 

1,575 1,525 l,500 1,625 

167 157 145 151 
97 97 97 97 . 

I 

28,000 28~000 28.,000 28,000 
1,000 1.,000 1,000 1,000 
1,000 1,600 1,700 2,000 

~800 1,200 1,400 1,300 
1,000 . 1,000 900 700 

500 600 600 600 
32.,400 33,400 33,600 33.,600 

4.,600 3.,600 3,400 3.,400 
37.,000 37.,000 37,000 37,000 

128 128 128 128 

165 165 165 165 

1,122 l 1,122 1,122 1,122 I 
1,287 I 1,287 I 1,287 1.,287 I 

I : 
l 50 j 56 I 56 55 

1935 l 
350 I 

f 

471 
79 

97 

-

37,000 

165 



LYbN COUNTY(except Fernley) - Land Us e And Produc t ion Data Sh owing The Trend From 1 924 t o 1935 
(T~nt ative, not f or release until revision) Sheet 2 

- ! I l I I 

\.'Uni,t 1924 1925 1926 1927 1928 1929 1930 1931 1932 1933 I 1934 1935 
I . 

Alfalfa Acres 22,000 23,000 24,000 25,000 26,000 27,000 28,000 27,000 28,000 28,000 28,000 28,000 
Yield per acre Tons 2.5 2.7 2.7 2.8 2.8 2.9 2.7 2.0 2.5 2.6 2.3 2~5 
Production Tons 55,000 62,100 64,800 70,000 72,800 78,300 75,600 54,000 70,000 72,800 64,400 70,000 

Other Hay Acres 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1.,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 
Yield per acre Tons 
Production Tons (Frorr 700 to i200 tons i- ) 

Wheat Acres 1,400 2,000 2,000 · 2,000 1~800 1,700 1 · 400 I 1~000 1,600 1,700 2~000 
Yield per acre Lbs. 1,080 1,200 1,200 1,400 1,300 1,400 1,450 1,450 1,500 1,500 1,560 
Production Tons 750 1,200 1,200 1,400 1,170 1,200 730 730 1,200 1,275 1,560 

Barley & Oats lAcres 700 1,200 1,200 1,500 1,400 1,400 1,400 800 1,200 1,400 1,300 
Yield per acre Bu. 26 35 40 
Total Production [Bu. 18,200 49,000 52,000 
Total Production Tons 455 875 1,300 

Potatoes Aores 1,000 1,200 1,600 2,000 1,600 1,200 1,100 1,000 1,000 900 700 
Yield per acre Tons 3.5 4.7 5.3 
Total Production Irons 
Percent marketed l1o 
% Commercial acreag e % I Car s shipped(seasor ) No. 391 455 295 215 259 100 136 105 

t 
I 
i 

~ 



LYON C0UNTY(except Fernley) - Land Use l\.nd Producti~n Data Showing The Trend From 1924 to 1935 
(Tentative, not for release until revision) 

! I 
: 

Unit 1924 1925 _1926 1927 1928 1929 1930 1931 1932 1933 

All Cattle No. 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 29,000 28,000 28,000 

Turnover J/ % 25 22 24 24 24 22 23 22 20 24 

Sold & used No. 
Ave.Wt.sold&used Lbs. 
Calf Crop-all J/ ~ 66 58 62 63 62 65 63 61 54 62 

11 11 -dairy "lo (Ave rage 192S .., 1930 from fa rm accou nts is 8 9) 

All Sheep No. 65,000 68,000 70,000 72,000 75,000 72,000 70,000 70,000 65., ooo I 65, ooo 
Turnover ~/ % 53 39 56 46 56 36 41 42 22 30 

Sold & Used No. 
Lambs saved JJ ~ 94 78 90 74 84 62 80 81 45 56 

Ewes,year & over % 90 48 

I 
AYer.Wt.per fleec~ Lbs. 7.3 7.9 7.3 7.5 7.2 7.8 7.8 7.5 7.8 

No.shorn-% Jan.l % 92 96 94 .92 93 86 91 95 79 85 

Dairy Cows No. 3,000 3,100 3,150 3,200 3,300 3,300 3,300 3,300 3,300 I 3,300 

B.F. per cow Lbs. 180 185 190 195 200 200 200 200 I 190 190 

Chickens-Jan.l No. 15,000 16,000 17,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 19,000 18,000 

b.ver. eggs le.id 
per hen No. 80 90 100 100 100 100 100 100 , 100 100 

Hogs on Jan. 1 ' 6,000 5,700 5,500 5,100 5,100 4,800 4,800 No. 6,000 4,800 4,900 

No. of sows No. 975 975 950 925 900 850 800 800 800 815 

Pigs raised per 
No. ( From Corn-HDg Contr,acts 4.8 4 .8 litter I Aver.Wt.Mkt.Hogs Lbs. (Frorr farm acrounts) . 152 

I 2,150 I 2,150 2,125 I 2,000 I 
Horses and Mules No. 2,200 2,175 2 , 000 2 , 000 , 2 , 000 2,050 t 

10,722 i 13,058 I 12,276 

! 

Turkeys raised 31 !No. I I 7, ooo ! 10, 500 
! 

l 8,986 j 

Sheet 3 

1934 1935 

2 8 ,000 28,000 
24 

63 

65,000 65,000 
32 

66 
70 

7.2 7.5 
90 91 

3,300 3,300 
190 190 

18,000 18,000 

100 100 
. 

5,000 5,100 
835 850 

2,100 2,100 

ystate Average. V Number marketed by Walker River Turkey Growers .L'..ssociation . Some Mineral county birds 
are included. 

I 
I 



FERSHING COUNTY - Land Use And Production Data Showing The Trend From 1924 to 1935 
( Tentative, not to be released until revised) 

I . 
1924 1925 1926 1927 1928 1929 1930 1931 1932 

' 

No. of Farms 160 160 150 140 13C 120 120 115 115 

Aver.Fann Size-crop acres 225 225 240 257 280 300 300 313 313 

Farm Population - No. 660 660 620 580 540 515 515 510 510 

Acres Assessed (000)-acret · 129 129 129 130 130 133 130 131 132 
Railroad land(OOO)-acres 902 894 892 I 886 886 897 882 

.. 
880 877 

Land in Farms I 
Crop land harvested 
Alfalfa hay - acres 19,000 19,000 19,000 19,000 19,000 19.,000 18,000 16,000 15,000 
Wild hay - acres 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 
Wheat - acres 3,700 5,000 2,000 4,000 2,196 218 50 314 5,000 
Barley - acres 2,400 
Other crops - acres 500 500 500 500 500 400 400 200 · 500 
Total harvested-acres 26,600 25,500 22,500 24,500 22,696 20,618 19,450 17,514 21,500 

Idle,Failure,Etc.-acres 9,400 10,500 13,500 11,500 13,304 15,382 16~550 18,486 14,500 
Total Crop - acres 36,QOO 36,000 36,000 36,000 36,000 36,000 36,000 36,COO 36,000 

All Other Land in Farms-
acres (000) 510 510 510 510 510 510 510 390 340 

Total Land In Farms(OOO)-
acres 870 B70 870 870 870 870 870 750 700 

Land not in Farms (999)-
acres 3,004 3,004 3,004 3,004 3,004 3,004 3.,004 3,124 3,174 

Total in County(ooo)-acres 3,874 3,874 3,874 3.,874 3.874 3~874 3,874 3,874 3,.874 

Acres Irrigated(OOO)- 11 15 2" ' 15 18 10 7 4 20 I ~ 1. 4 
I ...l. - I 

Sheet 1 

' I 
1933 I. 1934 1935 

115 110 110 

313 327 327 

505 500 500 

127 108 
877 877 

14,000 12,000110,000 
1,000 1,000 1,000 

965 610 1,232 
20 

400 · 200 300 
16,365 13,830 12.,532 

l9,G35 22,170 23,468 
36,000 36,000 36,000 

340 340 390 

700 700 750 

3,174 I 3,174 3,004 

3,874 3.,874 3,874 

10 1 ' 8 
i 



PERSHING COUNTY - Land Use And Prod.uction Data Showing The 'I'rend F:-:-J:n 1S24 to 1935 
(Tentative, not to be released until revised) 

Unit ! 1924 I ... 1925 1926 I 1927 1928 I 1929 1930 1931 1932 +- . 
Tame hay li.cres 19,000 19,000 19.,000 19.,000 19,000 19.,000 18,000 16,000 15,000 
Yield per acre Tons 1.63 3.05 1.571 1.55 1.57 .83 • 71 .56 1.2 
Production Tons 31,000 58,000 30,000 29,500 30,000 15,750 12,850 9,000 18,000 

Wild hay Acres 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 
Yield per acre Tens .7 1 .. 0 1.0 · 1.0 .7 .8 . 1.0 
Production Tons 700 1,000 1,000 1,000 700 800 1,000 

Wheat Acres 3,700 5,0001 2,000 4,000 2,196 218 50 314 5,000 
Yield per acre Bu. 31 10.6 9.5 6.7 2.7 19 
Yield per acre Lt·s. 
Production BP. 115,000 23.,177 2,065 333 8 ~1 9 94,913 

Barley & Oats 1"i.cres 2,400 
I 

Yield per acre Bu. 41: 
Yield per acre Lbs. 
Production Bu. 105,200 I 

I 
I i 

! . 

Sheet 2 

1933 r 1934 1935 

I 

1,:1:, 000 12,000 10,000 
.54 • LJ,½: 1.35 

7,600 5,300 13,500 

1,000 1,000 1,000 
. 1.0 · 1.0 

1.,000 1,000 

965 610 1,232 
23.7 .49 .6 

22,860 300 740 

20 
20 

400 

I 



PERSHING COUNTY - Land Use And Production Data Showing The Trend From 1924 to 1935 
(Tentative, not to be released until revised) 

I Unit 1924 192s I 1926 1927 1928 1929 1930 1931 1932 

All Cattle-Jan. 1 No. 
I 

15,000 11.,000 13,000 12,000 10,000 10,000 9,000 8,000 9,000 
Turnover y % 25 22 24 25 21 22 1 23 22 20 

perce,l) 
Sold & used No. 
Aver.Wt.sold& used Lts. 
Calf Crop-dairy t % ( .l\.ver~ge 85 to 90 
Calf crop-all % 66 58 62 63 62 65 63 61 54 

' 
All Sheep-Jan. 1 No. 50,000 50,000 50,000 50.,000 50,000 50,000 ·±0, 000 40,000 40,000 
Turnover "J) % 53 39 56 45 56 36 41 42 22 
Lambs saved J) % 94 78 90 74 84 62 80 81 45 
Ewes-lYr. & older )) % 76 78 77 77 77 76 75 79 

Aver.Wt.per fleece~ Lbs. 7.3 7.9 7.3 7.5 7.2 7.8 7.8 7.5 
Total wool shown Lts. 

Dairy Cows - Jan. 1 No. 650 675 700 700 600 500 400 350 300 
Prod. B.F. per cow Lbs. 225 225 225 225 200 175 175 175 175 

Chickens - Jan. 1 No. 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 
,A.ver. eggs laid 

per hen No. 85 85 ~ 85 85 85 85 

Turkeys raised No. 850 3,000 4 ,356 1,767 2,176 3,500 

Hogs - Jan. 1 No. 
Sows No. 300 250 250 200 150 100 100 100 100 
Pigs raised per 

' 
litter No. 

Aver.Wt.11.kt.Hogs Lbs. 

Horses & Mules-Jan.l No. 2,300 2,300 2,000 1,800 1,700 1,600 1.,600 I 1 100 ! ., I 1,100 . 
I I 

I I I ' I I I I 
I i 

I I 

y State 1 .. "\ Grage . 

Sheet 3 

I 1933 1934 1935 
i, 

I 
l 

9,000 9,000 10.,000 
24 24 

62 63 

40,000 ·10, 000 30,000 
30 32 
56 66 
81 78 77 

7.8 7.2 7.5 
I 

300 300 300 
175 175 175 

I 
I 

2,500 2,sso I 2,300 
; 

I 
' 

100 100 I 100 
I 

j 

1,000 I 900 900 

I 
I 



~J".t .. ShOE COUNTY - Land Uso And Production Data Sh01,1i.ng The Trend Frorr.. 1924 to 19~5 
( Tentative, not to b8 rel s ased until revised) Sheet 1 

I ! 

1 J 
I 1924 1925 1926 1~27 1928 1929 1 1930 1931 1932 1933 • 1934 1935 l 

I l 

4751 
l 1es I l I 

465 l no. of Farms 500 500 500 490 485 LJ: 75 46s I 4i5 1 465 

! I I 

l 
1 .. ver.Farm Size-total acres 1,200 1,200 1.,200 1.,224 1,237 1,263 1,263 1,290 I 1.,290 1,290 l 1., 290 I 1.,290 
" IT It -crop ti 80 10 80 82 83 e4 84 86 · 86 s6 I 86 I 86 

2, 3751 

. I 
Fann Population - No. 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,450 2,425 2,475 2.,475 2,475 I 2,500 2,550 2..,600 I 

Land in Farms 
Cror, land harvested 
Alfalfa hay - acres 16,000 16,000 16,COO 16,000 16,000 15,500 15.,500 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 
Wild & other hay-acres 17,000 17,000 17,000 16 ', 000 16,000 15,000 l <b, 000 14,000 13~000 13,000 12,000 12.,000 
V'fuea+. - acres • 1,500 1.,500 1,700 1,800 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2.,000 2,000 2.,000 2,000 
Barley & Oats - acres 400 600 600 600 . soo 700 600 600 600 600 500 600 
Potatoes 1,000 1.,700 1,800 2,000 1,500 1,200 800 800 · soo I 500 500 
Other crops 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 1.,500 1.,500 1.,500 1., 500 I l,000 1.,500 1.,500 
Total harvested-acres 37,400 38,300 38,600 37.,900 37,SOO 35,900 34:,400 33,900 32,600 32,600 31.,500 31,100 

Idle,Failure,Etc.-acres 2.,600 1.,700 1,400 2,100 2 , ·100 1,100 5,600 6.,100 7,400 7.,400 8.,500 8,900 
~otal Crop - acres 40,000 40.,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 10, 000 

~11 Other Land in Farms-
acres (000) 560 560 '560 560 560 560 560 560 560 560 560 560 

Total Land In Farms (000)-
acres I 600 600 600 600 600 600 600 600 600 600 600 600 

LanJ Not in Farms (000) -
acres 3.,400 3,400 3.,400 3,400 3.,400 3,400 3, 400 3., 400 3.,400 3,400 3, 400 I 3,400 

Total in County(ooo)-acresl .:_;, 000 , ~ ,000 .;;, ooo I 4,ooo ·'r., 000 4 , 000 ,;, ,ooo l.t:., 000 4,000 4 .,000 4 ., 000 4 ,000 

;,.e r'- ~• Irri6 'lted( QC'·O)-acre sl -:1 A ~ t5 ·:·,-s I " r ,• ~ 4:0 35 ,1:s 44 35 ' J;; J 1:0 •.t;--;:,; i 

I I ! ' i i ! i -

I 

I 

I 



W.1\SHOE COUNTY - Land Use And Production Data Sha-ring The Trend From 192-~ to 1935 
(Tentative, not to be released until revised) 

I 
Unit 

Alfalfa hay 
Yield per acre 
Production 

Other hay 
Yield per acre 
Production 

Wheat 
Yield per acre 

ti It It 

Production 

Barley & Oats 
Yield per acre 

ti 11 ti 

Production 

Potatoes 
Yield per acre 

11 11 IT 

Total Production 
% marketed 
Commercial acreaie 
Cars shipped 

(season) 

011.i '1nS 

Yield per acre 
Tot~l Production 
Cars shipped 

I .heres; 
l 

Tons ! 
Tons l 

l.i.cres 
Tons 
Tons 

·.i\.cres 
Bu. 
Lbs. 
Tons 

L.cres 
jBu. 
.Lbs. 
Tons 

L.cres 
Bu. 
Jons 
Tons 
% 
% 

No. 

.Acres 
Tons 
Tons 

1921 I 1925 

I 
16,ooo I 16,000 

1, To 1 1. ss 
2s, ooo I 30 .,ooo 

17,000 
.82 

1,1,000 

1,500 

22 I 
1,320 

990 

L~OO 
33 

1,650 
330 

1.000 
172 

s.16 I 
5., 160 I 

147 

50 

17.,000 
1.06 

18,000 

1,500 

600 

1,700 

212 

1926 I 1927 I 1928 J 

! 
I 

16, 000 ! 16, 000 i 

I ' l.G9 1 2.0: 

I 
16, )oo I 

2.e 
I l 

27,000 l 32,000 j 32,J00 

! I I 

I 17,000 116, 000 ! 16' JO~ l 

I 
• 82 I 1 e 06 i e 9<-..: I 

11:,000 ! 11,000 I 1s,000 
I I I 
' t 1 I 1,700 I 1,800 ! 2,DOO I 

: I I 
I ' l ' 
i 

600 600 I 

l 
600 

I 

2,000 2,000 1,500 

329 306 208 

1929 I 1930 
! 

I 
_15,500 ,· 15,500 

1. 9l1 1. 61 

1931 1932 

l 
115,00() 15,000 

30,000 

15,000 
1.0 

15,000 

, 1.33 1.87 
i , 2s,ooo I 20.,000 2s.,ooo 

2,000 
30 

1,800 
1,800 

'700 
29 

1,150 
510 

l.,20Cl 
111 

3.33 
.~, 000 

120 

117 

I
. i I 

1
11,000 l 14,000 I 13,000 

.86 1 .57 I 1.0 
12,000 l s,ooo 13,000 

2,000 

600 

81")0 

1-~::1 

2,000 
25 

1,500 
1,500 

600 

800 

14 

2,000 

600 

500 

3 

Sheet 2 

1933 

il5,000 
' i 1.67 
j25,000 
I 

i 

113,000 
.92 

12,000 

2,000 

600 

500 

20 

193·.b 1 1935 

15, 000 '. 15, 000 
1.53 ! 1.8 

23.,000 121,000 

12,000 
.66 

8,000 

2,000 
25 

1 500 ,. 
1,500 

500 
32 

1,600 
,.;;oo 

500 
123 
3.7 

1,850 

12,000 
I 1.0 
: 12 000 I ! , I 

I I - I 

2,000 

600 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

(season) No. 3 15 25 32 53 I 33 -l l ·± 7 38 sti l _ . --·--, 



WASHOE COUNTY - Land Use .And Production Data Showing The Trend From 192·i to 1935 
(Tentative, not to be released until revised) Sheet 3 

. 
Unit 192~ 1925 l 1926 I 1927 I 1928 1929 1930 1931 1932 I 1933 I 193-:1 

I 

1935 I I I I I I I : . - I i I I I ' I ~o. 
I All Cattle-Jan.l 32,000 32,000 28,000 26.,0JO; 24,000 : 22.,000 ! 20,000 20,000 I 21,000 I 22,000 2 3, ooo f 2 3., 000 

Turnover l' 
~o. 

25 22 24 25 j 2-1 I 22 1 23 22 / 20 j 2-1 2LJ: ! .,,,,, 
' I I i Sold & used I • • l 

Aver.VIT.sold&used ~bs. 
I I 1 ; I 1 I . ' I ' I Calf C1op - d?iry (Farm acicounts *26 - 1928 9o;i,)1 ! j I 

t 
Calf Crop - all')) -f 

66 , 58 62 63 I 62 I 65 63 j 61 54 i2 63 I 0 

i I ! I ' • I 

1251 1~11 Sheep-Jan. l ( 000: ".-JO. 150 1so 1so 1so I 150 1so 1so I 1-~o 130 130 130 I 
Cfl11rriov~r JI ~ 53 39 56 -~6 , 56 3f. ,11 i ,12 22 30 32 I 
Lamb.s- saved y % 9'1 1s go 7f!c e<:: · 62 I so : s1 i 45 ! 56 66 I I 

Ewes-1 yr. & over % 89 · 5<'J: i I I 87 

.. i;..ver.Wt.per fleec-¥ Lbs. 7.3 7.9 7.3 7.5 7.2 7.8 7.8 7.5 7.8 7.2 7~5 
J\"'.). shorn-% Jan. l J/ % 92 96 9-1 92 93 86 91 95 79 85 90 91 I 
JJairy Cows-Jan.l No. 3,100 3,200 3,200 3,100 3,000 3,000 3,000 2,900 2,800 2,700 j 2,800 

I 3 .-,n., : 
, J,_,. V I 

B.F. per cow Lbs. 2-10 210 215 220 220 220 220 210 ! 210 210 . 210 21J I 

I : i Chickens-Jan. 1 No. 55,000 
I I 

60,000 60.,000 6C),0()0 I G0,000 1 551000 55,000 50,000 40,000 .;,o,ooo {c0,000 4b,JJ·J I 
Aver. eggs laid I 

110 I 12D I 125 ! 130 I 130 
i 

per hen No. 110 115 130 130 130 I 130 I 130 
i ! 

I t I 
Hogs en Jan. 1 No. I 

250 I 32s I I 

180 I No. of sows No. 325 300 275 225 200 200 160 150 150 
Pigs raised per I I I 

I I I litter No. (From Co rn-Hog c)ntracts) I 5. 2 I 5.2 
i~ver. Wt .l1k:t.Hogs Lbs. I 1so live I 

rlorses andJ~:ef - No. ' 6,000 5,000 ·1.,500 4,3C)0 4,200 ·1 100 4,000 I 4,000 3,800 3,800 3,700 3,700 , 
I i 

No. 1,000 I I • Turkeys raised ' I I I I I ! ' I .:..::::::.:.::_:_::.::..:::__--1::..:..:..---1 __ ~~~--.J__-_.!.,_ _ __,._J. __ ~----l------l:.-.__--L.--___ ~-----~ 

1/ i::, er t ·, ..t
4i.ver&gc- • 

-✓ 



vVHITE PINE C0UN7Y - Land Use },nd Productiur Data SL~wing The Trend From 1924 to 1935 
(Tentative, not to be released until revised) 

I 1924 1925 1926 1927 1928 1929 I 1930 1931 1932 
' 

~o. of Farms 195 195 190 185 ' 185 185 185 185 190 

Aver.Fann Size-total acres 692 718 747 778 789 800 811 800 763 
!I " ti -crop 11 123 123 124 124 12·'-1 122 122 119 116 

j 1., 075 
I 

Farm Population - No. 1,072 1.,030 1.,015 1,015 1,015 1.,017 1,060 1,100 

I I 
Land in Farms 

Crop land harvested 
Alfalfa hay - acres 110,000 9,000 8.,800 8,700 8,600 8,500 8,500 8.,000 7,000 
Other hay - acres 9.,500 9.,500 9.,500 9.,soo I 9.,500 9.,500 9,500 9,500 9,500 
All grain - acres 1,150 1,100 1.,050 1,000 950 900 900 600 800 

I 
Potatoes - acres 300 I 300 300 300 i 300 305 280 260 240 
Other crops - acres . 500 500 500 500 500 500 . soc ·soo . 500 

Total harvested-acres 21,450 20,400 20.,150 20.,000 I 19.,850 19.,705 19.,680 18.,860 18.,040 

Idle,Failure.,Etc.-acres 2,550 I 3 ~ 600 3,350 3.,000 3,150 2~795 2,820 3~14:0 3~960 
Total crop - acres 24,000 24,000 23,500 23.,000 23.,000 22,500122,50,0 22,000 22,000 

I 
111 Other Land in Fanns ! 

12s. s I (0001 - acres 111 116 11s. s I 121 123 127.5 126 123 

Total Land In Farms(OOO)-
acres 135 140 142 144 . 146 148 150 148 145 

Land Not in Fanns (000) -
I 
I 

acres 5,494 5,489 5.,487 5,485 5,483 5, ·181 5.,479 5,481 5., 48·± 

Total in County(OOO)-acres I 5,629 5.,629 5,629 5.,629 5,629 5,629 5,629 5,629 5.,629 

I ! I 

~cres in Irrigation Use I I 
(000) i 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 I 25 

Acres Irrigated (ooo) I 20 20 21 20 19 ] ~ I 16 12 i 15 
' I I 

I 
I 
I 

180 I 105.5 ! ~cres assessed (000) I l 176 177 L 177 185 185 187 1s3 I I I -----p-•--

--

Sheet 1 

1933 I 1934 1935 I . ,,..-

190 194 195 

747 722 702 
105 103 102 

1,130 1.,160 1.,160 

7~000 7~000 7,000 
9.,500 9,500 9,500 

bOO 650 700 
220 200 200 

· soo · soo 500 
18.,020 17,850 17.,900 

1,980 2~150 2~100 
20,000 20,000 20,000 

122 120 117 

142 140 137 

5,487 5., 489 5, 1192 

5,629 5,629 5.,629 

25 25 25 
14 13 15 

182 180 

--



WHITE PINE COUNTY - Land Use And Production Data Sh•J~~-ing The Trend Frcm 1924 to 1935 
(Tentative, not to be released until revised) 

-
Unit 1924 1925 1926 1927 1928 1929 1930 1931 1932 

-

Alfalfa hay Acres 10~000 9,000 8,800 8,700 , 8,600 8,500 8,500 8,000 7,000 
Yield per acre Tons 1.6 2.0 1.7 1.84 1.62 1.83 1.18 1.0 2.5 
Production Tons 16,000 18,000 15,000 16,000 14,000 15,500 10,000 8,000 17,500 

Other hay Acres 9,500 9,500 9,500 9,500 9,500 9,500 9,500 9,500 9,500 
Yield per acre Tons .e4 1.15 .84 .84 • 95 .64 .84 .42 .84 
Production Tons 8,000 I 10,00C 8,000 8,000 9,000 6,100 8,000 4,000 8,000 

All grain Acres 1,150 1,100 1,050 1,000 950 900 900 600 800 
Yield per acre Bu. I Production Bu. 30,500 

Potatoes !Acres 278 I 305 
Yield per acre I Bu. I 154 

I Production Bu • . 47,000 

I 
All Cattle-Jan. 1 No. 23,000 22,000 20,000 18,000 16,000 15,000 14,000 14,000 12,000 

Turno,rer y % 25 22 24 25 25 22 23 23 23 
Sold & Used No. 
Aver. Wt. Sales 2) Lbs. 942 872 828 795 
Calf crop v I% 66 58 62 . 63 62 65 63 61 54 

All Sheep-Jan. l (an) No. 140 145 158 lEO 165 158 145 158 160 
Turnover y % 53 39 56 46 l 56 36 41 42 22 
Lambs saved JI % 94 78 90 74 84 62 80 81 45 
Ewes-lYr. & over)/ % 76 78 77 77 77 76 75 79 

Aver.Wt.per fleece y Lbs. . 7. 3 7.9 7.3 7.5 7.2 7.8 7.8 7.5 

Hogs - Jan. 1 No. 1,583 646 
Sows No. 343 343 343 343 343 345 300 200 

Horses & Mules-Jan.l No. 2,500 2,400 2,400 2,300 2.1300 2;200 2 _.100 2 , 100 2;100 -· - - -- - -- ._ ..... __ ._ 
1) State Average. y Ranch Acc.: 01}r1 t s - Brennen. 

Sheet 2 

1933 1934 1935 I 
- . . 

7,000 7,000 '7,000 
2~2 1.53 2.3 

15,000 10,700 17,100 

9,500 9,500 9,500 
.63 .29 .-63 

6,000 2,700 6,000 

800 650 700 

17,600 

200 
90 

18,000 

13,000 13,000 15,000 
20 24 24 

62 63 

130 122 110 
·30 32 
56 66 
€31 78 77 

7Q8 7.2 7.5 

870 
175 150 135 

2,100 ! 2,100 2,100 



Estimates of Land Use, Crop and Livestcck Production, and Marketings 

QUESTIONS TO BE .ANSlfJERED ON SHEETS 1, 2, and 3 

1. Probable producticn of the various farm products in 1936, assuming 
norm.al weather conditions, present farming practices, and prospec­
tive prices. 

2. Probable prcduction of the various farm products in 1936, assuming 
normal weather and prcspective prices, but without either prvduction 
er marketing control, and if farn practices had ~een adjusted to 
maintain soil f'ertili ty and control erosil)n. 

3. Probable production of the various farm products after sufficient 
time has elapsed to permit sueh changes in farm management prac­
tiGes as are nec-essary to maintain soil fertility and control 
erosion, and to permit such shifts between agric1..1 ltural enterprises 
as seem clearly desirable and susceptible of pra~ti~al accomplish­
ment; and after all land not ada?ted to agriculture has been 
shifted to ether uses. 



COUNTY - Esti..mates o f' Land Use ., Crop and Livestoc'::: P rodu")t i,_.n, ar~d Market ir...gs 
Sheet 1 

Item 

I 

I l ! . I 
Unit i tQuestion ],I .' 

I l 1 I 2 I 
-

No. ('>f Farms Ne,. 
I 
i I 

Average Farm Size - Total acres 
I I Acres -

II II II - Crop a c res Acres 

Farm Population No. 

Land in Farms 
Crcp land harvested I Acresj I Alfalfa hay 

Wild and other hay ~•,_A_c_r_e_s•l-----------'-------------+-----------
v1fheat i Acres! I I 
Barley Acres I 

I 

Gats Acres I 
Potatoes Acres -
All othe r crops Acres 

Tctal harve-sted I Acres 

Idle, Failure, Etc . Acres· 

Tctal Crop Acres 

All Othe r Land in Farms Acres 

(000) 
. 

Total Land in Farms Acres 

Land Net i n Farms ( oco) Acres 

Total in County (000) Arres 

Acres Irrigated J Acres! 

1/ Numbers refer to the 3 questions to be answered. 



COUNTY -- Estlm.~tes of Land Use, c ·r -: p and Li ves+,oe,~,: Pi·oduction, and lv~ rketir...gs ------ Sheet 2 

Item I Unit Question ~/ 

I 1 2 3 
i . 
1 

Alfalfa · Acres 

Yield per acre Tons 
Production - total Tons 

All other Hay Acres -Yield per acre Tons 
Total Production Tons -Wheat Acres 
Yield per acre Bu. 
Yield per acre Lbs. 

-
Total Production Tons . 

Barley and Other Grain Acres 
Yield per acre Bu. 
Yield per acre Lbs. 
Total Production Tons 

Potatoes Acres 

Yield per acre Bu. 
Yield per acrC:l Tons 

Total Production Tons 

Percent marketed % 
Percent commercial acreage % 
Cars shipped (season) No. I 

Acres, ! 

Yield per acre Bu. 
Yield per acre Lbs. 

Total Production Tons I 
)I Numbers refer to the 3 questions to be answered. 



COUNTY - Estima t e s r,. f' Land Use , Cr cp and Li Ye st ock Pr oduct i on, an c_ J.';c.rk0t ings .:..------
Sheet 2b 

Item Unit Que st ion Y 
. 

1 I 2 3 . 

Alfalfa Hay shipped Tons " 

Alfalfa Hay t'-' be0f - finished Tons 
I I Other Hay to beef - finished Tons 

hlfalfa Hay to Lrunbs - finished Tons 

Other Ray to Lambs - finished Tons 

Alfalfa Ray used fGr eme rgency feed Tons 

Other Hay used for errergen ~y feed Tons 

1lhertt sold Lbs. 

Wheat fed on farms Lbs. 

Barley sold Lbs. 

Barley fed to beef - finished 
~ 

Lbs. 

Barley fed to ranch stock Lbs. 

y Numbers refer to the 3 que stions to be an swe red. 



COUNTY - Es-tinates of Lnnd Use, Crc-p and Livestock Prcdu')tior ... a nd 1'.'farketings 
Sheet 3 

Item 
I -

1 2 3 
-

All Cattle I Noo 
9 Question~ 

% 
! 

Turncver ' · +--- · I --
Scld and used No. I 

Average vveight I Lbso I 

c~lf Cro~ - beef 1rc: 
Calf Crop - dairy i% 

All Sheep I Noo 

Turncver % 
Sold and used No. 

Lambs saved % 
Aver~ge weight lambs sold I Lbs. 
Ewes, year and ever i% 
Average weight per fleece I Lbs. --
No . shorn - % of Jan. 1 % 

Dairy Cows No. 
B. F. production per ccw - ave rage Lbs. j 

Chickens - Jan. 1 Ne. · 
Laying hens I No. 
Eggs laid per hen I No. 

H c-,gs on Jan. 1 j No . ! 
I 

of sews Ho . ~· Pigs raised per litter i No . 

Average weight market hogs ! Lb s . 

~orses and mules - Jrn. 1 No . I 
~ ' Turkeys raised No . I 

1.,./ Numbers refer to th3 3 questions tc be answered o 

.. 



RELEASE UPON 
A G R C U L T U R A L N E W S S E R V C E 

RECEIPT - 1936- ·f23-4-l8-8&/\B-350-ExcLus1vE IN Y11 uR CtTY 

TWO P\Y WENTS \VAILABLE 
IN SOIL ·,GT pqQGR .\ NI 

N EVA8A FARMERS WHO cnN • UCT THEJn RANCHING OPERATl~NS IN A 

' ' I "J G S O I L A N D P L A N T F I) 0 rJ L O S S E S MANNER WHlCH WILL R ESULT, IN P~EVENT 

THROUGH EROSION AND CONSERVE ANO IMPROVE THE FERTILITY O F THEIR LAND 

WJLL AE ELIGIBLE FOR TWO CLASSES OF PAYMENTS UNDER THE PR0VISIONS OF 

T HE NEW NAT (ONAL SOIL CONSERVATlJN AND D0MESTIC ALLOTMENT PRO G RAM. 

CLASS PAYMENTS, ACCORDING TO V. [. SCOTT OF THE UNIVERSITY 

OF NEVADA AGR CULTURAL EXTENSl0N SERVICE, ARE CALLED SOIL-CONSERVING 

PAYMENTSo THEY WILL BE MADE FOR SUBSTITUTING SOIL-CONSERVING AND 

SOIL-BUILQING CROPS ON SOIL-DEPLETING BASE ACRES. 

THE MAXIMUM ACREAGE 0N WHICH CLASS PAYMENTS WILL BE MADE, 

THE LAW ?~OV!DES, IS 15 PERCENT JF THE SOIL-DEPLETING BASE ACllEAGE, 

E X C E P T I N T H E C A S E O F T H E If S P E C 1 A L C ll O P S ft , F E W I F A N Y O F W H I C H A R E 

GilOWN IN TH IS STATEe 

THE AVERAGE RATE 0F THE CLASS PAYMENTS FOR THE ENT! n E COUNTRY 

WILL BE ;~ IQ PEil ACRE, IT IS ESTIMATEl, BUT WILL VARY IN EACH STATE 

AND COUNTY AND CN EACH FARM ACCORDING T0 THE P n ODUCT!VITY OF THE LAND. 

THE RATES FOR CLASS PAYMENTS AllE BASED UPON AN ESTIMATE OF AVA I LAB LE 

FUNDS AND UPON AN ESTIMATE OF APPROXIMATELY 80 ~ ERCENT ?AnT!CIPATl0N 

BY F/\RMERS• THE RATES IN ANY REGJON MAY BE INCREASED JR JECREASED 

~RO RATA BY NOT MORE THAN 10 PERCENT IF PARTICIPATION IS MO n E on LESS 

THAN EST lMATED. 

FR o M - UNI v E n s I r v O F NE v A. o A AG R 1 -CUL r u R A L E x T E N s I o N D I v t s I o N , RE N o , NE v • 

CooPEllAT(VE ~GRICULTURAL EXTENSION WORK, ~CTS OF MAY & JuNE, 1914 
CECIL 

•,
1

v. c D •.••••• " ~. L. H1GGINBOTHAM, Eo. . ~~, I R E C T ~• , • _ _____ _ 



A G R C U L T U R ,\ L N E W S S E R V c E 
RELEASE UPON RECEIPT .• - l936-if22-4-18-A&AB-500-ExcLusrvE tN YouR CtrY _.._ ___ .. ________ _ 

SOIL ACT CROP GROUPS 
EXPLAINED TO FARMERS 

NEVADA FARMERS HAVE SEGUN TO LEARN THREE NEW TERMS WITH SPECIAL 

APPLICATIONS IN CONNECT[ON WI TH THE ADMINISTRATION OF THE NEW SOIL 

CONSER VAT I ON AND OOMEST l C ALLOTMENT ACT IN THE STATE---SOl L-DEPLET ING, 

SOIL-CONSE:RV!NG, AND SOIL BUILOINGe 

THE SPECIAL MEANING OF THESE WORDS IN CONNECTION WITH THE NEW 

rt>,flM LAW ts NECES G AF~V., AC C ORDING TO PROFEsson v. E. Scarr OF' THE 

UNIVERSITY OF NEVADA AGRICULTUr.AL EXTENSION SERVICE, BECAUSE iHEY 

REF"ER TO THE THREE CLASSIFICATI O NS OF CROPS UPON WHICH BASES AND RATES 

OF PAYMENT ARE DETE R MINED• 

CLASS I FIEO AS SOIL-DEPLETING, Scarr SAYS, ARE THE CROPS WH !CH 

TAKE PLANT FOOD OUT OF THE SOIL OR LEAVE THE LAND EXPOSED TO SEVERE 

EROSION. 

THE SOIL•CQNSERVING CROPS DO NOT NECESSARILY ADD F'ERTILITY TO 

THE LAND, OUT 
. 

HOLD THE SOIL IN PLACE AND HELP MAINTAIN THE PLANT FOOD 

THEREtM. 

THE SOtlL•BUILDING CROPS ARE THOSE WHICH, WHEN USED IN CEf-lTAIN 

WAYS AS WHEN PLOWED UNDER AS GnEEN MANURE, DEFINITELY ADD TO THE 

FERTILITY OF THE SOlLe 

H O W T H E C L A S S I F" I C A T I O N S A P P L V T O C I{ 0 P S I N T H E W E S T E R N R E G f rJ N , 

0 f" W H t C H N E V A D A I S A PA r-: T , U N D E n T H E P 11 0 V I S I •) N S O F T H E L A W , I 5 E X -

PLAINED BY THE FOLLOWING LIST OF THE MAJOR cnOPS GROWN IN THIS STATE. 

SOIL-DEPLETING CROPS: CORN (FIELD, SWEET, BROOM AND POPCORN), 

COMMERCIAL. 

. (MonE) lr-tSH POTATOES, ONIONS, TOMATO PLANTS, SUGAR BEET SEED, 

fR O M - LJ N !VER s I T y O F' N E V A o A /\ G R I C u L T V r1 A L E X T E N S I ,-; N O I V I S I O N , R E N O , N E V • 

CooPERATIVE AGRICULTUnAL ExrENSION WoRK, Acrs 1F MAv & JuNE, 1914 
C [ C I L VJ • C n E E L Q • • • 1\ • L • H f G G I N B O T H A M , E D I T O R _____ ,, ,_ l n E CT OR • • • • • • ___ ,,,_____ ·-------·--•---
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-3-

0 WAS LEFT IDLE IN 1935,. IT MAY BE RECL.ll.SS!F"IEO UPON THE APPROVAL 

THE STATE COMMITTEE ANO THE APPROVAL •Jf' THE SECRETARY); CULTIVATED 

LOW LAND, INCLUDING CLEAN CULTIVATED onCHAnos AND VINEYARDS (cuLTI-

ED rALLOW LAND MAY BE OTHERWISE CLASSIFIED UPON RECOMMENDATION Of 

STATE COMMITTEE AND APPROVAL OF THE SECRETARY); WASTELAND, ROADS, 

LOTS YA noo ETC WOODLAND OTHER THAN THAT PLANTED AT OWNER 1 S ES, , n o, •, , 

ENSE SINCE 1933• 

--30--



A G R c Li L TUR A L N E w s s· E ''R v · 1 c E 
R E L E A s E U P 

O 
N R E: c E 

I 
P r - I 9 3 ? ... :J l 9 - 4- 4-, ~~AB, .. 2 5 o ... E x c L u s , v E I N Y o u R c r r v 

SOIL CONSERVATION ACT 
DE T ,\ I LS .\ RE E X P L ,~ I NE D 

To PRESERVE ANO IMPROVE THE SOIL RESOURCES or NEVADA FARMERS 

AND TO REESTABLISH ANO MAINTAIN THEIR PURCHASING POWER ARE THE Cl!-lilEF 

PURPOSES OF THE NEW FEDERAL SOIL CONSERVATION ANO DOMESTIC ALLOTMENT 

PROGRAM, NOW GETTING UNDER WAY IN THE STATE, ACCORDING TO PROFESSOR 

\/. E. Scarr OF THE UN1VERs ITV or NEVADA 
AGRICULTURAL EX TENS ION SERVI CE. 

UNDER THE PROGRAM, Scarr SA ID IN EXPLAINING THE NEW LAW 

LAST WEEK, NEVADA FARMERS WILL RECEIVE PAYMENTS FOR PLANTING CERTAIN 

CROPS ANO FOR CERTAIN PRACTICES WHICH ARE AUT H ORIZED BY THE LAW. 

FARMERS WILL BE PAID FOR PLANTING SOIL CONGERVINC OR 00IL 

BUILDING CROPS ON ACREA G ES FORMERLY USED FOR SOIL DEPLETING CROPS, ON 

THE BASIS OF THE NUMBER OF ACRES IN THE VARIOUS TYPES OF CROPS IN 

1935. 

PAYMENTS WILL VARY, THE LAW P~OVIDES, ACCORDING TO THE PRO­

DUCTIVITY OF THE SO IL AND THE KIND OF CROP REPLACED, WITH THE PRO­

DUCTIVITY OF THE CROP LANDS IN EACH COUNTY AS A B ASIS• 

FIGURES HAVE NOT YET BEEN WORKED OUT FOR NEVADA, ACCORD I NG 

TO Scarr, BUT IN THE NATION AS A WHOLE, PAYMENTS ARE EXPECTED TO 

AVERAGE ABOUT $10 AN ACRE. 

IN N 0 CASE, Scarr S A I D ., MAY THIS PAYMENT EXCEED THAT FOR 15 

PERCENT 0 F THE SOIL DEPLETING ACREAGE 0 F THE BASE YEAR 0 F 1935 ON 

EACH FARMe 

IN ADDITION, 
PA I D FOR EACH ACRE ON 

li U I L; D f N G CROPS OR ON 
TH Is PAYMENT MAY NOT 
BUILDING CR OPS ON THE 

---

THE 
I 

ACCORDING TO/PROGRAM., r.:.. VADA FARMERS WI LL BE 

THE IR 

WHICH 

EXCEED 

FARMS, WHICH, IN 1936, IS PLANTED 

SOIL BUILDING PRACTICES A~L CARRIED 

$1 AN ~CRE FO R ALL SOIL CONSERVING 

IN !936., ACCORDING TO REGULATIONS. FA ;1 M 

-30-
--

IN 

our. 
,~ND 

FRoM-UNtVERsr Ty OF NEVADA M G Ii I c u L T u n A L ExrENDroN D1v1s10N, RENO, NE 
CooPE r- AT IVE AGRI CULTUi,AL ExrENs roN WvRK, Acrs OF MAY & JUNE, 1914 
CEc1 L w. CREEL_, • • • • . A. L. H1GG INBOTHAM, EDITOR • • • • • • • 
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