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I. I NTRODUCTION  
 

This report documents the existence and impact of governmental support for grazing in the 
arid Southwest—in particular Arizona and New Mexico. The ranching industry could not survive 
without the vast array of tax benefits and subsidies—hundreds of millions of dollars per year—
that result from its disproportionate influence. Particularly egregious, public lands ranching is the 
most ubiquitous form of land degradation in the region. More than 60 million acres of federal 
and state public lands are currently grazed by cattle in Arizona and New Mexico. This activity 
harms wildlife, degrades watersheds, pollutes drinking water, destroys riparian habitat, and 
denudes sensitive arid grasslands—and means yearly financial losses for every American 
taxpayer. 
 It empowers the public to know the details of the elaborate support system our states and 
nation provide to the ranching industry. This information offers a historical lesson in the effects 
of political power when it proceeds unchecked by citizen control. It also inspires us to take action 
in manageable steps: each unfair program that is revised through public action means a healthier 
economy and a healthier ecosystem.  
 

A. Socioeconomic factors 
 
Only 3,529 ranchers hold livestock grazing permits on federal public lands in New Mexico—

on Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and/or Forest Service land.1 The Arizona Cattle 
Growers’ Association puts the number of Arizona ranches at 2,000, while a 1982 University of 
Arizona study says there are 1,770 ranches in Arizona.2 Tucson wildlife and grazing expert 
Steven Johnson has calculated that fewer than 100 Arizona ranchers actually depend on cattle 
ranching income.3 Many ranches today are owned by government entities, multinational 
corporations, real estate developers, non-profit organizations like the Nature Conservancy, and a 
host of wealthy individuals who take advantage of lucrative ranching subsidies and tax benefits.4 

The diversion of tax dollars to subsidize wealthy ranchers means less money to help the truly 
needy. Gross income per average New Mexico ranch was $119,000 in 1990, according to a report 
by Sunwest Bank. That same year, U.S. census data showed the median household income in 
New Mexico to be $24,087 and per capita income just $11,246. Of 1,484,339 New Mexico 
residents counted in the 1990 census, 305,934 were living below the poverty level.5 New Mexico 
was rated fourth among the top ten states with the highest taxes on the poor in a 1996 report by 
Citizens for Tax Justice.6 A 1998 report by the Institute for Women's Policy Research found New 
Mexico to be the state with the greatest percentage of women in poverty.7 While better off 
economically, Arizona still has 722,660 residents living in poverty, according to a 1995 census 
report. 

Federal public land in the eleven western states contributes only 3–5% of the beef produced 
annually in the U.S. Arizona ranks 39th among states in the number of cattle-related businesses 
and New Mexico 35th, according to the National Cattlemen’s Beef Association (NCBA).8 The 
NCBA claims there are 4,300 such businesses in Arizona, and 9,500 in New Mexico, compared 
with 19,000 in New York, 21,000 in Florida, and 149,000 in Texas. Of the 1,212,110 cattle-
related businesses in the U.S., Arizona claims only .35% and New Mexico only .78%—only a 
little more than 1% combined. The contribution of beef by Arizona and New Mexico is 
statistically insignificant. The only western state with fewer than Arizona is Nevada, with 1,700. 
Even South Carolina, a small eastern state, has more cattle businesses than Arizona, New 
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Mexico, Wyoming, Utah, Montana, or Colorado. 
Among all Arizona agricultural commodities, cattle and calves represent only about one-fifth 

(20.2%) of the state’s total farm receipts.9 And only one Arizona county is classified as farming-
dependent by the Economic Research Service (ERS) of the U.S. Department of Agriculture.10 
The ERS classifies non-metropolitan counties into six non-overlapping economic types: farming-
dependent, mining-dependent, manufacturing-dependent, government-dependent, services-
dependent, and non-specialized. “Farming-dependent” defines a county in which farming (which 
includes ranching) contributed a weighted annual average of 20% or more of total labor and 
proprietor income between 1987 and 1989. The USDA considers only La Paz, out of the ten 
Arizona counties studied, to be farming-dependent. In other words, farming is not the primary 
economic support of the state.11 Similarly outweighed, only seven of the twenty-seven non-
metropolitan counties in New Mexico studied by ERS are classified as farming-dependent: 
Catron, DeBaca, Harding, Mora, Roosevelt, Torrance, and Union.12 

 
B. Political factors 
 
When compared with other occupations, the number of ranchers in Arizona is minuscule: less 

than .1% of Arizona’s 4.7 million residents are ranchers. Yet they are disproportionately 
represented in politics. Six percent of the state’s legislators describe themselves as ranchers, 
including Sen. Gus Arzberger, Sen. Jack Brown, Sen. Jack Jackson, Rep. Jake Flake, and Rep. 
Bill McGibbon.13 Majority Whip Sen. Ann Day served as Corporate Director of the Lazy B 
Cattle Company and is from a prominent Arizona ranching family that includes Supreme Court 
Justice Sandra Day O’Connor.14 (Interior Secretary Bruce Babbitt’s family also owns a large 
ranch in Arizona.) 

Arizona’s six federal congressmen and two senators voted 77% of the time in accordance 
with the American Farm Bureau Federation during the ’95–’96 congressional session. The Farm 
Bureau is the most extremely anti-environmental of all the organizations lobbying for cattle 
interests in Washington. Meanwhile, the Arizona delegation earned a meager 22% voting score 
from the League of Conservation Voters (LCV) in recent sessions.15 

 
 

LCV Scores for Arizona  LCV Scores for New Mexico 
Senate Average: 

John McCain (R) 
Jon Kyl (R) 

7% 
13% 
0% 

 Senate Average: 
Pete Domenici (R) 
Jeff Bingaman (D) 

37% 
7% 

67% 
House Average: 

Matthew Salmon (R) 
Ed Pastor (D ) 
Bob Stump (R) 
John Shadegg (R)  
Jim Kolbe (R)  
J.D. Hayworth (R) 

27% 
21% 
79% 
7% 

10% 
28% 
17% 

 House Average: 
Heather Wilson (R)  
Joe Skeen (R) 
Bill Redmond (R) 

16% 
17% 
21% 
11% 
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II. D IRECT ECONOMIC SUPPORT FOR RANCHING  
 
Against this background of political support for ranching, the numerous tax breaks and subsidies 
for the ranching industry in the Southwest are not surprising. But given the socioeconomic reality 
that public lands ranching is economically insignificant to Southwestern states and the nation, the 
consistent and generous governmental support for ranching is more startling. Some of the key 
breaks, subsidies, and programmatic aids are outlined below.  

 
A. Public Lands 
 

1. Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management Land 
 
The federal government charges ranchers just $1.35 per animal unit month (AUM) to graze 

livestock on public lands administered by BLM and the Forest Service.16 An animal unit month 
is the amount of forage needed to sustain one cow and her calf (or one horse, five sheep, or five 
goats) for a month. Given that each animal generally requires hundreds of acres of forage for 
sustenance in the arid Southwest, the grazing fees amount to pennies per acre. Moreover, the fees 
do not even cover management costs. In 1996, the federal grazing program generated only $25 
million, while it cost $77 million to administer.17 

The numbers show the vast amount of land required for grazing in the arid Southwest and the 
inadequate amount of money generated by the industry. In Arizona, 816 permittees have 854 
grazing allotments on 12.1 million acres of BLM land, on which approximately 50,000 head of 
livestock—largely cattle—are grazed.16 The average grazing allotment is more than 14,000 acres; 
an average of 58 livestock are grazed on each allotment. Therefore, on average more than 200 
acres are required to sustain one cow. That is not an efficient use of public lands. 

In New Mexico, 2,450 permittees have 2,193 grazing allotments covering 12.8 million acres 
of BLM land.1 The average grazing allotment on BLM land in New Mexico is 5,856 acres. 
Livestock grazed on BLM land in New Mexico include 246,161 cattle-calf units out of a total 
livestock head count of 372,396. 

On public lands administered by the U.S. Forest Service, there are 458 grazing permittees in 
Arizona and 1,149 in New Mexico. There are 323 allotments with 151,683 head of livestock in 
Arizona National Forests and grasslands, and 615 allotments with 103,846 head of livestock in 
New Mexico National Forests and grasslands (some allotments have multiple permitees). 
Livestock graze on 18.6 million of the 20.7 million total acres of the U.S. Forest Service’s 
Region 3, which comprises Arizona, New Mexico, and small areas in Oklahoma and Texas.18 

Ranchers use their public land grazing leases as collateral to secure bank loans. They also 
market their ranches for sale with public land grazing leases included, as if public land were a 
private asset. 

In terms of water—a precious public resource in the arid Southwest—cattle and other 
livestock are major and notorious abusers, according to data compiled by the United States 
Geological Survey.19 The USGS reports that in 1995, livestock in Arizona used 32 million 
gallons of water per day, while livestock in New Mexico used 30 million gallons of water per 
day; those numbers do not even include water used to irrigate crops grown to feed livestock. 

 
2. State Trust Lands 
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Ranchers have long seen Arizona’s state trust land as their private domain. According to the 
State Land Department’s 1998 annual report, about 8.5 of the state’s 9.3 million surface acres of 
trust land are leased for grazing, or 94%. The 1,291 grazing leases on those lands generated 
$2,200,176 for the Land Department during FY ’98, or an average return of just 26 cents an acre. 
Yet the Arizona Constitution requires the Land Department to obtain the highest possible income 
from the land while protecting it for the benefit of public schools.20 

The Arizona Center for Law in the Public Interest filed suit in 1997 on behalf of trust land 
beneficiaries in an attempt to stop some of the Land Department’s most egregious leasing 
practices. The Center for Law charged that the Land Department did not advertise the availability 
of grazing leases to anyone but the existing lessees, unless the lessees chose not to renew; did not 
seek or receive sealed bids for lease renewals; and did not collect revenues when lessees profited 
from sub-leasing state land. Maricopa County Superior Court Judge Michael Dann ruled in favor 
of the Center for Law, but the Land Department appealed and the resolution is pending.21 

The Center for Law also filed suit in May 1998 on behalf of a hunting group and an 
environmental group that had been denied grazing leases even though the groups had offered two 
to five times the current rate for the parcels. One of the parcels is leased by the family of Interior 
Secretary Bruce Babbitt, which pays just $2,151 a year to lease 4,999 acres of trust land in 
Coconino County. That case will soon be heard by the Court of Appeals.22 

Unfortunately and perhaps reflective of the pro-ranching bias, natural resource issues 
involving game and non-game animals, endangered species habitat, riparian management, and 
wilderness are handled in the Land Department’s Range Section instead of in its Natural 
Resources Conservation Section.  

In New Mexico, there once were more than 13 million acres of surface land and 8.75 million 
acres of mineral rights that were to be held in trust for public schools and other designated 
beneficiaries. Over the years, millions of acres of New Mexico’s trust land have been sold off to 
ranchers at the lowest prices and much of what remains has been damaged by abuse and neglect. 
Today there are only about 9 million acres of trust land left. Although 99% of the land is open to 
livestock grazing, grazing leases generate only about 4% (approximately $6.5 million) of trust 
land revenues.23 

In 1994, it was disclosed that the New Mexico Governor Bruce King paid only 65 cents an 
acre per year to graze his cattle on 17,372 acres of trust land.24 Stirling Spencer, a 1994 
Republican candidate for land commissioner, paid just 59 cents an acre per year for a 20,000 acre 
grazing lease.25 Grazing lease fees have gone up slightly since then, but not much. In 1997, State 
Land Office records showed that Sam Donaldson was paying just $1.26 an acre for his 2,360-acre 
state trust land lease in Lincoln County. In addition to losses for the public trust and the public 
school system, these below-market grazing fees have provided an economic incentive for 
overgrazing environmentally fragile areas that never should have been grazed at all. 

In 1995, two environmental organizations bid on nine state land grazing leases at rates double 
those paid by ranchers. Land Commissioner Ray Powell rejected every bid except one for an 
uncontested grazing lease on a parcel of land that had been vacant for ten years. In 1996, the 
groups bid on three more grazing leases, again at higher rates than ranchers, and were eventually 
awarded one.26 

On March 1, 1999, three conservation organizations and four parents of public school 
children filed a lawsuit in state district court in Santa Fe challenging the entire grazing lease 
system for New Mexico state school trust lands. The lawsuit claims the New Mexico Land Office 
is violating the New Mexico Constitution and Enabling Act by failing to manage trust lands to 
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generate maximum return for the statutory beneficiaries—the public schools. The lawsuit also 
claims the agency fails to protect the "corpus" of the trust by allowing livestock to degrade the 
land, especially along sensitive streamside zones and in desert grasslands. 

The lawsuit challenges five Land Office policies including 1) preferential rights, 2) failure to 
require competitive bidding and public auctions, 3) a complete ban on all partial bids, 4) failure 
to protect the land, and 5) other actions that insulate ranchers from market forces.27 
 

B. Property taxes 
 

While most homeowners and businesses are hit hard by property tax bills, ranchers pay 
virtually nothing. In New Mexico, the legislature empowers the Taxation and Revenue 
Department to dictate the value of "grazing lands" to all county assessors. Those values are based 
on the carrying capacity of grazing land, as determined by the ranching industry at a special 
meeting that only insiders know about. Carrying capacity is based on the number of "animal 
units" that can be sustained on a section of land, with one cow or five sheep equivalent to one 
unit.28 

For tax year 1998, county assessors value grazing land based on a formula of 15 cents 
multiplied by the animal units per section to arrive at the taxable value per acre. The New 
Mexico Taxation and Revenue Department gave this example in its November 25, 1997, General 
Order to county assessors: "Chaves County Class A grazing land has a carrying capacity of ten 
(10) animal units per section. In order to determine the ‘taxable value’ per acre of Class A 
grazing land in Chaves County, ten (10) is multiplied by fifteen (15) cents. The product of this 
multiplication is $1.50 and $1.50 is the ‘taxable value’ per acre for Class A grazing land in 
Chaves County." 

Consider the case of former New Mexico Governor Bruce King, who owns 800 acres of 
prime real estate northwest of Santa Fe. King’s land was appraised at $2.8 million, but his 1996 
property tax bill was reduced to just $23.63, all because he allowed a neighbor’s cows to graze 
there. About 2,000 properties in Santa Fe County have minimal tax values because property 
owners have claimed this agricultural exemption.29 

Arizona statutes governing taxation on agricultural land can be found at A.R.S. § 42-12151 – 
§ 42-13102. To receive the agricultural classification for property tax purposes in Arizona, you 
must have an aggregate ten or more gross acres of permanent crops, grazing land with a 
minimum carrying capacity of forty animal units and containing an economically feasible number 
of animal units, land devoted to high density use for producing commodities, land devoted to use 
in processing cotton necessary for marketing, or land devoted to use in processing wine grapes 
for marketing. 

The statutes spell out criteria for getting your property classified as agricultural but also allow 
for approval of "nonconforming property" if the property has fewer than the minimum number of 
acres or animal units required or if the property has been in commercial agricultural production 
for less than the time period prescribed by law. The laws are very liberal and allow virtually all 
large landowners to reduce their property taxes to almost nothing just by putting livestock on the 
land. 

In Arizona’s Coconino County, for example, 150 property owners controlling 1,331,795 
acres of private land have agricultural classifications on their properties, primarily for livestock 
grazing.30 In Navajo County, 401 property owners are paying greatly reduced property taxes on 
481,708 acres of private land classified as agricultural, again primarily for livestock grazing.31 
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According to the Navajo County Assessor's office, property taxes on a 100-acre parcel of grazing 
land in the county would be about $3.44 per year. Private property owners in Navajo County 
taking advantage of the agricultural tax rate include the Navajo Tribe (83,919 acres), Stone 
Container—the Chicago-based multinational logging company (17,559 acres)—and the New 
Mexico–Arizona Land & Cattle Company (71,006 acres). 

The Pima County Assessor's office reports that 423 of its agricultural property owners are 
getting reduced taxes for grazing livestock on 1,651 parcels of land.32 The ten biggest Pima 
County property owners with the low livestock grazing tax rates are 
 
1. Marley Cattle Co., Phoenix, AZ        20,087 acres 
2. Hooker Associates Limited Partnership, Amado, AZ    9,693 acres 
3. John F. King & Son, Inc., Tucson, AZ       7,636 acres 
4. Santa Margarita Ranch, Inc., Tucson, AZ      6,835 acres 
5. The Nature Conservancy, Tucson, AZ       6,128 acres 
6. Silver Bell Mining LLC, AZ Copper Operations, ASARCO, Tucson, AZ 5,612 acres 
7. John Donaldson, First Citizens Natl. Bank of Dyersburg, TN   5,268 acres 
8. Sierrita Mining & Ranching Company, Sahuarita, AZ    5,240 acres 
9. Sands Investment Company, Glendale, AZ     5,080 acres 
10. Marley Cattle Co., Phoenix, AZ        4,956 acres 

 
The New Mexico Department of Agriculture reported that New Mexico’s farms and ranches 

had assets totaling $11.2 billion as of December 31, 1994. Real estate, at $9.2 billion, accounted 
for 82% of all assets. According to NMDA, the average ranch in New Mexico is 10,455 acres.33 
That valuable property is virtually exempt from property taxes.  
 According to Santa Fe (NM) County tax records, Lawrence J. Burke, the chair and editor in 
chief of Outside Magazine, is enjoying drastically reduced property taxes on 136 acres of land he 
owns in the county, all because he claims the land is being used for cattle grazing. The tax 
records show that Burke is claiming the grazing exemption on three parcels of land. On one 70-
acre parcel he only paid $36.74 in property taxes for 1998 because the $70,355 assessed value of 
the parcel was reduced to $7,035, thanks to the grazing exemption. On a 53-acre parcel, he only 
paid $27.70 because the $53,059 value was reduced to $5,305. Likewise, Burke paid just $13.04 
on a 12.5 acre parcel of land because the $12,500 value was reduced to $2,500. Besides owning 
Outside, Burke has a residential estate that includes 52 acres of land and a house with an assessed 
value of more than $1 million. 

Even if people just let a neighboring rancher graze cattle on their land for a few days a year, 
they can claim an "agricultural exemption" on their property tax bill. Real estate developers and 
ranchers alike are notorious for “rent-a-cow” schemes that allow wealthy landowners to avoid 
paying taxes on prime real estate. The Arizona Daily Star reported in 1992, for example, that a 
group of California-based investors was paying just $98 a year in property taxes on Pima County 
land valued at about $6.1 million. One of the investors was Evo J. DeConcini, a second cousin of 
former U.S. Senator Dennis DeConcini. The investors would have succeeded if they had 
remembered to actually put cows on the land.34 
 

C. Direct Payments 
 
 Many ranchers in the Southwest have received subsidies through loans and direct payments 
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for the production of wool and mohair. The Albuquerque Journal reported that New Mexico 
ranchers received $10.2 million in wool and mohair subsidies in 1992 alone. Six of those 
ranchers received more than $100,000 each, seventeen got more than $50,000, and the largest 
payment to a single rancher was $175,000.35  Congress voted in 1994 to phase out the subsidies, 
but in 1998 the subsidies were resurrected when a provision to give mohair producers interest-
free loans was inserted into the FY 1999 Omnibus Appropriations bill.17 

Reuters reported on March 24, 1998, that the USDA would buy $30 million worth of U.S. 
beef products to help cattle ranchers "struggling amid falling demand for beef in Asia and 
increasing herds at home." The news report also said the USDA was sending a trade team to Asia 
to promote U.S. meat and would offer export credit guarantees to several countries, including 
Brazil, Thailand, Korea, and the Philippines, to facilitate meat sales.  

Direct federal government payments to farmers and ranchers in New Mexico were $55.2 
million in 1995, according to the New Mexico Department of Agriculture. Those payments 
included $9.8 million in livestock emergency assistance, $4.7 million in National Wool Act 
payments, $8.1 million in Disaster Program Payments, and $3.4 million in Feed Grain payments, 
to name just a few.36 In June 1999, the U.S. Secretary of Agriculture Dan Glickman added $70 
million to the already $200 million distributed to more than 167,000 producers in 31 states for 
grazing losses suffered in 1998. This money is channeled through the USDA’s Livestock 
Assistance Plan.  

 
D. Gas taxes 
 
Residents of New Mexico, especially in the Santa Fe area, pay some of the highest gasoline 

prices in the nation. But ranchers get special treatment. 
According to state Taxation and Revenue Department records disclosed under the Inspection 

of Public Records Act, New Mexico has issued 1,915 permits to ranchers and certain other 
individuals allowing them to claim a refund on state gas tax paid.37 Approximately 300 
permittees are actively taking advantage of the allowable refund, the state reported. An average 
of $251,517.67 was paid out to those permittees in each of the last three years.  

Under N.M.S.A. § 7-13-13 et. seq., ranchers can submit an application for a gasoline tax 
refund permit to the state Taxation and Revenue Department listing the year, make, model, and 
serial number of their vehicles that will use "tax-refund gasoline." They sign a statement 
promising to comply with the rules and consent to inspections. Once they have a permit, ranchers 
can purchase gasoline from specially authorized gasoline wholesalers and distributors and then 
get a refund for the gas tax they pay. Ranchers can have the gasoline delivered to their ranches 
and placed in storage tanks, where it is supposed to be dyed purple for identification purposes. 
Theoretically, the tax-free gas is not supposed to be used in motor vehicles operated on state 
roads, and, by law, the tax-refund permit of any person who uses tax-free gasoline in vehicles on 
state roads may be suspended.  

But there is no enforcement or inspection program to ensure that the gas is dyed purple or 
that the tax-free gas is not used on state roads. In a December 1997, a Taxation and Revenue 
Department official conceded: 

 
There have been no suspensions of any permit based on the use of nontaxable (dyed) fuel for 
taxable purposes.... The Department does not have a program for inspection of a taxpayer’s 
premises and property to determine compliance with the non-taxable fuel program. With 
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limited resources, the Department has chosen to rely on voluntary compliance and audits to 
monitor such compliance.37  
 

“We all know it’s a silly law," a state tax official confided to this researcher. "It’s only on the 
books because of the power of the ranching lobby."  
 

E. New Mexico labor laws 
 

New Mexico’s labor laws (N.M.S.A. § 50-4-1 et. seq.) apply to thousands of employers but 
not to those who happen to be ranchers. The statutory definition of "employer" includes persons, 
firms, partnerships, associations, corporations, and virtually all other entities, but specifically 
excluded here are "employers of domestic labor in private homes and employers of livestock and 
agricultural labor." 

Moreover, New Mexico’s minimum wage law covers most workers in the state, but not 
workers who are employed by ranchers (N.M.S.A. § 50-41-21 et. seq.). The state minimum wage 
law specifically excludes “any employee employed in agriculture…if such employee is 
principally engaged in the range production of livestock.” 

 
F. Other New Mexico exceptions 
 
While most in New Mexico have to pay gross receipts tax on everything from food to 

medicine, ranchers are privy to numerous exemptions. Here are just a few excerpts from New 
Mexico laws: 

 
Exempted from the gross receipts tax and from the governmental gross receipts tax are the 
receipts from selling livestock and receipts of growers, producers, trappers or nonprofit 
marketing associations from selling livestock, live poultry, unprocessed agricultural products, 
hides or pelts. Persons engaged in the business of buying and selling wool or mohair or of 
buying and selling livestock on their own account are producers for the purposes of this 
section (N.M.S.A. § 7-9-18). 
 
Exempted from the gross receipts tax are the receipts of any person derived from feeding or 
pasturing livestock. Receipts derived from penning or handling livestock prior to sale are 
receipts derived from feeding livestock for the purposes of this section. Receipts derived 
from training livestock are receipts derived from feeding livestock for the purposes of this 
section. (N.M.S.A. § 7-9-19) 
 
Receipts from selling feed for livestock, fish raised for human consumption, poultry or fur 
animals raised for their hides or pelts, and from selling seeds, roots, bulbs, plants, soil 
conditioners, fertilizers, insecticides, germicides, insects used to control populations of other 
insects, fungicides or weedicides or water for irrigation purposes may be deducted from gross 
receipts if the sale is made to a person who states in writing that he is regularly engaged in 
the business of farming, ranching or the raising of animals for their hides or pelts (N.M.S.A. 
§ 7-9-58). 
 
Receipts of auctioneers from selling livestock or other agricultural products at auction may 
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also be deducted from gross receipts (N.M.S.A. § 7-9-58). 
 
Receipts from warehousing grain or other agricultural products may be deducted from gross 
receipts. Receipts from threshing, cleaning, growing, cultivating, or harvesting agricultural 
products, including the ginning of cotton or processing for growers, producers, or nonprofit 
marketing associations of other agricultural products raised for food and fiber, including 
livestock, may be deducted from gross receipts. (N.M.S.A. § 7-9-59) 
 
Fifty percent of the receipts from selling agricultural implements, farm tractors, aircraft or 
vehicles that are not required to be registered under the Motor Vehicle Code may be deducted 
from gross receipts. (N.M.S.A. § 7-9-62) 

 
 There are further exceptions for ranchers. Although most residents of New Mexico must pay 
registration fees, based on weight, on their freight trailers and utility trailers, this state law "shall 
not apply to farmers or ranchers who transport to market only the produce, animals or fowls 
produced by them, or who transport back to their farms or ranches supplies for use thereon.…" 
(N.M.S.A. § 66-6-3) 

Residents of New Mexico must pay registration fees, based on weight, on their trucks and 
buses, but ranchers get a break here too. Under the Motor Vehicle Code, all farm vehicles having 
a declared gross weight of more than six thousand pounds are charged two-thirds the rate of the 
regular registration fees. These vehicles are also issued distinctive registration plates that say 
"farm vehicle." The special plates are supposed to signify that the vehicle is "owned by a person 
whose principal occupation is farming or ranching and which vehicle is used principally in the 
transportation of farm and ranch products to market and farm and ranch supplies and livestock 
from the place of purchase to farms and ranches in this state." (N.M.S.A. § 66-6-4) 

Every vehicle, trailer, semitrailer, and pole trailer, when driven or moved upon a highway, is 
supposed to be subject to the registration and certificate of title provisions of the Motor Vehicle 
Code. However, an exception is made for "any implement of husbandry which is only 
incidentally operated or moved upon a highway." (N.M.S.A. § 66-3-1) A New Mexico Attorney 
General Opinion (No. 6429) issued in 1955–56 stated that a "pickup truck per se is not an 
implement of husbandry but could possibly be so used and be exempt from registration." 
Finally, everyone is subject to licensure regulations under the Motor Vehicle Code except for 
"any driver of a farm tractor or implement of husbandry temporarily drawn, moved or propelled 
on the highway." (N.M.S.A. § 66-5-4) 
 New Mexico also has special loan requirements for ranchers. Subsection C of N.M.S.A. § 
56-8-9 allows lenders to charge businesses higher interest rates on loans than is permitted by 
state usury laws. Subsection D allows lenders to charge points up to but not exceeding 3% of the 
loan amount on interim construction loans. Subsection E allows lenders to charge up to the 
maximum interest rate for points plus interest on loans secured by real property. But "[t]he 
provisions of Subsections C, D and E...are not applicable to loans secured by a first mortgage on 
farm, ranch or agricultural real estate where the purpose of the loan is primarily for farming, 
ranching or agricultural purposes." (N.M.S.A. § 56-8-10) 
 

G. Other Arizona exceptions 
 

A.R.S. § 28-5857 says the motor carrier fee for motor vehicles used “only for transporting 
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agricultural products” shall be set at seven-tenths of the full rate. To qualify, one need just apply 
to the Motor Vehicle Department for reduced fee status and keep a bale of hay in the back of his 
pickup truck. 

A.R.S. § § 43-1172 and 43-1084 say ranchers who purchase and install an agricultural water 
conservation system get a tax credit equal to 75% of the qualifying expenses incurred in the 
purchase or installation of the system. If the allowable credit exceeds taxes otherwise due or if 
there are no taxes due, the rancher may carry the unused credit forward for five years. 

A.R.S. § 1301.01 provides an exemption from the tax imposed on the retail classification for 
the sale of livestock feed, salts, vitamins, and other additives, implants used as growth 
promotants, and injectable medicines sold to persons who are engaged in producing livestock or 
livestock products, or in feeding livestock commercially. 

A.R.S. § 42-5069 says a person who leases or rents for consideration the use or occupancy of 
real property used for commercial purposes is deemed to be engaged in business and subject to a 
commercial lease tax; but ranches and other agricultural businesses are exempt when 

 
…The lease or rental is between family members, trusts, estates, corporations, 
partnerships, joint venturers or similar entities, or any combination thereof, if the 
individuals or at least eighty percent of the beneficiaries, shareholders, partners or joint 
venturers share a family relationship as parents or ancestors of parents, children or 
descendants of children, siblings, cousins of the first degree, aunts, uncles, nieces or 
nephews of the first degree, spouses of any of the listed relatives and listed relatives by 
the half-blood or by adoption; or 
 
The lessor leases or rents real property used for agricultural purposes under no more than 
three leases or rental agreements…. 

 
 A.R.S. § 42-13104 says: “Range livestock and dairy cattle shall be listed on the roll and 
valued as of December 31 of each year. The valuation shall be based on the average value for the 
preceding twelve months. The county assessor may not require information for purposes of 
valuation more often than once each year.” 

A.R.S. § 42-15053 directs that each person who owns or controls taxable personal property in 
Arizona must prepare and deliver to the county assessor a correct report of property on or before 
May 1 of each year. However, the law goes on to say that “The assessor shall not require a report 
of the breed, number, age or location of livestock on hand from individuals, corporations, 
partnerships or any other business if the livestock is exempt from taxation pursuant to article IX, 
section 13, Constitution of Arizona”—all cattle are exempt under this clause—and that “The 
assessor shall not require a report of the personal property that is class four property used for 
agricultural purposes...that is exempt from taxation pursuant to article IX, section 2, subsection 
(6), Constitution of Arizona.” 

Rodeos also get special treatment in Arizona tax code sections 42-5069, 42-5073, and 42-
5074. In laws governing taxation of commercial leases, amusement and entertainment 
establishments, retail establishments, and businesses where food and drink are sold, special 
exemptions are made for rodeos that primarily feature farm and ranch animals. 

The Arizona Farm Bureau boasts about other tax savings it recently won for farmers and 
ranchers.38 Its web site says that Farm Bureau-pushed legislation is “Saving you $76,960 per year 
because farms and ranches continue to be valued and taxed using the current use formula while 
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other formulas changed...[s]aving you an additional $65 per year by referring to the voters in 
November a total exemption from property tax of the first $50,000 of personal property...[s]aving 
ranchers $636 and farmers $6,500 per year because a tax on the lease of public property only 
applies to those who lease commercial property from cities and counties [and] [s]aving you $102 
per year because the Department of Revenue is stopped from charging you sales tax on the 
installation and repair of tax exempt machinery and equipment.” 
 
III. G OVERNMENTAL BODIES AND PROGRAMS SUPPORTING RANCHING  
 

A. Protecting the environment or protecting rangelands? 
 
 The full extent of state and federal financial support to livestock operators in the Southwest’s 
National Forests and Bureau of Land Management districts is unknown. The following 
information documents a small number of recent expenses ostensibly designed to “protect” 
endangered riparian and aquatic species by fencing streamsides. In reality, the fences do not exist 
to protect endangered species but to allow cattle grazing to continue; if there were no fences, 
cattle grazing would not be permitted. 
 Though just a sampling, these examples indicate a recent and explosive trend in fence and 
upland water building as the need for endangered species protection and watershed restoration 
has swept across the Southwest in the past five years. It is very likely that the public will be 
asked to send upward of $100 million in the next ten years to lace its public lands with thousands 
of miles of fence that have no purpose other than to avoid closing livestock allotments. The 
cost/benefit ratio is typically on the order of 100:1 on these projects—not taking into account the 
near eradication of recreational opportunities. For example, fences might be strung at half-mile 
intervals on the San Francisco River in Catron County, New Mexico. A typical day’s hike or raft 
down the San Francisco would involve twenty fence crossings; inconvenient for us, and imagine 
being an elk, deer, or bear under these circumstances. 
 It is no wonder that Douglas Barber, the former Deputy Forest Supervisor of the Apache 
Sitgreaves National Forest, Leon Fager, former Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Species 
Coordinator for the Southwest Region of the Forest Service, and Jim Cooper, former Regional 
Fisheries Biologist for the Southwest Region of the Forest Service, have all separately called for 
an end to federal subsidies of the livestock industry on National Forests in the.  In a 1998 letter to 
the chief of the U.S. Forest Service, Fager wrote: 

Livestock grazing on Southwestern National Forests is the major reason that ecosystems are 
deteriorating, species are near extinction and watersheds have lost much of their ability to 
yield high quality and quantities of water…. The region is now circling the wagons and 
spending millions of taxpayer dollars to defend a livestock grazing program that has outlived 
its value and needs to be phased out as an inappropriate use of National Forests in the 21st 

century.  
Even the Forest Service’s current endangered fishes management team has called for the removal 
of all cattle from federal streamsides. 
 The following list of National Forest expenses only includes costs associated with fencing of 
streams to protect endangered species from cattle. It does not include other environmental costs 
(re-seeding, erosion control, etc.), predator control (coyotes, mountain lions, etc.), routine 
management (salaries, vehicles, etc.), road construction and maintenance, or non-Forest Service 
subsidies (emergency feed programs, etc.). The federal loss (not cost) of all these latter programs 
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together was conservatively estimated as $100 million annually for all BLM and USFS 
allotments.39 If the expenses were included of protecting endangered birds, fish, reptiles, and 
watersheds from cattle and restoring forests and woodlands scarred by overgrazing-induced fire 
suppression, the annual federal loss would likely be on the order of $300 to $500 million. The 
following are some examples of the money spent to maintain ranching in the face of its heavy 
environmental and financial costs to the nation. 
 

Gila Trout Recovery 
Two million dollars were spent on Gila trout recovery efforts prior to 1993, and $1 million was 
projected to be spent between 1993 and 2000.40 This money was not spent on fencing or cattle 
management, because the entire Gila trout recovery program is built around avoiding areas with 
cattle, thereby severely limiting recovery opportunities. Since cattle graze on the great majority of 
the Gila trout’s former range, the recovery program has been limited to introducing and 
protecting tiny, unsustainable populations in small headwater streams. These permanent 
emergency room populations are extremely expensive to maintain. “The species is in greater peril 
of extinction today than when recovery efforts started because the [recovery] team wants to avoid 
controversial issues such as domestic livestock grazing.”41 Since Gila trout would establish large, 
interconnected, self-sustaining populations if cattle were not allowed to destroy their potential 
habitat, and since livestock grazing was one of the main reasons the species was listed in 1967, 
much of the $3 million spent on twenty-five years of recovery efforts is a cost of public lands 
ranching. 
 

1994, Sunflower Allotment, Tonto National Forest 
To restore twenty miles of Sycamore Creek within the Dos S unit of the Sunflower Allotment, 
the Forest Service has proposed spending $261,000 on fencing and upland waters. The rancher 
pays only $10,700 a year to graze 450 cattle. For its expense, the public does not even get a 
permanent restoration—the proposal is only to keep cattle out for ten years.43 
 

1995, Six Bar Allotment, Tonto National Forest 
The Forest Service issued a decision to spend $98,000 on range improvements to allow a rancher 
to graze about 250 head all year, providing approximately $6,000 to the Forest Service.43  
 

1995, Tonto Basin Allotments, Tonto National Forest 
To compensate for destroying riparian habitat around Roosevelt Lake, the Bureau of Reclamation 
was forced by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to spend $2.1 million, or about $191,000 per 
ranch, to fence cattle from riparian areas on eleven allotments around Roosevelt Lake.42  
 

1996, Apache Trout Protection, Apache-Sitgreaves National Forest 
The U.S. Forest Service and the Arizona Department of Game and Fish spent $350,000 to fence 
cattle out of habitat for the threatened Apache trout. They spent $100,000 on one allotment alone, 
even though it generates only $2,500 per year in grazing revenue for the Forest Service (Barber 
1996). The total federal cost of fencing national forest streams to allow cattle to remain on the 
threatened Apache trout grazing allotments is $1.5 to $2 million.41 
 

1995, Apache Maid Allotment, Coconino National Forest 
The Forest Service issued a decision to spend more than $600,000 on a livestock management 
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plan for the Apache Maid grazing allotment. The expense was primarily on fencing to keep cattle 
out of sensitive riparian areas.43  
 

1998, Gila Basin Allotments 
In June 1998, Joe Skeen (R-NM) secured an appropriation of $400,000 to fence cattle from 
streams on National Forests in the Gila River basin to protect endangered species.44  
 

1998, Baseline/Horsesprings Allotment, Apache-Sitgreaves National Forest 
The Forest Service issued a decision to spend $150,000 on fences, pipelines, and stock tanks to 
keep cattle out of habitat for the threatened spikedace (a fish) in Eagle Creek. Revenue from 
grazing fees is $4,000 per year.43 

 
1999, Windmill Allotment, Tonto National Forest 

The Forest Service issued a decision to spend $223,000 on fencing, cattle guards, water tanks, 
and pipelines to reverse riparian and streambank degradation in Oak Creek, Dry Creek, and 
Jack’s Canyon. The Forest Service projects that its annual revenue from grazing fees will be 
$5,141. 43  
 

B. Animal Damage Control 
 

A major program supporting the ranching industry is the federal program known as Animal 
Damage Control (ADC), or Wildlife Services. This agency contributed to the extermination of 
the Mexican gray wolf and the grizzly bear in the Southwest and to the decimation of numerous 
other native species. ADC frequently claims it is killing wildlife to protect human health and 
safety, property, or other wildlife. For example, ADC’s aerial gunning of coyotes is categorized 
as a “natural resources” project in its Arizona annual report. Aerial gunning of coyotes was paid 
for by a $22,900 donation from the Arizona Game and Fish Department. 

The official Game and Fish explanation is that coyotes must be killed to increase antelope 
herds. “Any ancillary benefit derived by the livestock or ranching industry [as a result of the 
aerial gunning of coyotes] is not planned,” claimed Game and Fish Director Duane Shroufe in a 
March 16, 1999, letter. But another Game and Fish employee, Dennis Darr, told a different story 
when interviewed by the Arizona Daily Star. Darr described a controversial April 1998 aerial 
gunning operation in northern Arizona and acknowledged that cattle of four or five ranchers 
grazed where the coyotes were gunned down. (One of those ranches belongs to family of Interior 
Secretary Bruce Babbitt.) “Our predator control does increase calf production, too,” Darr said. 
“Ranchers have concerns because calf survival goes up without coyotes.” The reporter also 
quoted Jim Yoakum, a Nevada wildlife biologist who has studied antelope for 43 years and who 
challenges the Game and Fish explanation on another point. “The number one factor in a herd’s 
size is the amount and quality of vegetation antelope eat,” Yoakum said. “Forage is the key to 
how many antelope are out there, not predators.” 

ADC’s most recent annual report shows that the bulk of the $756,126 spent in Arizona in FY 
1997 went toward killing wildlife to aid the livestock industry.45 ADC reported that it killed 
3,220 animals; among the victims were 1,528 coyotes, 54 beavers, 43 mountain lions, and 15 
black bears. Animals taken or killed include 962 by traps, 112 by aerial gunning, 12 by snares, 
806 by shooting, 776 by M-44 sodium cyanide devices, 753 by other poisons, and 332 by “other” 
means. ADC even kills wildlife for ranchers in federal wilderness areas, in violation of the 1964 
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Wilderness Act.46 
In FY 1997, ADC’s Arizona program received $432,518 in federal tax dollars and $323,608 

in what it calls “cooperative” dollars. Those cooperative dollars include $2,575 from Phoenix 
area taxpayers, $50,507 from individual beneficiaries, $28,513 from the U.S. Forest Service, 
$95,188 from organizations, $82,900 from the state government, and $63,925 from Apache, 
Greenlee, Cochise, and Graham County taxpayers. (Under A.R.S. § 3-2405, county boards of 
supervisors may enter into cooperative agreements with ADC and may make necessary 
expenditures from any special, contingent, or general county fund, but there is no directive 
requiring counties to help fund ADC’s predator control program.) 
 The ADC program wastes even more wildlife and tax dollars in New Mexico.47 The New 
Mexico FY 1997 annual report shows 10,439 animals killed at a cost of $2,256,486. Animals 
taken include 1,687 by traps, 716 by aerial hunting, 569 by snares, 828 by shooting, 13 by 
denning, 2,199 by M-44 sodium cyanide devices, 4,398 by other poisoning methods (such as 
Compound 1080, DRC-1339, and avitrol), and 29 by “other” means. That year, the New Mexico 
ADC employed 44 people and was funded with $1,255,195 in federal tax dollars, $275,000 in 
state tax dollars, and $726,291 in so-called cooperative funds which included $551,048 in county 
funds. The New Mexico state legislature funds ADC covertly in a line item deep within the 
Higher Education budget and increased the funding during the 1999 legislative session to 
$304,000. 

The number of active “predator damage management agreements” worked on during FY 
1996 in New Mexico totaled 654, according to Gary Littauer of the ADC’s Albuquerque office.48 
In January of 1999, the Zuni Mountain Coalition requested, through the Freedom of Information 
Act, copies of all signed agreements showing the names and addresses of New Mexico ranchers 
and other private agribusiness interests asking ADC agents to go onto their deeded or leased land 
to poison, trap, shoot, aerial gun, den, or otherwise kill or control wildlife.  Because ADC failed 
to produce the information, a Freedom of Information Act lawsuit was filed in federal court to 
force the release of these public records. The case is still pending. In the past, ADC has refused 
to provide these names and addresses to protect the privacy rights of ranchers.49 

ADC frequently tries to hide its activities behind a veil of secrecy. In 1997, for example, a 
researcher was forced to file a lawsuit against ADC under FOIA to get public records about 
wildlife killing carried out for Republican Congressman Joe Skeen and Sam Donaldson, two of 
New Mexico’s most prominent ranchers. The records obtained showed that ADC agents made 
412 visits to Donaldson’s ranch and 99 visits to Skeen’s ranch between 1991 and 1996 to carry 
out their "livestock protection" activities at taxpayer expense. 

Also, livestock-borne diseases have decimated native wildlife species. Bighorn sheep 
populations in the Southwest have been hit especially hard by livestock-spread diseases. Arizona 
Game and Fish is now spending about $500,000 a year in an attempt to recover and relocate the 
bighorn to some of their historic ranges.50 Hunters, not ranchers, frequently foot this bill. 
 

C. Growing Smarter? 
 

Arizona’s new “Growing Smarter” program is expected to be a financial windfall for 
ranchers, farmers, and developers, according to public interest advocates.51 Passed in 1998, 
Growing Smarter asked voters to approve using $220 million in state funds over 11 years to 
purchase land for preservation or to buy development rights. The law requires local government 
entities or non-profits to provide matching funds, bringing the total pot to $440 million. Real 
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estate developers and business interests spent $760,566 to win passage of the initiative, while 
most environmentalists opposed it.52 At first glance, the proposal seemed like a good tool to help 
curb rampant development, but the measure actually inhibits effective and environmentally sound 
growth management.  

Growing Smarter allows the state to use up to 10% of these funds to pay ranchers and farmers 
to implement so-called conservation-based agricultural management alternatives. That will mean 
millions of dollars in subsidies for a handful of private landowners. Non-profit front groups for 
ranchers and developers will also be able to use these public dollars to benefit and increase the 
value of their own landholdings, a serious conflict of interest. 

The 15-member commission appointed by Governor Jane Hull to oversee the Growing 
Smarter program includes four ranchers and several ranching advocates but no representatives of 
legitimate environmental organizations.53 
 

D. Arizona Preserve Initiative 
 

The Arizona Preserve Initiative (API) is another land preservation program being eyed by 
ranchers. The program was originally intended to provide a way for parcels of state trust land to 
be reclassified and preserved for conservation purposes. As enacted, however, only parcels of 
land in close proximity to urban areas can be reclassified for conservation purposes and existing 
grazing leases cannot be canceled or impaired in any way.54 Even if a grazing lease expires, the 
rancher has an automatic right to renew the lease on “preserved” land, according to a Land 
Department spokesman. The Land Department has not yet determined the conservation lease 
rate, but you can be sure the department will charge conservationists much more to protect the 
land than the 26 cents an acre it now charges ranchers for grazing. 

A board has been established to advise the Arizona State Parks Board in its land conservation 
efforts related to API. The seven-member board is appointed by the governor and is required by 
A.R.S. § 41-511.23 to include one state land lessee. The lessee appointed was a rancher.55 The 
conservation acquisition board recommends appropriate grants to the State Parks Board from the 
land conservation fund, which includes a privately funded conservation donation account and a 
publicly funded conservation account. Monies in the publicly funded account can be granted to 
the state or any of its political subdivisions, to a tax-exempt non-profit organization established 
to preserve open space, or to “an individual landowner or grazing or agricultural lessee of state or 
federal land....” 

The seven-member Arizona State Parks Board is overrepresented by ranchers in relation to 
the general public; A.R.S. § 41-511 requires that “not less than two of the appointive members 
shall be representative of the livestock industry.” 
 

 E. Arizona Heritage Fund 
 

The Arizona Heritage Fund draws millions of dollars each year from lottery proceeds and 
directs them to state parks and the Game and Fish Department. Its aim is to purchase sensitive 
land and preserve it for the benefit of the public; but all too often the funds are used for the 
benefit of ranching. 

A.R.S.§ 41-503 states that the funds allocated to state parks are to be used as follows: 5% on 
local, regional, and state trails; 35% on local, regional, and state parks for outdoor recreation and 
open space; 17% on acquisition of natural areas; 17% on local, regional, and state historic 
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preservation projects; 17% on state park acquisition or development; 5% on environmental 
education; and 4% on maintenance, operation, and management of natural areas administered by 
the Arizona State Parks Board. 

A.R.S. § 17-298 states that the funds allocated to Game and Fish are to be used as follows: 
5% on public access, including maintenance and operation expenses; 60% on identification, 
inventory, acquisition, protection, and management of sensitive habitat; 15% on habitat 
evaluation or habitat protection; 15% on urban wildlife and urban wildlife habitat programs; and 
5% on environmental education. 

Nothing in the statutes would lead one to believe that the funds should be used to benefit 
cattle ranching. But, for example, the Arizona Game and Fish Department used $3 million in 
Heritage Fund money to buy the White Mountain Hereford Ranch near Springerville and grazing 
continues on the ranch's public land grazing allotments.56 Game and Fish indirectly subsidizes 
cattle ranching operations with Heritage Fund money through habitat stewardship, public access, 
and water projects. In 1999, the Arizona State Parks Board used $8.6 million in Heritage Fund 
money to purchase development rights and 3,600 acres of the 21,100 acre-San Rafael Ranch 
south of Patagonia. The Nature Conservancy, which bought the rest of the ranch, will sell it to a 
rancher for cattle grazing. The public, on the other hand, is being locked out and will only have 
access to the ranch eight times a year.57 
 
 

F. Adopt-A-Ranch 
 

The Game and Fish Department estimates that ranchers have blocked off access to about 4.5 
million acres of public and state trust land in Arizona with fences and locked gates.58 Adopt-A-
Ranch is just one aspect of the department’s land access program, which receives $500,000 a 
year from the Heritage Fund to help hunters and recreationists gain greater access to public lands 
controlled by ranchers.59 

Through the Adopt-A-Ranch program, ordinary people can repair fences, construct water 
pipelines, maintain roads, and pick up trash for twenty cattle ranchers.60 The idea is that 
performing these free services will establish better relationships with the ranchers, who will 
become more willing to provide access to public lands.  
 

G. Other state departments 
 

Other state-sponsored bureaucracies that support the ranching industry include the massive 
departments of agriculture in Arizona and New Mexico, the agricultural extension services, the 
agriculture laboratories and research facilities, and the state livestock boards. The New Mexico 
Department of Agriculture [NMDA] is headquartered not in the state capital of Santa Fe, but 
hundreds of miles away in Las Cruces. It is the only cabinet-level department that does not 
submit an operating budget or budget request to the state legislature, according to an official at 
the Legislative Finance Committee. Its detailed budget is not available in any public library or 
government office in Santa Fe. 

One of NMDA's divisions "monitors and provides input into various agricultural issues such 
as public land uses and their impacts on livestock grazing and other factors influencing the 
stability and well-being of the rangeland livestock industry."61 

The New Mexico Department of Agriculture holds all power to regulate pesticides, which 
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explains why farmers and ranchers have been exempted from licensing and regulation 
requirements that apply to other pesticide applicators under N.M.S.A. § 76-4-28. According to 
New Mexico’s Pesticide Control Act (N.M.S.A. § 76-4-1 et. seq.), municipalities and counties 
are prohibited from adopting rules, regulations, or ordinances regarding the registration, labeling, 
distribution, sale, handling, use, application, transportation, or disposal of pesticides. 

The Arizona Department of Agriculture operates in a like fashion under a director and a five-
member governor-appointed advisory council. By law, appointees must include two members 
actively engaged in animal production, two members actively engaged in plant production, and 
one member actively engaged in agribusiness as the major source of income. Although the 
department is responsible for regulating pesticides, inspecting meat, and monitoring other areas 
of concern to the public, there is no statutory requirement to have a consumer representative, an 
environmental expert, or a public health advocate on the advisory council. Only this department 
can regulate and enforce pesticides in Arizona. Local government regulation of pesticides is 
forbidden by A.R.S. § 3-377. 

Finally, there are the state livestock boards. Arizona employs about 38 livestock officers to 
curtail the theft of livestock, inspect livestock brands, identify and contain livestock diseases, and 
carry out other duties to benefit the livestock industry. The New Mexico Livestock Board 
exercises general regulatory supervision over the livestock industry in New Mexico "in order to 
protect the industry from theft and contagious or infectious diseases and in order to protect the 
public from diseased or unwholesome meat or meat products." The New Mexico board also 
makes and publishes rules and regulations for meat inspection, an obvious conflict of interest. 

 
H. State beef councils 

 
To promote the beef industry, state legislators established the Arizona Beef Council, 

composed of nine beef producers appointed by the governor. The Beef Council may accept 
grants, donations, contributions, or gifts from any source for expenditures for any purpose 
consistent with its powers. Under A.R.S. § 3-1233, the council has many duties and freedoms, 
which include being able to: 
 

1. Conduct or contract for scientific research to discover and develop improved 
marketing methods for beef and beef products, including programs of consumer 
education and protection; 

2. Disseminate reliable information, founded upon research, showing uses or probable 
uses of beef and beef products. 

3. Study state and federal legislation with respect to tariffs, duties, reciprocal trade 
agreements, import quotas and other matters concerning the beef industry. 

4. Sue and be sued as a council, without individual liability, for acts of the council 
within the scope of the powers and duties conferred upon it by this article. 

5. Enter into contracts to carry out the purpose of the council as provided in this article, 
including contracts for promotion of beef and beef products and development of new 
markets through such promotion; 

6. Appoint advisory groups composed of representatives from organizations, institutions 
or businesses related to or interested in the welfare of the beef industry; 

7. Make grants to research agencies for financing special or emergency studies, or for 
purchase or acquisition of facilities necessary to carry out the purposes of the council; 
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8. Appoint subordinate officers and employees of the council and prescribe their duties 
and fix their compensation; 

9. Cooperate with any local, state or nationwide organization or agency engaged in work 
or activities similar to or related to those of the council, and enter into contracts with 
such organizations or agencies for carrying on joint programs; 

10. Act jointly and in cooperation with the state or federal government, or both, or any 
agency thereof in the administration of any program of the government or of a 
governmental agency deemed by the council as beneficial to the beef industry of this 
state, and expend funds in connection therewith. 

 
New Mexico has a similar state Beef Council, which conducts marketing programs, including 

promotion, education, and research programs relating to cattle and beef products. It is authorized 
to "disseminate reliable information showing the value of beef and its products for any purpose 
for which they may be found useful and profitable." The New Mexico Beef Council is exempt 
from the operation of the state Procurement Code and the Personnel Act.  
 

I. Studying ranching  
 

Our tax dollars directly subsidize cattle ranches owned by government entities. The 
University of Arizona, for example, runs 550 cattle on the 77,000-acre V Bar V Ranch in 
Coconino and Yavapai counties. V Bar V Ranch is home to UA’s Cow Camp College, a summer 
program for students and others “offering a unique opportunity to explore current industry topics 
under actual ranch conditions.” Tax dollars purchased and operate this ranch.62  

“I see this as a place where our students can get first-hand experience learning how to 
appreciate and solve the issues and problems contemporary ranchers face,” says Roy Ax, head of 
the UA Department of Animal Sciences. “We need to take the newest scientific developments 
that affect the ranching community and use the ranch as an opportunity to demonstrate their 
feasibility.61 

The V Bar V ranch was acquired in 1995, despite strong opposition from concerned 
taxpayers and environmentalists. Even the Arizona Daily Star criticized the acquisition in a 
December 1, 1994, editorial stating: “Nostalgia aside, the UA ought to be focusing on inventing 
the mirrors and circuits and brains of the future, rather than perpetuating the obsolete and 
uneconomic traditions of the past.”  

The University of Arizona has several programs that directly or indirectly serve to benefit and 
perpetuate cattle ranching in the desert. Many are run under the auspices of the Agricultural 
Experiment Station, a $39 million cluster of programs that include several agricultural research 
facilities, the Office of Arid Land Studies, and the 51,000-acre Santa Rita Experimental Range 
south of Tucson on which cattle are grazed.61 
 

J. Ranching or development? 
 

To defend their subsidies, politically savvy ranchers often describe the choice as either cows 
or condos, ranching or urban sprawl. This argument is being promoted in Arizona by a group of 
ranchers and their supporters known as the Arizona Common Ground Roundtable. The group 
claims that to preserve open space in Arizona even greater subsidies and benefits for ranchers are 
needed.63 
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But others, such as prominent Arizona conservationist Robert Witzeman, see this as a false 
choice.64 Witzeman points out that the only Arizona land at risk for development is the 17% that 
is private land, while the remaining 83% is public land and already open space. Even if every 
rancher in the state went out of business, four-fifths would remain open space. Witzeman gives 
the following example to make his point: 

 
On the Coconino National Forest, some forty ranchers graze public land allotments of some 
45,000 acres each. The rancher's private land and in-holdings average 100 acres per rancher, 
per 45,000 acre allotment. If they sell their home ranch, it would take an average of 45,000 
acres of land out of grazing, but not out of public land status. Even if a rancher were able to 
subdivide all of his private acres, this would be a drop in the bucket compared to the 
economic benefit from turning 45,000 acres into improved tourism, recreation, hiking, 
hunting, bird watching and fish and wildlife benefits. 64 

 
According to Witzeman, "The last thing we need is a taxpayer handout to a dying industry which 
has been responsible for more endangered species and land degradation than any other industry in 
the arid Southwest." 
 

J. Rangeland protection 
 

The New Mexico legislature passed the Rangeland Protection Act (N.M.S.A. 76-7B-1 et. 
seq.) in 1985 after declaring that vast rangeland areas in New Mexico were "producing less than 
their potential." The act was passed purportedly to "enhance the multiple-use management, 
development and conservation of rangeland in New Mexico..." but the real focus of this act was 
to get authorization and funding for brush and weed control on rangeland to aid ranchers. The act 
authorized the creation of a rangeland protection advisory committee dominated by ranching 
industry interests, which meets at least annually to discuss and implement rangeland projects. 
 
IV. CONCLUSION 
 
 There are simply too many benefits allotted to the ranching industry in the Southwest to 
detail all of them in this report—especially those which are not direct payments or tax breaks. 
The irony of this abundance comes from the ranching industry’s own rhetoric. As the Arizona 
Farm Bureau’s web site states, “Farm Bureau members believe in the free enterprise system.” It 
is simple to see why. Their use of public lands is more than “free”—it is reimbursed by the state. 
 The Southwestern deserts are in a critical state right now, as are the livelihoods of many who 
live in them. Sound, environmentally and economically reasonable solutions are needed for the 
recovery of the region and for its long-term survival. Surely the mass of data showing the 
obsolete and fiscally irresponsible nature of ranching in the arid Southwest will convince the 
public and the government to get this monkey off our backs so that we can walk forward into a 
sane future. 
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V. OTHER SOURCES OF INFORMATION  
 
Web sites 
New Mexico Department of Agriculture web site: http//nmdaweb.nmsu.edu/agency.htm. 
United States Agriculture Department web sites: www.usda.gov, www.econ.ag.gov, and 
http://www.nass.usda.gov  
http://www.sw-center.org 
http://www.rangenet.org 
http://www.enviroweb.org/newwest 
 
Documents 
Arizona Game and Fish Department Operating Manual  
Arizona Game and Fish Department trapping regulations, 1998-99 
Arizona Revised Statutes, www.azleg.state.az.us/ars  
New Mexico Statutes Annotated, www.fscll.org 
New Mexico Game and Fish Department, Law Enforcement Division, Aerial gunning permit 
records 
New Mexico Game and Fish Department, 1997–98 summary of wildlife damage complaints 
New Mexico 1996 traffic statistics, Department of Transportation 
 
Articles 
"Selling at a loss: public lands, private profit; report on subsidies of mining, grazing and logging" 
by the Southwest Forest Alliance, April 15, 1996  
"Arizona says grazing land for cattle only," Albuquerque Journal, Aug. 19, 1997  
"Rancher land leases challenged," Arizona Republic, July 26, 1997  
"Protesters: King too cheap to pay taxes," Santa Fe New Mexican, March 1, 1997  
“Southern Arizonans support grazing limits, survey shows,” Arizona Daily Star, Nov. 23, 1997 
"Prominence, predators, and pork," by Al Kamen, Washington Post, Mar. 17, 1997 
"Collisions with cow leave 1 dead, 4 hurt," Arizona Daily Star, Oct. 1, 1998 
 
Books 
Mad Cowboy, by Howard Lyman, 1998. 
Waste of the West, by Lynn Jacobs. To order send $28 to  
Lynn Jacobs, P.O. Box 5784, Tucson, AZ 85703. 
 
For more information, contact: 
 
Center for Biological Diversity, P.O. Box 710, Tucson, AZ 85702-0710; swcbd@sw-center.org; 
http://www.sw-center.org; 520-623-5252 (phone); 520-623-9797 (fax) 
 
New West Research, P.O. Box 9125, Santa Fe, NM 87504; newwest@aol.com; 
http://www.enviroweb.org/newwest 
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