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Colorado Producers Preferencesfor Federal Agricultural Policy and the 2002 Farm Bill

Andrew Sadl, Lee Elder and Steve Nixon

Executive Summary

Introduction

Federal farm policy covers a wide and complex
range of issues. Key policy areas under debate for
the upcoming Farm Bill include farm income
support, risk management tools, conservation and
environmental incentives, trade negotiations, food
safety, rura development, and concentration of
agribusiness firms. Federal farm legidation may
reflect producer preferences for agricultura policy.
In order to reved these preferences, a nationd
survey of farmers and ranchers in 27 dates,
including Colorado, was undertaken in the spring of
2001. These 27 states represent nearly 70 percent of
al U.S. producers. Survey results presented in this
report highlight the policy preferences of both small
and large agriculturd producers in Colorado, dong
with a composite (weighted average) and U.S.
producers. The response rate for this survey from the
U.S. and Colorado was 20% and 21%, yielding
14,183 and 1,016 useable responses. For the
purposes of this survey “smal producers’ are those
with sales less than $100,000 and “large producers’
are those that exceed $100,000 in sales. Within
Colorado 723 smdl producers and 293 large
producers responded to this survey.

Farm Income and Risk Management Policy

While the mgority of agricultural producers want to
continue or increase funding for farm income
support through commodity programs, 22% and
26% of U.S. and Coloradoan respondents think that
the government should eliminate or gradualy phase
out dl commodity programs. Higtoricdly low
commodity prices and large government payments
during the last few years have contributed to a shift
in producer views on the role government shal be
involved in providing income support. The mgority
of both large and smal producers in Colorado feel
that the government should provide a safety net for
producers. Small producers would much rather see
this support be tied to commodity prices rather than
income, subsidized insurance, ad hoc disaster
assistance, or fixed payments. Large farms in
Colorado on the other hand would prefer to see

continued high levels of ad hoc assistance and place
support payments tied to price as the least favored
option. Small producers prefer to manage risk using
farmer savings accounts rather than crop and
revenue insurance, livestock insurance, or incentives
to adopt risk management tools. Large producers
prefer an increase in coverage regions, premium
subsidies and protection levels for crop and revenue
insurance to manage risk.

Conservation and Environmental Policy

Similar to the rest of the U.S., producers in the
Colorado are generally supportive of financia
incentives to manage toward environmenta
objectives. Incentives for water quality, reducing soil
eroson, and producing fuels from crops and other
biomass rank at the top for both smal and large
producers in Colorado. Other items that received
support were protection of farmland, providing
wildlife habitat, animal waste management, and
open space. Increasing soil carbon and providing
habitat for endangered species failed to receive a
magjority of favorable responses from Colorado
producers. If the government were to provide a
policy for preserving open space and farmland,
Colorado producers would prefer  voluntary
conservation essements and  entrepreneurial
programs to improve farm profitability over the
purchase of development rights by the government
or private entities.

Food and Trade Policies

Over 70% of farm and ranch respondents from both
the U.S. and Colorado believe they benefit from
international trade and all states are supportive of
pursuing free-trade agreements. A dim mgjority of
Colorado respondents supported alowing countries
to restrict trade to pursue their own domestic
economic and socia policies, while only 48% of al
U.S. respondents supported this notion. Nationwide
support was expressed for including labor laws,
environmental impacts, and food safety standards in
trade negotiations. Over 97% of respondents from
every region in the U.S. indicated that labeling



should be used to identify country of origin on food
products. About 90% of producers from the
Colorado and U.S. expressed that food products
made with biotechnology should be labeled if there
is a scientific difference in the products and 55% to
65% fed that biotechnology should be labeled even
if there is no scientifically-determined difference in
products. About 75% of al producers fed that the
federa government should incresse efforts to
improve trace-ability from consumer back to
producer, but less than 50% fedl that labes should
explain production practices when there is no
scientifically determined product difference.

Rural Development and Concentration I ssues
If funding for rural development were to occur,
improving access to capital for business expansion
and development ranks at the top for large and small
Colorado producers and in the case of large farms
this option is followed closdly by busness
development/job creation and education/training
programs for rural areas. Small farms have a virtua
tie for the second most preferred approaches for
funding in rura areas, which are improvement of
education and training programs for rurd
development, followed very closely by increase in
funds for business development and job creation.
Improving rural access to the Internet and loca
government infrastructure and services ranked at the
bottom of rura development alternatives. In
addition, support for existing federa farm and rura
credit programs is quite high since approximately
86% Coloradoan and national producers fed that
these programs should continue at present levels of
funding or the funding should incresse. If credit
programs were to be targeted, producers fed that
low-income and beginning farmers should receive
these funds first, then new enterprises and socially
disadvantaged groups. Regarding the concentration
of agribusinesses, large producers in Colorado are
more skeptical of reducing antitrust regulation,
offering 24% approva for such an option. One
quarter of small producers would prefer to see
regulations reduced. Overall 43% prefer to see
exiging antitrust regulations enforced, while 33%
advocate strengthening  antitrust  laws to  limit
concentration.

Resear ch, Extension and Education

Producers statewide indicated strong support for the
present existence of research, extension, and
education in Colorado agriculture. The mgjority of
producers, 58% and 53% of small and large farmsin
Colorado prefer to continue the current funding level
for research and extension. Results indicate about a
quarter of producers wish to increase public funding
levels for research and extension. Elimination of
funding was the least preferred option among state
producers. The targeting of research and extension
by land grant universities did not receive exceptiona
support for either large or small producers (12% and
26% approva). Overwhelming support was offered
for dlowing new technology developed through
research, extension, and education to be considered
public domain, 72% and 61% of smal and large
farms.

Demogr aphics

Approximately, 75% and 85% of the principa farm
operators on both large and small farms in Colorado
are 45 years of age or older and the percentage under
age 35 has steadily declined since 1992. In 1992,
10% of Colorado producers were under the age of 35
and this percentage dropped to 7% by 2000. Farm
operators over 65 years of age represent 30% of
farms with annual gross saes less than $100,000
while they only make up 14% of operations with
sdes larger than $100,000. About 28% of small
farms and 46% of large farm operations in Colorado
have remained within the same family for three or
more generations. In addition, when current
operators retire in Colorado and U.S., 52% and 60%
expect to transfer ownership of their operation to
their children or ancther relative. Agricultura
producers are well educated, despite their greater
average age, since 56% and 68% of U.S. and
Coloradoan producers report at least some college
education. The percentage of land that producers
operate and own in Colorado is high compared to the
Nation. Colorado producers who own at least 50%
of the land they farm account for 64% of farms in
the state, while the national rate is 58%. About 26%
and 81% of small and large producers in Colorado
receive over haf of their income from farming and
ranching, whereas 39% of U.S. producers receive

this amount.



Western Producers Preferencesfor Federal
Agricultural Policy and the 2002 Farm Bill

Andrew Seidl, Lee Elder and Steve Nixon

Introduction

The Federd Agriculturd Improvement and
Refoom Act of 1996 provides direction for
federd policy on a comprehensve st of
agriculturd, food, and public policy issues
through  September of 2002, Permanent
legidation dating from 1949 ensures that a new
Fam Bill will be addressed prior to the
expiration of the current law. Traditiondly, the
Farm Bill is among the most important pieces of
federa legidaion to the wdfare of agriculturigts
and rurd America

This document reviews the results of a nationd
survey of producers preferences for federd
agriculturd  policy, highlighting the results from
Colorado in comparison to the United States as
a whole By compaing and contrasting
regpponses of large and smdl producers of
Colorado to the rest of the nation, issues of
common interest can be more readily identified
as wel as issues that require a more concerted
datewide effort to sway national opinion.

Survey Approach

The survey was maled to a random sample of
producers in each participating tate. The four-
page questionnaire contained 28 federd policy
questions and 11 demogrephic questions that

were asked in dl paticipaing daes. In
addition, each date questionnaire included one
page of optiona questions from a common lig
of aternatives. For Colorado, 12 questions were
included on this optiona questions page.

The protocol employed involved three mailings,
two identicd quedtionnares and a reminder
postcard over a two month period. Only
questionnaires returned from people actively
engaged in  agricultura  production  were
tabulated. Statisticd results were tabulated by
date. State composite results were calculated as
a weighted average of the results by sze, based
on the number of farms reported by sze in the
1997 Census of Agriculture. Regiond and
nationa results ae dso reported where
gopropriate and ae cdculaed by a smilaly
constructed weighted average.

The census reports a totd of 28,268 farms in the
Colorado, which is comprised of 23504 smdl
fams and 4,764 large fams, based upon a
$100,000 gross annual sdes threshold. The tota
1997 farm population in the 27 surveyed dates
of 1,336,398 represents nearly 70 percent of the
1,911,859 farms reported nationwide. A total of
5000 producers in Colorado were surveyed,
representing 7% of al farms from the nation. Of
the 5,000 surveys mailed, 1,064 usedble
responses were received (Table 1). Return rates
vaied subgantidly by dae and Colorado’'s
21% dightly exceeded the nationa average.

Table 1. Farm population, sample size and response rate, for Colorado and U.S.

State/Region Farm Population Survey Responses
<$100K ?$100K Sample Large Smdl Tota Response
Sdes Sdes Sze Farm Farm Usable Rate
(Number) (Percent)
Colorado 23,504 4,764 293 723 1,064 21
Rest of U.S. 1,076,828 231,302 64,863 5,079 7,450 13,119 20
Tota 1,100,332 236,066 69,863 5,372 8,173 14,183 20




Results

Farm Income and Risk M anagement Policy
Farm income and risk management are mgor
components of keeping a long-term agriculture
enterprise functioning and Colorado producers
are no exception to this generd rule. Both large
and smadl Colorado producers are taking steps
to improve economic viadility. Overdl, a high
proportion (60%) of Colorado producers
manage rik by supplementing fam income
with off fam income Lage fams ae usng
subgtantidly more management tools to hedge
risk than are smdler operators. Between 30-

47% of large producers use grain dorage,
production revenue insurance, management
education, output price hedging, off fam

income, financing or savings, and information
from the Internet. However, a high proportion

of Colorado producers report having drawn on
persond equity to finance farming operaions
within the pagt three years. Large producers in
Colorado were much more likely to draw on
persond equity in order to finance therr farm or
ranch (70% of large producers), relative to small
producersin the state (47% of small producers).

Federal programs assst producers in both risk
management and income generation from farm
operations. In the Colorado survey producers
were asked nine questions regarding ther
preferences for government support payments,
genera commodity program provisons, and risk
management policies and programs.

Figure 1: What should be the policy for baseline farm income support
payments after the current Farm Bill expires at the end of the 2002 crop
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Small Farms Large Farms composite Nation
O Eliminate all direct income support 28 22 27 22
payments over a 5 to 10 year period
Continue funding for direct income support 35 32 34 36
= Increase funding for direct income support 38 47 39 42
Figure 1 illusrates Colorado  producer averages.  Colorado  producers

preferences for federd farm income support.
Colorado producers have smilar preferences for
farm income support as the rest of the naion.
Nationwide, producers (42%) 1% choice, to
increase direct income support, was preferred to
the current level of support (36%), and to the
elimination of income support (22%). Colorado
producer responses paralleled the nationa

somewhat greater support for increased direct
income assistance among large producers (47%)
relative to smdl producers (38%) and the
nationd average. About 13 of dl fam
categories preferred maintaining current  support
levels. A greater proportion of smal producers
in Colorado (28%) favored dimination of direct
income support relative to large fams (22%)
and the nationa average.



Figure 2: If farm income supports are included in the next Farm Bill for
commodities which ones should be included?
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Small Farms Large Farms Composite Nation
@ Program crops currently eligible for 61 80 64 69
benefits
Crops currentlt covered by other farm 18 28 20 24
programs
0O Dairy commodities 28 32 29 34
O Fruits, vegetable, tree nuts, and pulses 21 21 21 21
Nursery and horticultural specialty crops 13 10 13 12
@ Other livestock and livestock products 49 40 48 50
Figure 2 grephicaly illustrates  producer reached 50%, Colorado (smdl 49%, large 40%

preferences for the types of agriculturd products
that should receive federal income supports.
Nationwide (69%) current program crops
(wheat, corn, sorghum, barley, oats, oilseeds,
cotton and rice) received the highest proportion
of responses favoring continued  support.
Similarly, Colorado producers (smdl 61%, large
80% and composite 64%) strongly supported
program crops currently €digible for benefits.
Livesock and livestock  products were
consgtently the second most favored for direct
income support. Although the nationd average

and ovedl 48%) fdl dightly short of mgority
support.  Dary programs received the third
geatest level of support across Al fam
categories. Approximatdy 1/3 of responding
producers nationwide support dary programs,
while Colorado producers are dightly less in
favor of dairy supports. Support for nursery and
specidty crops was weakest. Colorado’s small
producers (13%) was dightly above the nationa
average (12%), while the state's large producers
(10%) were below it.



Figure 3: In the next Farm Bill, what should be the most important
considerations regarding commodity programs?
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Small Farms Large Farms Composite
@ Combination of of fixed payments and 6.03 6.90 6.18
marketing loans
Continue fixed payments 5.34 6.14 5.47
O Continue marketing loan programs 5.54 6.01 5.62
O Production Controls 4.82 4.40 4.75
Counter-Cyclical Income Payments 6.30 6.62 6.35
@ Crop Disaster Payments 6.62 5.93 6.50
Income Disaster Payments 6.83 6.17 6.72
O Crop Insurance 6.47 6.38 6.45
Environmental Incentives 4.06 3.76 4.01
Elimination 3.00 2.67 2.94
Figure 3 portrays Colorado producers operation dze.  Counter-cyclicad  payments

preferences for how commodity programs
should be implemented in future Farm Bill
legidation. Responses are ranked from least (1)
to most important (10). There ae both
diginctions and dmilarities between smdl and
large farm responses to this question. The three
least dternatives recaiving the lowest rankings
are condstent across Colorado’'s large and smdl
fams diminaion of commodity programs,
provison of environmentd incentives and
supply or production controls. Crop insurance
was the third ranking dternative across

ranked highly for both large (2"%) and small (4™
operaions in Colorado. However, the issues of
greatest importance differ across sze of
operaion in Colorado. Smdl fams rank income
and crop dissser payments ther highest
priorities, while they ranked 4" and 7" in
importance among Colorado’s larger operations.
In contrast, Colorado's large farms rank fixed
payments and marketing loans as their highest
priority item, while for smdl producers the
category ranks 5.



Figure 4: How should counter-cyclical income payments be determined?
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Small Farms Large Farms Composite

National Farm Income 5 6 5
0O County Farm Income 20 30 22
O Gross Enterprise Receipts 21 24 22
Net Farm Income 39 30 38
O Gross Farm Receipts 15 10 14

Figure 4 illusrates Colorado producers
preferences for how counter-cydicd income
payments should be deemined if such a
progran were established. Some digtinctions in
sndl and lage fam responses are reveded.
Smdl fams dearly support net fam income as
ther most prefered criteria for determining
counter-cyclica payments, with gross enterprise
receipts and county levd income dosdy

competing for second most preferred. Responses
from large fams were evenly divided between
net farm income and county income averages as
ther preferred option with gross enterprise
recapts cealy ranking third. Both smdl and
large operations in Colorado indicate a lack of
support for counter-cyclicd income payments
based upon nationd farm income averages or
gross farm receipts.

Figure 5: Should the government fund programs that provide income
support for agricultural producers and partially protect them from the full
impact of market conditions?
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Figure 5 represents the proportion  of
respondents who were in favor of federa
income support for farmers. Results indicate
that respondents from Colorado as wel as
producers nationwide ae drongly in favor of

income support programs. Colorado producers
from large fams (78%) were more supportive
of federd income support than those from smal
farms (75%), but less than the natiord average
(80%).

Figure 6: What should the safety net look like?
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Small Farms Large Farms Composite Nation
@ Support Payments tied to price 3.49 2.01 3.57 3.88
Fixed payments 2.69 2.75 2.78 2.92
0O Support paymentstied to income 291 3.33 2.87 2.95
O Subsidized insurance 2.96 3.22 2.93 2.59
Ac hoc disaster assistance 2.95 3.69 2.84 2.66

Figure 6 provides an illugtration of the types of
polices preferred by those in favor of some sort
of federd income support program  for
agricultural  producers. Responses were ranked
from least important (1) to most important (5)
and the mean responses are reported here.
Responses from gndl fam and lage fam
operators in Colorado were digtinct from one
another as wel as from nationa averages.
Support payments tied to price were by far the
least preferred option among large farms and the
most preferred option among smdl farms and
national averages. Ad hoc disaster assstance

was the mogt preferred dternative among large
fams and receved mid-range preference among
gndl fams and the nationd average Fixed
payments obtained Smilar average scores across
categories, but didinct redive rankings within
categories; last in smal fams 4" in lage
fams, and 3" in the nationa average. Support
payments tied to income ranked 4" among
Colorado smal farm respondents, 2" among
Colorado large farm  respondents  and
nationwide. Findly subsdized insurance ranked
2% among Colorado smal fams 3 among
large farms and last nationwide.



Figure 7: What should be the policy regarding interstate dairy
compacts?
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Small Farms Large Farms Composite Nation
O Allow expansion of the Northeast Dairy 46 46 46 51
Compact to additional states and the
development of dairy compacts in other
regions of the country
Maintain the Northeast Dairy Compact for 14 12 14 15
the five states presently included
B Eliminate the Northeast Dairy Compact 40 42 40 33

Figure 7 graphicdly illusrates producer’s
preferences for the future of the Northeast Dairy
Compact. Colorado producers were very
condgent in thelr preferences across operation
sze caegories Colorado producers and
nationa averages expressed a preference for the
expangon of the dairy compact to include other
dates over the eimination of the compact and
the status quo was least preferred. However,
unlike nationd averages expanson did not
obtain a mgority in Colorado and preferences
for dimination of the compact entirdy were
more prevadent in the date relative to naiond
averages.

Figure 8 shows the ranked preferences of
producers for risk management programs.

Responses were ranked from least (1) to most
important (5). The establishment of tax-deferred
savings accounts was the most preferred tool for
Colorado's gmdl fams and  producers
nationwide. This was the 2" most preferred
policy option among Colorado’'s larger
producers. Enhancements in crop and revenue
insurance programs was the most preferred
dternative among larger Colorado producers
and 2" naionwide. The provison of incentive
payments for usng rik management tools
obtaned dmilar mean <scores across Al
categories and ranked last in smal Colorado
fams and nationwide, but second to last on
larger Colorado fams. Large producers offered
the least support for the expanson of insurance
coverage to livestock.



Figure 8:

If funding for risk management programs was increased, which
approach would be most preferred?
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B Increase coverage region, protection 2.32 2.87 241 2.60
levels, and premium subsidies for crop and
revenue insurance
Expand federal programs to include 251 2.20 2.46 2.45
insurance for livestock producers
O Establish tax-deferred savings accounts 2.99 271 2.94 2.77
for farmers
O Provide an incentive payment for using 2.19 2.22 2.20 2.19
various risk management tools
Figure 9 shows producers preferences for crop cop and livestock production losses under

and livestock insurance programs if  they
themsdves were the desgnes of thee
programs. Composite results for Colorado

exhibit the highest preference for whole farm

coverage (37%). Whole farm coverage is
the mogt preferred option among smal Color

aso
ado

farms (39%), followed by coverage for crop and
livestock production losses under separate
policies (22%). Large producers preferred these
two policies in reverse order, with coverage of

10

sparate policies ranking 1% (31%) and whole
fam coverage ranking 2" (27%). The third
most preferred option among both large and

smdl producers was coverage of crop and
livestock from revenue losses The least
preferred  option among lage and smdl

Colorado farms was the option of discontinuing
govenment-subsdized crop  and  livestock
insurance programs.



Figure 9: If you could design a government-subsidized crop and livestock
insurance program, what would you choose?
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Large Farms

O Eliminate all government-subsidized 18

insurance

17 18

O Cover whole farm income losses 39

27 37

Cover crop and livestock production and 21

revenue losses under separate policies

25 22

@ Cover crop and livestock production 22

losses under separate policies

31 23

Conservation and Environmental Policy

The nationd survey posed two multi-part
gquestions on consarvatiion and environmentd
policy. Table 2 and Figures 10 — 22 illudrate
producer preferences for federd financid
incentives to encourage the provison of a
vaiety of public environmenta benefits Each
figure shows the proportion of respondents
indicating support for the credstion or
continuance of federa incentive programs for
environmental bendfits

On average, Colorado producers are supportive
of dl environmenta incentive programs, except

11

two: incentives to introduce farming practices to
increase carbon sequedtration; and programs to
provide habitat for endangered gpecies. The
relative ranking for the compodte was very
gmilar to the nationa averages, except in the
cae of management of animd waste and
providing habitat for endangered Species.
Colorado producers show less support for
environmentd incentive prograns  then
producers naionwide. In  contrast, smadl
Colorado producers exceed the nationd average
in supporting environmenta  incentive programs
to protect open space.



Table 2: Should the federal government provide financid incentives to encourage the provision of the
following environmenta benefits? Percent responding "yes."
Small Large Colorado

Farms  Farms Composite Nation
Protection of open space 64 57 63 62
Protection of farmland 86 76 84 86
Protection of water quality 90 90 90 91
Provison of wildlife habitat 68 65 68 69
Management of animd waste 60 59 60 68
Reducing soil eroson 84 86 84 89
Increasing carbon in the sol 47 55 48 49
Producing fuels from crops and other biomass 81 86 8l 86
Providing habitat for endangered species habitat 45 44 45 52

Figure 10: Should the government provide financial incentives to encourage
the protection of open space?
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Figure 10 illugtrates the proportion of responses Colorado producers (64%) ae subgantialy
in favor of financid incentives to presarve open more supportive of incentive based open space
gpace. The Colorado average (63%) is greater protection programs than are large producers
than the nationd average (62%) and smal (57%).

12



Figure 11: Should the government provide financial incentives to
encourage farmland preservation?
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Figure 11 graphicdly illustrates the degree of
support  for federd incentive programs to
presarve  famland, namdy the Farmland
Protection Program (FPP). Both large (76%)
and smdl Colorado producers (86%) are
drongly in favor of incentive programs to
protect farmland. The Colorado average (84%)
is dightly lower than the naiond average
(86%).

Figure 12 provides a gregphica depiction of the
support  for federa water qudity incentive
programs. A higher proportion of producers was
in favor of water qudity incentives than any
other  environmentdly  oriented  program.
Colorado producers were equaly supportive of
these programs across operation size (90%) and
were dightly below the naiond average (91%).

Figure 12: Should the government provide financial incentives to
encourage the protection of water quality?
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Figure 13: Should the government provide financial incentives to
encourage the provision of wildlife habitat?
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Figure 13 illustrates support for wildlife habitat Within Colorado, smal producers (68%) are
provison. On average Colorado producers are more supportive of wildlife habitat provison
dightly less supportive (68%) of wildlife habitat than are large producers (65%).

provison than are producers nationwide (69%).

Figure 14: Should the government provide financial incentives to
encourage animal waste management?
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Figure 14 grephicaly illustrates producers producers, support for federd animal wade
views toward financid incentive programs for management incentives within Colorado  (60%)
anima wage management. Although support is is subdantidly less than the naiond average
conssent and drong across  Colorado (68%).
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Figure 15: Should the government provide financial incentives to encourage the
reduction of soil erosion?
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Figure 15 provides a graphicd illudration of
support  for incentive programs to curb soil
eroson. Reducing soil eroson received the
second highet ranking among  environmenta
incentive programs. On average Colorado
producers (84%) are less supportive of incentive

programs to reduce soil eroson than the
nationd average (89%). Large Colorado
producers (86%) ae more supportive of
finandd incertives to reduce soil eroson than
are small producers (84%).

Figure 16: Should the government provide financial incentives to
encourage increasing carbon levels in soil?
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Figure 16 illudrates the support for financid the nation (49%) and ovedl (48%) for
incentives to increese carbon levels in soil. Colorado. Interegtingly, a mgority of large

Carbon sequedtration in soils was the second
leest popular environmenta policy option for

15

Colorado producers (55%) were supportive of
carbon sequestration incentive programs.



Figure 17: Should the government provide financial incentives to encourage
production of fuels from crops and other biomass?
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Figure 17 shows the support of financid
incentives for the production of fues from crops
and other biomass. The Colorado average (81%)
is lower than the naiond average (86%) in
support of using crops for fud and biomass. On
the other hand, large Colorado producers (86%)
are dronger supporters of these incentives than
are smal Colorado producers (81%).

Figure 18 grephicaly illudrates the support for
government incentives to protect endangered

goecies. While ill obtaining a dim mgority,
producers nationwide (52%) were rdativey
unsupportive  of  endangered species  habitat
protection redive to other environmentdly
oriented programs. Endangered species habitat

receved the lowest level of support for
environmenta  incentive  policies  ndionwide.
Smal (44%) (45%) and lage Colorado

producers were smilar in their lack of support
for this program.

Figure 18: Should the government provide financial incentives to
encourage the provision of habitat for endangered species?
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Figure 19: What should be the policy toward the Conservation Reserve
Program after 2002?
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O Eliminate the CRP as current contracts 26 18 25 19
expire
O Restrict any future funding and enrollment 17 16 17 15
to high-priority, environmentally- sensitive
lands
Maintain existing funding and enroliment 28 30 28 33
levels
@ Increase funding and enrollment levels 30 37 31 33

Figure 19 provides the responses in favor of
Sseparate  options  regarding the future of the
Conservation Reserve Program (CRP). The
mean responses of both the nation and Colorado
were dmilar in their rddive ranking of the
proposed alternatives, athough 1 in 4 Colorado
producers were in favor of diminaing the
program entiredly compared to less than 1 in 5
nationwide. Nationwide, producers were equdly
divided in ther preference for mantaining or
increesing funding levds for the CRP (33%
each), while Colorado producers were
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somewhat more in favor of increesng support
(31% versus 28%). Large Colorado farms were
most supportive of increesng financia support
of the CRP (37%), while smal Colorado fams
were more evenly distributed among increase
(30%), maintain (28%) and diminate (26%) the
program. Consgently, the least favorable
change to CRP was the redriction of future
funding and ewdiment to high-priority and
environmentally sendtive lands.



Figure 20: If programs are focused on open space and farmland
preservation, what policy tool would be most prefered?
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3 Government funding of programs that 3.22 2.95 3.17
purchase development rights
Private funding of programs that purchase 3.62 3.66 3.63
development rights
0O Establishment of government rules for 2.90 3.16 2.94
transfer of development rights
O Encouragement of voluntary conservation 4.34 4.18 431
easements and conservation areas
Establishment of agricultural 4.37 4.30 4.36
entrepreneurial programs to improve farm
profitability
@ Enact no government policies for open 2.55 2.75 2.58
space preservation
Figure 20 illusrates Colorado  producer programs to improve fam profitability. This

preferences for policy tools for open space and
famland presarvation in the event Fam Bill
legidation concentrates on these aress. Options
were ranked from least (1) to most important
(6). The rdative ranking of large Colorado farm
responses were quite smilar to smdl fam
responses. The most preferred option relative to
both large and smdl Colorado fams was the
edablishment of agriculturd  entrepreneurid
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option was followed closdy by the option of
encouragement  of  voluntary  conservation
essements and consarvation aess. The third
most preferred option among both large and
gmal producers was that of private funding of
programs that purchase development rights. The
least support was found for the enactment of no
policy that benefit open gpace preservation.



Figure 21. Should farms or ranches with water supplies or water rights be
allowed to rent out or sell their water for non-agricultural use?
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Figure 21 illugtrates Colorado producer opinions
on the issue of water right trandfers to nont
agricultural use. Lage and gsmdl Colorado
producers preferences are quite different on the
issue of water right transfers. On average 50%
of producers gpprove of having the ability to sdl

or lease water rights in Colorado. However,
70% of large producers approve compared to
only 47% of smal Colorado producers.

Figure 22: Should producers be offered payments or increased crop
support prices in return for reducing nitrogen fertilizer use for the crop?
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Figure 22 illudrates producers opinions on exchange a reduction in nitrogen gpplicaion for

whether payments should be issued for a
reduction in  nitrogen fetilizer  gpplication.
Composite results reved that fewer than hdf of
Colorado producers would be willing to
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government financd tranders. Smdl  fams
were more likey to support this option (49%)
than large farms (43%).



Trade Policy
The nationd survey requested information on
five areas of trade policy. In each of theten

figures (Figure 23 -27) the proportion of
respondents answering “yes’ is reported.

Figure 23: Do U.S. farmers benefit from international trade?
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Figure 23 indicates that producers believe that
US fames benefit from internationd trade.
Nationwide, 75% of producers fed U.S. farmers
benefit from internationd trade, whereas 71% of
Coloradoans agree with this sentiment. Smadl
(70%) and large Colorado producers (77%) see
benefits from international trade somewha
differently, with support fdling to ether dde of
the nationd average.
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Figure 24 illugdraes the producers fedings
regarding whether the U.S. should pursue free-
trade agreements to eiminate trade bariers.
Large Colorado producers (77%) are more
supportive than the nationd average (74%) for
the dimination of trade barriers. However, smdl
Colorado producers (71%) are less supportive of
this pursuit as compared to the nation as a
whole.



Figure 24: Should the U.S. pursue free-trade agreements to reduce and
eliminate trade barriers?
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Figure 25 grephicdly illustrates support for the
US govenmett's dimination of unilaterd
sanctions prohibiting trade in food and medicine
with other countries. Largdy inline with
national averages (56%y), Colorado producers
(57 %) were only mildly in favor of dimination

of unilatera trade sanctions including food and
medicine. Smal Colorado producers (55%)
reponses were far less supportive of the
dimination of unilaterd trade sanctions than
large Colorado producers (67%).

Figure 25: Should the government eliminate unilateral sanctions
prohibiting trade in food and medicine with other countries?
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Figure 26: Should labor laws, environmental impacts, and food safety
standards be included as part of international trade negotiations?
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Figure 26 illudtrates other issues discussed in
the international trade negotiations often cdled
into play when discussng the “levd playing
fidd” or faress in the trade environment. U.S.
producers (79 %) were grongly in favor of
including labor, environmenta and food safety
issues in internationd trade negotiations and
agreements. Small (78%) and large (74%)
Colorado producers were somewhat less
supportive of the induson of these factors in
trade negotiations.
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Figure 27 graphicdly illustrates support for
redricting trade to pursue domestic economic
and socid policy gods even if the domedtic
gods dffect internationd trade. A mgority of
Colorado’s smal producers (53%) support such
nationd  sdf-determination on  trade poalicy,
somewhat greater than U.S. producers (48%)
and substantidly greater than Colorado's larger
producers (44%).



Figure 27: Should countries be allowed to restrict trade to pursue
domestic economic and social policy goals even if the policies affect
international trade?
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Food Policy
The ndiond survey requested information proportion of favorable responses is reported
regarding five issues of federa food policy. The and illustrated in Figures 28 —32.

Figure 28: Labeling should be used to identify country of origin on food
products
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Figure 28 illustrates that producers srongly
agree that labdling should be usad to identify the
country of origin on food products. U.S
producers (98%), large and small Colorado

producers (97%) concur that labeling food
products by their country of origin should be
ussd with near unanimity of opinion.

Figure 29: Food products made with biotechnology should be labeled if
there is a scientifically determined difference
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Figure 29 illudstrates producers preferences
regarding the labding of food products made

with biotechnology, if there is determined
scientific  difference  in the product. U.S.
producers (90%), smal (91%) and large
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Colorado producers (89%) largely concur that
agriculture  products that ae gendicdly
engineered should be labeed, if they are found
to differ subgtantidly from food produced
without biotechnology.



Figure 30: Food products made with biotechnology should be labeled
even if there is no scientifically determined difference in the product
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Figure 30 indicates the degree of producer sietificdly edablished  difference among
support for labeling food products made with them.

biotechnology, even if there is no scientificaly
edablished difference  found between the
biotech and non-biotech food. In this case
support  for labeling wanes considerable,
paticulaly among large Colorado farms.
However, except for large producers (37%),
magjority support (57% to 61%) for product
labeling products is reveded, even if there is no
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Figure 31 illugrates the support for food labels
describing production practices even where no
sientificaly  determined  difference exids
among production practices. No producer
category provides mgority support of such a
program and large Colorado producers are least
supportive  (26%) of this labding option.



Figure 31: Food labels should explain production practices even if there is
no scientifically-determined difference in the product
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Figure 32: The federal government should increase efforts to improve
tracebility from consumer back to producer to improve food safety and
tracking
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Figure 32 provides an illudration producer
support of  government  involvement  in
improving trece-ability from consumer to
producer in order to improve tracking and food
safety. U.S. (76%) and smdl Colorado
producers (72%) were the strongest supporters

Structural Issues

The nationd producers policy preference
survey solicited Colorado producers  opinions
regarding the dructure of agriculture and the
rural  economy. Queried topics included: rurd
development, credit programs, income support
payment targeting, agribusness concentration,

of measures to improve the trace-ahility of food
products from the consumer back to the
producer in order to improve food safety, while
large producers (57%) showed the least support,
though obtaining the support of a comfortable
majority of respondents.

market information, labor issues, check off
programs, and edtate taxes. Colorado and U.S.
producer responses are highlighted in Figures
33-42. Wheress, Figure 43 highlights large and
gmdl Colorado farmers only, since this optiond
pool question was posed to few states.

Figure 33: If funding for rural development programs were increased,
which of the following approaches would be most preferred?
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@ Improve access to capital for business 3.70 3.84 3.72 3.58
expansion and development in rural areas
Improve education and training programs 3.39 3.05 3.33 3.42
for rural development
O Increase rural access to the Internet 1.96 1.99 1.97 1.79
O Increase federal funds for local 2.57 2.58 2.57 2.73
government infrastructure and services
Increase funding for business 3.38 3.53 341 3.47
development and job creation in rural
areas
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Figure 33 grephicdly illustrates  ranked
producer preferences for five rurd development
programs. capitd access for business, education
and traning programs, rurd internet access,
rurd government infrastructure and services
funding and busness devdopment and job
cregtion. The ranking of responses were
condgtent throughout Colorado as wel as US
producers for the policy of highest priority:
improve access to capitd for busness expanson

and devdopment in rurd aress. Rankings were
aso consigent for the lowest and second lowest
priority policies; increased Internet access and
support  for government  infrastructure  and
svices In dl but smdl fams, the second
highet priority was the incresse funding for
busness development and job creation in rurd
aess. The third highest response was for
improvement of education and training program
inrurd aress.

Figure 34: What should be the policy regarding federal farm and rural
credit programs?
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O Eliminate funding for farm lending 13 14 13 15
programs
Increase funding of present programs 38 39 38 37
E Continue present programs and funding 49 a7 48 49
levels

Figure 34 illustrates producer preferences for
dternative  policies regarding rura  credit
programs. Across farm categories, just less than
Y of respondents prefer the status quo to
increases in or eimination of support for federa
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fam and rurd credit programs. More than 1/3
of respondents across categories favor increased
support, while fewer than 1/6 favor diminaion
of rurd credit programs.



Figure 35: Should farm and rural credit programs be targeted to select
populations?
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Figure 35 illustrates producer preferences for
targeting rurd credit programs to paticular
populations.  Interestingly  large  Colorado
fames who ae unlikdy to benefit from
targeting, ae in dronger favor of targeting
subsidized credit programs than ae grdl
Colorado farmers or the nationd average.
However, such targeting is highly unpopular
across farm categories.

Figure 36 graphicaly illusrates preferences for
the targeted audience for credit programs if
targeting were to take place. If credit programs
were targeted, producers have clear preferences
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as to whom they should be directed.
Nationwide, producers prefer  low-income
farmers (63%), as do smal Colorado producers
(62%). Large Colorado producers (59%) would
prefer to target beginning farmers, where this is
the U.S. producer's second priority. Smal
Colorado producers (55%) concur with U.S.
producers (53%) that beginning farms would be
the second highest priority. The third highest
priority for dl four aress is new enterprises and
divedficaion (27% to 32%). The least
supported audience for directed farm and rura
credit programs ae <socidly disadvantaged
groups.




Figure 36: If credit programs were targeted, who should be the targeted
audience?
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O Low-income farms and rural areas 62 48 60 63
O Socially-disadvantaged groups 10 8 10 13
New enterprises and diversification 27 32 28 27
Beginning farmers 55 59 55 53

Figure 37: Should farm income support programs be modified to target
benefits to small farms?
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Figure 37 illustrates producer support for
targeting farm income support to smdl fams
U.S. producers (81%) and, understandably,
smal Colorado producers (82%) are strongly in

favor of targeting smdl fams for program
support. Large Colorado producers (61%) fell
well below the nationd average in support of
directing income payments toward smdl farms.

Figure 38: If support programs were targeted, on what main criterion
should farms be classified for targeting?
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0O Farm and non-farm household income 27 17 25 21
O Net farm income 36 36 36 34
Gross farm sales 16 23 18 15
@ Acreage farmed 21 23 21 30

Houre 38 reflects producer preferences among
four dtendive criteria for directing fam
income support payments. The most popular
response, garnering more than 1/3 of responses
across respondent categories, was net fam
income. Smdal Colorado farms ranked tota
household income 2", acreage farmed 3, and
gross farm sales 4". In contrast, large Colorado
famers were equaly supportive of gross farm
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sdes and acreage farmed and least supportive of
tota household income as the appropriate
criterion from which to dassfy fams for
federd income support. Nationwide, acreage
farmed ranked 2", totd household income
ranked 3 and gross fam sdes was the least
preferred classfication criterion.



Figure 39: What should be the policy of the government regarding
concentration of agribusinesses?
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O Strengthen antitrust laws to reduce 32
concentration in all agribusiness sectors

38 33 35

Enforce existing antitrust laws and review 43
impacts on markets and competition before
approving mergers or acquisitions

43 43 42

O Let market forces guide industry 25
consolidation by reducing government
antitrust regulation

19 24 23

Figure 39 grephicdly illustrates  producer
preferences  for  policies addressng  the

concentration of agribusnesses are consstent
across categories. More than two of five
producers in each category preferred the active
enforcement of exiding antitrus and legiddive
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review processes to greater or less dringent
regulation of the industry. Approximatdy 1/3 of
producers favored drengthening antitrust laws
to combat concentration in the agriculture sector
while ¥ or fewer producers preferred a more
laissez faire approach to the concentration issue.



Figure 40: What should be the policy of the government regarding
agricultural market information and reporting
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The government should eliminate market 21
reporting operations, allowing private firms
to produce and deliver information for a

fee

28 22 20

@ The government should continue to collect 79

and distribute market information

72 78 80

Figure 40 shows producer preferences for

agriculturd marketing information and
reporting. All  producer categories grongly
favored the government's continued role in

providing market information to privatization of
market information services. Large Colorado
fams (72%)were somewhat less supportive of
govenment information provison than smdl
Colorado farms (79%) and national averages
(80%).

Figure 41 shows producer rankings the
importance of seven labor issues. All Colorado
producers agreed with the nationd average
regarding the most (workforce availability) and
the least (worker unions and collective
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bargaining) important labor issues among the
seven  options.  Moreover, dl  producers
somewhat dmilar to ndiond averages in
ranking the relative importance of the other five
labor issues labor and human resource
management (2 naionwide, 3@ in  smdl,
lage), avalability of seasond labor (3¢
nationwide, 2" in smdl and large), community
impacts of immigrant workers (4" nationwide,
5" in lage fams), independent contractors
versus employees (5" nationwide, 6 in amdl
and lage fams), and foreign guest worker
programs (6" nationwide, 4™ in large farms, 8"
insmdl fams).



Figure 41: What are the most important labor issues in agriculture?
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@ Labor and human resource management 4.61 4.53 4.60 4.95
Workforce availability 6.01 6.15 6.03 5.94
0O Foreign guest worker program 3.45 3.69 3.49 3.19
O Availability of seasonal labor 4.80 4.81 4.80 4.71
Community impacts of immigrant workers 3.60 3.48 3.58 3.53
O Independent contracts versus employees 3.44 3.35 3.42 341
Worker unions and collective bargaining 211 1.99 2.09 231




Figure 42: What should be the government policy regarding commodity
promotion and research checkoff programs?
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O Checkoff programs should be eliminated 29 15 27 27
O Checkoff programs should be subject to 12 16 13 12
referendums by petition or at the Secretary
of Agriculture's discretion at any time
Checkoff programs should be subject to 41 52 43 43
mandatory referendums at 5-year intervals
B Checkoff programs should become 17 17 17 17
permanent upon a vote of producers
FHoure 42 grgphicdly illustrates  producer dightly in ranking of preferences from the

opinions of what should be the future of federd
commodity promotion and research check off
programs. Here agan, Colorado producer’s
rankings were pardld to nationd rankings of
dtenatives and the rdaive drength of
preferences was dso quite smilar. Respondents,
including nationd producers (43%), though not
a mgority, except in large producers (52%),
agreed that check off programs should be
subject to mandatory referenda at Syr intervas.
The second most popular response for U.S.
producers (27%) cdled for the eimination of
check off programs, followed by making check
off programs permanent (17%). The least
popular response for producers (12%) was to
leave decisons regarding commodity check off
and promotion programs to the Secretary of
Agriculture. Large Colorado farms differed
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nationa average putting dimination (15%) just
lower in priority than having the Agriculture
Secretary manage such programs (16%).

Figure 43 provides an illugration of Colorado
producer opinions on federal estate taxes, which
are currently scheduled to be phased out through
the year 2011. A mgority of smal (63%) and
large (59%) Colorado producers prefer the
dimination of edae taxes If dimination were
infeesble for some reason, the second leading
policy option among Colorado producers was a
generd increese in exemption levels followed
by an incresse in income exemption levels for
goecid clases of edates, presumably including
agriculturd or land based estates. The status quo
and reductions in the estate tax rate were the
leest prefered options among Colorado
producers.



Figure 43: What should be the government policy regarding estate
taxes?
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Eliminate estate tax provisions 63 59 62
O Lower marginal estate tax rates 6 2 6
O Raise exemption levels only for special 10 15 11
classes of estates
Raise general exemption levels to allow 16 20 16
larger estates to avoid estate taxes
@ Maintain estate taxes 5 4 5

Resear ch, Extension, and Education

Figures 44-46 highlight issues regarding public
invetment, targeting, and new technology in
research, extenson and education from land

grant  universties.  These quedions  were
presented to only a sdect few dsates and the
results highlight only smdl and large fams in
Colorado.

Figure 44: What should be the policy regarding public investment in
research, extension, and education activities at public universities that
results in new technology?
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O Public funding of research activities at 9 6 9
public institutions should be reduced or
eliminated
Allow university patents and licensing 19 33 22
@ Make public domain 72 61 70

36




Figure 44 depicts Colorado producer opinions
regarding public invesment in  research,
extenson, and educetiond activities a public
universties tha result in new technologies.
Overdl, the vast mgority of Colorado producers
prefer that new technology resulting from public
invesment in research ectivities remain in the
public doman (70%), posng a potentid
fundrasng chdlenge for public univergties.

Among Colorado producers, smdl fams
provided the strongest support of this option
(72%). The second highest support, particularly
among large Colorado operations (33%), was
lent to the option of dlowing universties to
patent and license technologica advances they
may generate. The least preferred option was to
reduce or diminate public support of research a
public universties.

Figure 45: What should be the policy regarding public funding for
research and extension activities in the land grant university system?
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O Eliminate federal funding for research and 10 6 9
extension programs
O Shift federal research and extension 9 10 9
funding to competitive funding programs
Increase federal formula funds for 23 30 24
research and extension
E Maintain current mix of federal formula 58 53 57
funds and competitive grants for research
and extension

37



Figure 45 reveals producer preferences for
federd policy rdaed to public funding for
reearch and extenson activities a land-grant
universties. Across farm categories, more than
80% of Colorado respondents  prefer
mantaning or increedng federd formula funds
for research and extenson a public universties
to the diminaion or shifting of funds towad
competitive funding programs. The mgority and
most preferred option across categories was to
mantan the current mix of federd formula
funds and competitive grants for research and
extenson progranming. The second mogt
preferred dternative, garnering between %4 and
1/3 of responses, was to increase formula funds
as opposed to competitive funding programs.
About 1/10 of respondents favored shifting

formula funds to competitive grants programs
and a smilar proportion favored the dimination
of federd funding for research and extenson
programming at public universities.

Figure 46 represents producer responses on the
issue of targeting research, extenson, and
education programs of the land grant universty
sydem to smdl fams Conggent with
producers  opinions regarding targeting  of
federd fam assstance programs, responses
from both large and smdl fams demondrae
litle support for targeting. Not surprisngly,
small farms (26%) provided the greatest support
for this policy option, while only 12% of large
farm respondents supported targeting land grant
university programsto smdl farms.

Figure 46: Should research, extension, and education programs of the
land grant university system be targeted only to small farms?
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Demographics of respondents

Survey respondents were asked 11 questions
requesting demogrephic  information  covering
age, fam sdes, sources of income, percentage

of income eaned from farming, education,
program participation, land owned,
organizationd  membership, use of ik
management  tools, and aspects of fam
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operations. Colorado farms responding to this
survey totaded 1,064, which included 723 small
fams and 293 lage fams. Some 48
repondents did not provide farm saes
information in ther returned surveys. Fgures
47-60 review Colorado survey respondents
demographic characteritics.



Figure 47: What is the age of the principal operator of this farm or
ranch?
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@ 65 and over 30 14 27 29
55 - 64 27 26 27 26
045 -54 28 35 29 26
035-44 13 20 14 15
25-34 1 5 2 3
B Under 25 1 0 1 1

Figure 47 represents the age of Colorado farm
operators responding to this survey. The
datewide results cosdy padld nationd
reponses. Smal and large farm respondents
reved some differences for principd fam
operator's ages within the state. In Colorado,
farm operators over the age of 65 are more than
twice as likely to be operators of smdl farms
(30% versus 14%). More than 1/3 of large farm

operators are between the ages of 45 and 54 and
more than %2 are between 35 and 54, somewhat
counter to the conventiond wisdom regarding
the advancing age of Colorado farmers and
ranchers. This information may come from a
different “spin” on the same information; some
75% of large farm operators in Colorado and
85% of small farm operators are over the age of
45,

Figure 48: What is the approximate average annual gross sales from your
farm in recent years, including government loan program benefits?
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Figures 48 and 49 show the agpproximate
average gross income from farm operations
including government payments. Fgure 48
indicates the responses among producers with
average gross fam income for fams with
$99,999 in salesor less.

Figure 49 includes producers with $100,000 or
more in fam sdes. Some 79% of smdl fams
report less than $50,000 in gross annua farm
sdes, whereas the naiond average is 75%.
Colorado producers in the $50,000-$99,999
category make up 1/5 of smdl farm responses
compared to ¥ nationwide. Within Colorado
and the nation the most producers in the smal

farm category report between $10,000 and
$50,000 in annud average gross fam sdes.
Colorado mirrors the nationa responses for
sdes within the large fam category. A mgority
of large farm respondents report less than
$250,000 in annua gross sales. About 1/5 of
Colorado large farm respondents and ¥4 of large
farm respondents nationwide report sales from
$250,000 to $500,000 and about ¥ of Colorado
large fam responses and 15 of lage fam
responses nationwide report annua sdes  of
greater than $500,000. Large farm respondents
from Colorado are more likely to have sdes of
more than $1,000,000 (13%) than the nationa
average of 8%.

Figure 49: What is the approximate average annual gross sales from your
farm in recent years, including government loan program benefits?
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Figure 50: What percent of your total farm or ranch cash receipts in
recent years came from the following sources?
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@ Grains 16.5 32.8 19.3 24.3
Oilseeds 0.2 15 0.4 6.6
O Cotton 0.1 0.2 0.1 2.2
O Forages 19.2 6.6 171 5.3
Dairy 0.7 4.6 13 4.3
@ Other Livestock 44.1 35.0 42,6 41.0
Specialty Crops 4.0 7.5 4.6 4.7
O Peanuts, Sugar, and Tobacco 0.4 22 0.7 2.9
Other Products 14.8 9.5 13.9 8.8

Figure 50 illudrates the proportion of cash
receipts derived from separate sources of
faming and ranching activities Livestock
comprised of the magority of cash recepts
received for producers nationdly (41%) and
within Colorado (43%). Smdl producers in
Colorado received a larger percentage (44%)
from livestock than lage fams (35%). The
second largest source of cash  receipts in
Colorado came from the sde of grains (19%),
less than the naiond average of 24%. Lage
Colorado farms received a larger proportion of
cash receipts (33%) from the sdes of gran than
gndl fams (17%). Smdl fams in Colorado
receved a much higher proportion of cash
receipts (19%) from forages than large fams
(7%).
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Figure 51 depicts the percentage of family
income provided by agriculture among survey
respondents. U.S. and Colorado results are
consistent across separate percentage categories.
However, large differences are found between
large and smal producers of Colorado. Almost
2/3 of large producers depend upon farming and
ranching for a least % of thar family income
and some 81% of large producers within the
date recdve more than 50% of family income
from faming or ranching. In comparison, about
14 of smdl producers receive %2 or more of
famly income from faming or ranching. More
than 1/2 of smdl producers earn Y4 or less of
family income from farming whereas only 1/10
of large producersfdl into this category.



Figure 51: What percentage of your family income is typically earned from

Producers

farming or ranching?
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Figure 52: What was the last year of school completed by the principal
operator of this farm or ranch?
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Figure 52 illugrates the levd of educaiond
dtanment by responding producers within
Colorado and nationwide. The generd
population in Colorado is the second most
educated in the nation (to Washington D.C))
with /3 of dl adults holding a universty
degree. More than 2/3 of Colorado producer
respondents have obtained at least some college

education and more than 1/3 have a college
degree, compared to just over %2 with some
college experience nationwide. Large Colorado
producers are more likdy to have a college
degree (44%) relative to smdl producers (36%)
and the national average (29%). Some 95%
Colorado respondents have earned a leat a
high schoal diploma.

Figure 53:. What federal farm programs did you recieve benefits from or
participate in during 2000?
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Small Farms Large Farms Composite Nation
E Commodity Programs 22 60 28 40
Conservation Programs 16 36 19 21
0O Risk Management Programs 12 41 17 20
O Agricultural Credit Programs 3 5 3 5
Disaster Assistance Programs 17 39 21 30
@ Other Federal Programs 6 10 7 13
Figure 53 shows what federal programs that obvioudy, large Colorado producers
Colorado producers have benefited from in participation in commodity programs (60%)

2000. Ovedl, Colorado producers indicate
lower paticipation for dl programs than
producers nationwide. While the ordered rank of
paticipation in the vaious feded fam
programs is condsent across  respondent
categories, didinctions in  the raes of
paticipation from large and smdl Colorado

farms and ranches and the nationa averages are
reveded. In mogt cases, large farm participation
rales ae double or even triple smal farm
paticipation rates within the dae Most
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grecily exceeded participaion levds for smdl
fams (22%) and nationd averages (40%).
Lage Colorado farms indicated particularly
srong paticipation in risk management (41%),
conservation (36%), and disaster assistance
programs (39%). Low large fam participation
in agriculturd credit (5%) and other federd
programs (10%) mogt closdy pardlded nationd
averages (5% and 13%) and smdl Colorado
farms (3% and 6%).



Figure 54: What percent of the land that you farm or ranch do you own?
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Figure 54 indicates the percentage of land much more likely to own between 76-100% of

farmers and ranchers own and use for farming
practices.  In  generad, more Colorado
respondents own %2 or more of the land they
fam (64%) than producers nationdly (58%).
Three quarters of smal producers in Colorado
own a least hadf of the land they fam; where as
65% of large producers own this proportion.
Smdl farmers and ranchersin Colorado are

the land they farm (67%) than large producers
(46%). As a reault, it can be expected that the
inflationary  effect of federd  agriculturd
policies and population growth pressures on
agriculturd land vaues in Colorado would be
reflected in agriculturd lease rates and would,
therefore, be more likdy to influence large
Colorado producers than smadler producers.

Figure 55: Did you draw on existing farm or personal equity to finance
you farm or ranch in the past 3 years?
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Figure 55 indicates the proportion of Colorado
producers drew on personad equity to finance
their farm or ranch in the past three years. Large
fams in Colorado used persond equity much
more extengvely to finance ther fam or ranch
in the past three years (70%) than smadl farms

(47%), potentidly reflecting the greater reliance
of large fams on agriculturd income as a
proportion of totd family income Overdl,
approximately 50% of Colorado producers have
dravn on persond equity within the past 3
years.

Figure 56: Have you refinanced any debt on your farm or ranch operation
in the past 3 years?
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Figure 56 depicts the proportion of Colorado
producers that have refinanced any debt on their
farm or ranch in the past three years. More large
producers have taken advantage of low interest
rates in the past three years reative to the
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proportion of smdl producers who have done
s0. Overdl, 30% of Colorado producers have
refinanced (45% of large producers and 27% of
gndl producers) in this time period.



Figure 57: Agricultural organization membership in 2000
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Figure 57 demonstrates Colorado producers
rae  of participation in agriculturd
organizations. While the Farm Bureau is the
most popular organization among  survey
respondents in  Colorado, overdl participation
rates (25%) are low compared to the national
rate of participation (42%), whereas Colorado
Famers Union rates (8%) ae double the
national average (4%), and commodity and
trade associations 1/3 more popular in Colorado
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(16%) as is reported nationwide (12%). On
average, large Colorado farm membership in
famers  organizations in  Colorado  is
goproximady double smdl fam paticipation
rales and triple for commodity and trade
asociations. Reported membership in Colorado
Farm Bureau versus Colorado Farmers Union
fals to ddintivdy illustrae the commonly
presumed large fam and smdl farm orientation
of each organization, respectively.




Figure 58: Which, if any, of the following tools or strategies do you use to
manage risk on your farm or ranch?
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@ Qutput Price Hedging 5 41 11 15
Production/Revenue Insurance 14 45 19 28
O Input Cost Hedging 1 11 3 4
O Grain Storage 14 47 20 29
Diversification 15 42 19 16
@ Financing or Savings 17 31 19 17
Information from the Internet 14 30 16 14
O Management Education 26 43 29 24
Off-Farm Income 65 40 60 56

Figure 58 reports the types of tools used by
Colorado producers in order to hedge
agriculturd  risk. The most heavily employed
rsk management tactic is off fam income for
both smal producers (65%) in Colorado and
producers nationaly (56%). The second most
commonly used rik management option
engaged by smdl producers is management
education (26%), followed by financing or
savings (17%) and diversfication (15%). Grain
dorage is the most commonly used tool by large

47

producers within the date (47%), followed
closdly by production/revenue insurance (45%)
and management education (43%). Between 30
and 40% of large producers in Colorado report
use of evary risk management dternative
avalable, with the exception of input cost
hedging (11%). Large producers in Colorado are
taking advantage of a larger portfolio of risk
management tools and at grester rates of use
relative to smal Colorado fams and nationd
averages.



Figure 59: When I retire, | expect the farm or ranch | operate to be
transferred...
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Figure 59 depicts Colorado producers fam the land (potentidly severd generations

expectations for the future transfer of their
agriculture  enterprisess. The  mgority  of
Colorado producers (46%) and producers
nationaly (53%) expect to pass the farm to ther
children. Both large and gmdl Colorado
producers (approximately 25%) were more
likdy to trandfer the faom or ranch to a third
paty, relaive to the nationa rate (20%).
Trandfers to relatives other than children are
consgent for lage (6%), smdl (6%) and
national producers nationwide (7%). The most
marked didinction between lage and smadl
Colorado farm responses was that about 1/5 of
andl Colorado farmers expect the farm or ranch
they operate to be converted to nonagricultura
use, twice the large farm rate.

Figure 60 shows the number of generations that
a farm or ranch has been in operation. There is
some question about respondent interpretation
of this question as there is some evidence that
some people who responded “1% generation”
were indicating that ther family was the firg to
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ago). However, Colorado results indicate that a
larger quantity of 1% generation farmers own
fams in the dae (48%) rdative to the nationd
rate (36%). 1% generaion farmers operate more
than hdf of gsmdl fams in Colorado. The
second  highest  proportion  of smdl fam
operators is in the 3 generation category
(21%), followed closly by 2" generation
operation (20%). Large farms are more likely to
39 generation operations, followed by 1%
generation (28%), and then by 2"¢ generation
(26%). Large fams in Colorado under the 4™
generation of operation (13%) have higher
representation than that of smdl (5%) and
producers nationwide (10%). It is highly
unlikely for an operation in Colorado to exceed
the 5™ generation of common ownership, which
would predate daehood in most  cases,
accounting for only 2% of gmal fam
operations, and 3% of large farm operations,
these both are dightly less than the nationd 5"
generation or greater rate of 4%.



Figure 60: On this farm or ranch, which generation does the current
operator represent?
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Concluding Comments

Results of a nationa survey of producers
preferences for federal agriculturd policy were
presented emphasizing Colorado  producers
responses. Producers from 27 states representing
over 70% of U.S. farm operations participated
in the survey. We highlighted responses of large
and smdl farms in Colorado and related them to
nationd composte averages (i.e, fam with
sdes less than or grester than $100,000 were
weighted  according to 1997  Census
populations).

The Farm Bill has higoricdly made principd
changes or revisted legidaion regarding farm
income and price support, conservation and
environmentd policies, and rurd deveopment
programs every five years. The current Farm
Bill expires September of 2002. By comparing
and contrasting responses of Colorado to the
re of the nation, issues of common interest
were identified as wdl as issues upon which
producers within Colorado differ in ther policy
preferences and views. Smilarly, a comparison
within the date between large and smdl fams
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provided the opportunity to identify common
ground not afforded by nationd or regiond
averages.

While Colorado is often though to be less
supportive  of  government  involvement  in
agriculture, reative rankings were quite Smilar
between Colorado and U.S. regarding producer
preferences for federd farm policies. The
mgority of producers prefer to maintan or
continue funding for fam income support
through commodity programs. Producers from
Colorado and U.S. would like to see more
incentives for consarvaion and environmental
atributes of agricultura  lands like water
quality, production of fuels from crops and other
biomass, and farmland preservation. In addition,
producers nationwide expressed more support
for the Conservation Reserve Program in 2001
than in a prior 1994 survey. Most producers fed
that they benefit from interretional trade and
they would like to see the U.S pursue
continuation of free trade agreements, dthough
the benefit of trade negotiations is believed to be
of lessr importance than internationd trade



itsdf. Colorado producers were 97% in support
while the nationwide producers were 98% in
favor of country of origin labding on food
products.

Age demographics from 1992 and 2000 census
data indicate that famers and ranchers ae
getting older and that it has been increasingly
difficult for production agriculture to dttract
young managerid tdent. This trend has
occurred in spite of large commodity farm
program payments. While both large and smdl
producers fed that if program payments are
targeted that they should be targeted a smal
fams, large fams currently receive the mgority
of commodity program payments Snce they
based upon gross sdes, higtorica yields and/or
planted acreeges. Thus, without a ggnificant
restructuring of the didribution criteria  for
current farm commodity payments, smdl farms
will mog likdy continue to diminish in rurd
aess as large fams redize cost efficiencies or
economies of Sze by becoming even larger. In
addition, despite recent high  commodity
payment levels, deveopment and other non+
farm uses will likely continue to take land out of
agriculturd  production. Results indicate that
18% and 13% of current operators in Colorado
and US Dbdieve that ther land will be
converted to norn-farm use when they retire.

A wide vaidy of isues afecting agriculture
and rurd wedfare will be discussed and
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addressed in the upcoming Farm Bill. As a
result, the Farm Foundation nurtured public
policy extendon specidids ndionwide to
produce a document to inform producers and
decison-makers regarding the higtory, datus
and implications of federd agriculturd policy
tools and dternatives. The resulting document,
entitted The 2002 Farm Bill: Policy Options and
Consequences, was released in September of
2001 and is avalable on the Farm Foundation
webste  (http:/mwww.farmfoundation.org).  In
addition, as pat of an initiative to provide
gregter voice to agriculturigs in the formation of
federd agriculturd policy, the Farm Foundation
commissoned The National Agricultural, Food
and Public Policy Preference Survey. The
results of this nationd survey were released on
November 5, 2001 and are aso available for
download at the Farm Foundeation website. A
companion  document, Western Producers
Preferences for Federal Agricultural Policy,
highlighting responses from the West and
released in January 2002 is adso found on that
web dte By placing paticular focus on
Colorado producer preferences relaive to
national averages in our report, it is hoped tha
producers in this dsate and policy-makers can
more  readily  identify  opportunities  for
collaboration and potentid points of departure
while making informed decisons on matters of
important federd public policy reaed to
agriculture and rurd communities.




