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THE NATIONAL GRASSI.LANDS:
ORIGIN AND DEVELOPMENT
INTHE DUST BOWL

On 20 June 1960, the U.S. Department of Agriculture created nincteen
National Grasslands {rom twenty-two land utilization projects in cleven
western states. Those National Grasslands included four which were
Jocated in the most severely wind-eroded area of the Great Plains
known asthe Dust Bowl (see fig. 1). At that time the Mills projectin New
Mexico, the Morton County project in Kansas, the Cimarron project in
Oklahoma, the Dallam County project in Texas, and the Southeastern
and Southern Otero projects in Colorado became respectively the Ki-
owa, Cimarron, Rita Blanca, and Comanche National Grasslands. Each
land utilization project had been part ol the Roosevelt Administration’s
national soil conservation program during the 1930s —a program that
was specifically designed to restore severely eroded lands such as those
found in the Dust Bowl. There, drought, crop failure, overgrazing, soil
structure, and the prevailing winds had contributed to the most serious
wind erosion problem in the nation by 1932

As wind erosion increased on the Great Plains during the early 1930s,
the interests of the social scientists who championed the need to remove
submarginal lands from cultivation, also intensified. If the most se-
verely eroded lands could be removed from cultivation and restored to
grass and the blowing rangeland reseeded, New Dealers argued, the
soil could be stabilized, the dust storms ended, and the land returned to
a grazing economy with the federal government dictating the best cou-
servation practices. The development of the land utilization projects in
the Dust Bowl would be the supreme test of the federal government to
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achieve those goals in the Great Plains where soil crosion had become a
major economic and social problenm.

Plans to remove snl)m‘.lrgin;ll farmlands from cultivation, however,
did not begin with the dust storms. Since the carly 1920s, social scien-
tists had been studying land utilization in relation to productivity and
soil conservation. In 1929 the Agricultural Marketing Act enabled the
Federal Farm Board to analyze the suitability of removing marginal
lands from cultivation. Two years later, delegates from land-grant col-
leges, federal agencies, and farm organizations met at the National
Conference on Land Utilization in Chicago where they urged the fed-
eral purchase of submarginal lands. That conference led to the organi-
zation of the National Land Use Planning Committee in 1932, This
committee studied land-use problems and also recommended the fed-
eral acquisition of submarginal [armland to remove it from cultivation.
Early in 1933, President FHerbert Hoover, i supportof the conumittec’s
recommendations, sought Congressional approval fora plin that would
enable the federal government to lease submarginal land thereby re-
moving it from productivity. The work of the National Land Use Plan-
ning Comnittee continued with the creation of the National Resources
Board on 1 June 1934. Soon therealter, the Land Planning Connnittee
of the National Resources Board completed a study of the nation’s land
and water resources and issued a report outlining land-use policies that
would be in the best interests of the general public. Specifically, that
report called for the federal government to formulate a long-term Lnd-
use policy that would provide lor the acquisition and removal of as
much as 75,000,000 acres from cultivation nationwide.?

Thus, by the time the dust began to blow severely, agriculuural ex-
perts, social scientists, and government officials had developed a*“Land
Program” which sought to achiceve economic adjustments through pub-
lic ownership to deal with the “agricultural maladjustnients” of severely
eroded lands. This land utilization policy would provide an “agricul-
tural phase” to supplement the “engineering phase” of the federal land
reclamation program. ‘Together with New Deal zeal, it also would pro-
vide the basis for a grand soil conservation experiment in the Dust
Bowl. Indeed, New Dealers believed the time was right {or the federal
government to use public funds to purchase submarginal lands. Most
importantly, however, New Deal social scientists based the development
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and implementation of land-use policy on the beliel that the needs of
society were superior to those of the individual. As a result, society, rep-
resented by the federal government, had an obligation to assist farmers
to use their Llands wisely for the beneficof all. The farmer then, did not
lave absolute ownership of his property. Rather, he shared it with soci-
ety that was obligated to oversee its use Lo guarantee future generations
the inheritance of fertile fields rather than eroded hillsides and dust-
laden air. To exercise that responsibility, however, the government had
the obligation of providing guidelines {or the proper use of the soil, and
if need be, it could use its coercive power to insure that those regula-
tions would be observed.®

More tangible rather than theoretical development of the Lind-use
program began on 28 December 1933, when the Public Works Adminis-
wation (PWA) transferred twenty-five million dollars 1o the Federal
Emergency Relief Administration (FERA) Tor the purchase of subuar-
ginal lands. After February 1934, however, primary responsbility for
the planning and acquisition of submarginal Lands resided with the
Land Policy Section of the Agricultural Adjustment Administration
(AAA), although the FERA administered financial and legal matters
and handled rescttdement under its Division of Rural Rehabilitation.
On | May 1935, President Rooseveht trausferred responsibility for the
land udilization program to the Resettdement Administration to streams-
line administrative responsibility. Under the Resettlement Administra-
tion, the Division of Land Udlization assumed responsibility for admin-
istering the work which the AAA had begun. Jurisdiction, however,
again changed on 1 September 1937, when the newly created Farm Se-
curity Administration assuined conwrol of the land utilization projects.
That authority lasted until 16 October 1938, when the Soil Conserva-
tion Service (SCS) became responsible for administering the land pur-
chase program under Title 1T of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act
of 1987. The Soil Conservation Service continued to purchase lands in
designated aveas through February 1943, when the land purchase pro-
gram ended exeept for final acquisitions to block-man area?
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The Tand purchase progrim in the Dust Bowl had many objectives.
Fivst, the Tederal government planned to purchasce the most severely
wind-eroded or “nuisance lands™ known as *“blow hiazards.” Then, fed-
cral olficials planned to hale wind erosion, turn the lund-use projects
into demonstration arcas wheve farmers could observe the best soil con-
servation techniques, and eventually return the and to grazing under
governmentmaunagement. Acthe same time the land purchase program
would enable the federal government to consolidate the farms which
social scientists considered too small to provide an
living.” Submarginal lands, the social scientist argued, prevented
farmers from affording the best soil conservation procedures, such as
listing, tervacing, and strip cropping. The l[armers, whose continued
occupancy was not “socially desirable,” particularly those on casily
blown sotls in the Dust Bowl, were to be resettled on hetter lands else-
wliere. Those who remained would be able to expand their operations
by leasing the restored grasslands from the government.?

With aland-use policy formulated, the next step was to begin acquisi-
tion of submarginal lands. In order to do so, government ollicials [irst
wdentified “problemn” arveas in the Dust Bowl where wind erosion was
severe. Next, they completed a preliminary study ol the arca which de-
tailed the economic and social characteristics of the residents, identificd
soil types, detevmined the area’s best agricultural use, noted local opin-
ion about the project, and estimated restoration costs. The preliminary
plans also designated project boundaries. When the Secretary ol Agri-
culture approved the preliminary plans, agency funds became available
for land purchase. Officials then compiled records such as the land-
owner’s name, legal description ol the tract, and movigage, tax, and lien
inlovrmation. Employces at the regional offices recommended specilic
tracts for purchasc which they then mapped and appraised. Negotia-
tions for purchase began, and the governnient took options lor the
land. Upon federal acceptance, the option became a land purchase con-
tract. When the Attoruey General's oflice approved the transaction, it
sent a voucher to the Treasury Departiment which issued a check. Vi-
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nally, check and deed were exchanged, or i necessary, funds were dis-
bursed to satisly outstanding debts or liens.®

Although the government was prepared to use the power ol eminent
domain to acquire needed lands, it was not willing to exercise that au-
thority iu thie Dust Bowl. Court ordered sales, ofticials realized, would
have caused adverse publicity and alienated residents. Instead, an ap-
praiser inspected the lands, consulted with cattlemen, tarmers and oth-
ers, and based his valuation on the land's productivity as grazing land,
desirability, and comparable sales. The appraised value of improve-
ments depended upon their condition and replacement costs. Where
mortgages exceeded appraised land values, the AAA asked the l'ederal
Land Bank and other lending agencies to renegotiate mortgages so that
the owners would receive at feast some equity. Upon authorization, the
appraiser negotiated a selling price with the owner. Critics, neverthe-
less, charged that the lederal government was attempling to cocree
farmers iuto leaving the region and that appraisers were incompetent.
Federal officials argued in turn that all sales were voluntavy and that the
appraisers were knowledgeable and capable ol handling the task at
liund. Morveover, il appraisers determiuned that certain Lnds within a
purchase arca were worth more in crops than in grass, the federal gov-
criment was not interested in acquiring those lands. Instead, agency
ollicials preferred for the farmers to remain on the land. Part of the
problem was, ol course, that Dust Bowl lands were worth far fess during
tinies of drought and severe wind ervosion than in times of normal or
above vormal precipitation. Invariably, landowners hoped for high
1920s prices rather than depressed Dust Bowl valuations.”

11" a considerable number ol tracts were not optioned, as was the case
in Cimarron County, Oklahoma, where landowners joined to demand
higher prices or where school lands were heavily mortgaged, policy-
makers instructed project managers to submit plans {for supplemental
land purchases. By expanding the project arca, officials hoped that ves-
toration could proceed without delay as well as prevent the project from
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being placed in jeopardy. The private lands interspersed in the pur-
chase area could be purchased later if owners changed their minds and
if funds were available. In the meantine, privately held fands were to be
organized into soil conservation districts, so the appropriate conserva-
tion procedures could be applicd to both public and private lands
within the area of the land utilization project.®

Local merchants also criticized the land utilization projects. They
feared that any loss of residents would irreparably damage their busi-
nesses. Still others objected to the federal land purchase program be-
cause it would ruin the tax base. In Morton County, Kansas, for exam-
ple, the nearly 107,000 acres purchased represented 20 percent of the
taxable land in the county and 9 percent of the taxable valuation. In
four of the five townships involved in the land-use area, the tax bases
were reduced from 2 1o 14 percent. One township lost 65 percent of its
taxable acreage and 50 percent of its tax base. In 1936 revenue losses
were approximately $7,000. Two years later, federal purchases on the
Mills project in New Mexico reduced the tax base for the school district
by 17 percent. Federal economists expected future grazing revenues to
cover only 50 percent of the lost taxes. The land-use projects, however,
reduced the need for public services and helped consolidate schools
and close roads, thercby offsetting some of the tax losses incurred by
the local governments. Morcover, tax delinquencies were so high in the
purchase areas that the inimediate tax loss was not great. Eventually,
policymakers hoped, income from the reestablished grazing arcas
would bring the counties more revenue than had been collected when
taxes were paid. In 1937 the problem of tax losses was lessened when
Title 111 of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act required the federal
government to return 25 percent of the revenues earned on project
lands to the counties for the maintenance of schools and roads. Uhis
provision lessened opposition to the land purchase program from local
government.?

Some Dust Bowl landowners objected to the land-use program, be-
cause land sale payments that they had been promised were slow in
arriving. Invariably, those who optioned lands wanted payment imme-
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diately to help meet financial obligations during those dust-laden, De-
pression years. Burcaucratic procedures, however, usually prevented
payment for more than a year. T'his lag naturally fostered dissatistac-
tion with the program. After 1938 with the return ol near-normal pre-
cipitation, more farmers and ranchers began opposing the land pur-
chase program. T'he return of adequate rainfall cansed the grass and
the crops o grow and portended profitable returns once again from
their lands. With new vegetation holding the soil during the early spring
“blow months,” the land purchase program became less attractive than
when the “black blizzards™ had swept across the land only a few years
carlier. Nevertheless, as long as the dust blew, most residents in the
“blow hazard” area of the southern Great Plains supported the federal
government’s land-use program.'

In spite of these problems and objections, the land-use program in
the Dust Bowl became a grand experiment for the lederal government
and particularly for the Soil Conservation Service. A soil conservation
project on such a large scale was unprecedented. At first, few people
were certain about how best to restore the wind-eroded Tands to grass.
Both corrective and preventive soil erosion procedures clearly were
needed, but no one was certain which techniques would work best.
While some soil conservationists believed the lands should be allowed to
resecd naturally, no one knew how long the process would take. Esti-
mates ranged from twenty-five to forty years depending on the length of
thne the land had been cultivated or grazed, annual precipitation, and
the proximity of sced grasstands and blowing fields. More speed, how-
ever, was needed, and the Soil Conservation Service soon instituted a
technical program to stabilize blowing lands."

At first, the SCS listed the ‘blow lands” so that deep hurrows would
catch as much soil and hold as much moisture as possible. 'The SCS also
planted drought resistant cover crops, such as black amber cane and
sudan grass, to reduce wind velocity at ground level and thereby hold
moving soil. Usually, the SCS lound thatit needed o listand plant wind-
croded croplands two or three times belore the soil stopped moving
with the wind. During this time, the SCS hoped that weeds would
quickly cover the land. Indeed, the key to stabilizing the soil was to cover
it with vegetation of some sort. In the absence of the best grasses, the
SCS utilized weeds, such as the Russian thistle, to hold the soil rather
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than to let it vemain barren and exposed to the wind. Still, even tempo-
ravy stabilization took time. The SCS did not give major attention to
permanent stabihization by planting native grasses on project linds un-
til the early 1940s. SCS employees, however, also removed improve-
ments such as fences and buildings from the acquired lands and erected
new fences, laid cattle guards, and built farm ponds. During the course
of project development, owners and reliel workers were hired with
Works /l‘r()gress Administration, Public Works Administration, and Ti-
te 111 funds.’2

While the SCS worked to stabilize the soil, it also began experiments
to determine the best grass varieties for resecding the land purchase
areas. In the beginning, the agency did not know which seeds or sced
bed preparation methods were most suitable for the Dust Bowl. Conse-
quently, with the aid of state experiment stations the SCS cominenced
trial plantings at selected sites 1o determine the best technigues. Soil
scientists experimented with seeding botl sandy and hard lands. From
those experiments, they learned that sorghums, mowed at a height of
twelve inches with the clippings left on the ground, provided the best
cover crops for newly seeded grasses. The amount of seed needed de-
pended upon germination, natural reseeding, planting niethods, and
secd varieties. Test plots on the Morton County project indicated that
blue grama, sand love grass, side-oats grama, little bluestemn, and sand
bluestem were the most suitable varieties for sandy areas. Blue grama,
side-oats grama, and buftalo grass were best for hard lands. Serious
shortages of little bluestem, sand bluestem, and side-oats grama dic-
tated, however, that more than 75 percent of the seeding mixtures for
both sandy and hard soils be composed of blue grama, bultalo, and
sand love grasses. Grass varicties, however, differed even within the
Dust Bowl. Blue grama, crested wheat grass, western wheat grass, and
Galleta, for example, were the best varieties for eastern New Mexico.
Grain drills with double disk furrow openers planted the seeds about
one inch deep. Some grass seeds were broadcast; that is, dropped at
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ground level from a drill tube. Although broadeast sceds, if immedi-
ately covered with adisk harrow grew nearly as well as drilled seed, this
resceding method did not prodace a uniform plant stand. No test plots
were grazed before three years to allow sulficient time for the griss to
thicken and develop.”

SCS grasslaud experts applied the knowledge gained from their test
plots to field scale resecding, but that work proceeded slowly. By the
end ol 1941, nearly three years after veseeding began, only 1,200 acres
had been planted on the Morton County project. During the next year,
SCS cmployees sceded 2,500 acres, but persistent sced shortages pre-
vented the ageucy from meeting its reseeding goal of 10,000 acres an-
nually. To meet its seed needs for the Morton County project, the SCS
tricd to raise several grass varieties along the railroad right-of-way near
Elkhart, Kansas. This method, however, proved too slow, and nsulfi-
cient moisture prevented suceesstul hivrvests. Because of Timited sup-
plies, the SCS sought grass seed wherever possible. In 1941, for exam-
ple, the Morton County project received blue grama and bullalo
grasses from northwest Kansas and eastern Colorado. Two years later, it
acquired blue grama [vom central Kansas. The Morton County project
sced supply problem, however, was not sobved until 1916, when the SCS
obtained 90,000 pounds ol blue grama from the Plainview, Texas area.
The SCS and the state experiment stations also sceded “cool scason”
grasses, that is, grasses which extend the grazing season into the au-
tammn, such as crested wheat grass, western wheat, and Canada wild rye,
with western wheat grass proving the most hearty."

The SCS intended eventually to lease the restored grasslands to indi-
vidual farmers wnd cattlemen or to grazing associations. Leascholders
would be required to abide by SCS established range management reg-
alations. ndividual applicants for grazing permits were to be land-
owners or resident farmers and ranchers who owned the hvestock
which they intended to graze. Groups or associations also could apply
provided the members weve engaged in ranching or farming in or near
the area. Federal olficials, in consultation with the grazing associations,
would determine the type and number ol livestock which could be
grazed on project linds. Those who feased the grasslunds could not
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crect permanent corrals or limit the grazing aveas by placing salt near
water holes. Individual livestockmen or grazing associations also were
respousible for the maintenance ot fences aud ponds. By 1943 the Mor-
ton County project, for example, had suflicient precipitation and new
grass to enable the SCS to grant local cawdenien pernits. The following
year, the Morton County Grazing Association was organized to rent the
grasslands for a portion ol the year. Some lederal oflicials hoped that in
time these leases would pay for the projects. They estimated that the
Mills project would be self-liquidating in loarteen years, while lands in
Baca County on the Southeastern Colorado project would return a
profitin ten to fifteen years."

In retrospect, the federal land-use adjustment projects in the Dust
Bowl did not involve the permanent removal of land from agriculture.
Rather, the projects fostered a change or readjustment in agriculture on
those lands from crop production and exploitative grazing to controlled
livestock-raising and sound range management practices. Certainly, the
federal government never intended to remove all Dust Bowl land from
cultivation. That task would have been impractical given the region's set-
tlement patterns and climatic and soil charvacteristics, and becanse the
removal of larger land blocks would have been a financial impossibility.
Funding was always less than had been requested or necded, and projects
usually were reduced in scope due to monetary shortages. Reseeding
sometimes stopped altogether as funds were exhausted. In addinon, de-
velopment work continually lagged because payments for optioned lands
took time to process. Frequently options expired and authorities did not
have the power to renew them. Moreover, the emergency relief Jegislation,
which financed the projects priov o the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant
Act, mandated hiring the unemployed. The SCS, however, intended to
eniploy resident operators both o speed the work and also to strcamline
the bureaucracy involved. Landowners had theirown teams, tractors, and
grain drills; reliel workers did not. "Uhis necessitated thlc acquisition ol
expensive cquipment from other sources. PWA {unds, however, could be
spent only for heavy equipmentor tor the construction of dams. In addi-
tion, the administrative transfer of responsibility among five agencies
hindered project development. At best, the federal government hoped
the land-nse projects would show farmers and cattlemen the best soil con-
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servation practices possible and help discourage “speculative misuse™ of
the Land by nonresidents.'®

The greatest problem, however, of the Lind-use adjustment projects in
the Dust Bowl involved the resettlement program. Qrigiually, policy-
makers had intended to relocate families elsewhere in “subsistence
homestead communities” Landowners on the Morton County project,
for example, were to be resettled on the Mississippi delta. Mills project
farmers were to be relocated on the Storrie project near Las Vegas, New
Mexico, or on the Middle Rio Grande Conservancy Project in the Rio
Grande Valley. Later plans called for their resettlement on state lands
near Los Lunasor in the Fort Summner Trrigation District in New Mexico.
Frequent changes in procedure, lack of clearly defined objectives, delays
in optioning and paying for land, and inadequate funds and arcas for
resettlement plagued the resettlement program. Additionally, few people
were willing to sell their Lands and to resettle when they did not know
where they would be sentor how their relocation would be financed. Asa
result, tew Dust Bowl Gnrmers chose to resettle on other federat tands and
instead used their money either to move to nearby towns or to reestablish
themselves on farms of their own choosing. As a humanitarian program,
designed to improve the standard of living among those who sold their
lands by relocating them on better farms, the resettlement portion of the
land utilization program was a failure.”

Nevertheless, the tailure of the resettlement program was inconse-
quentiad for the Dust Bowl. Most of the owners who sold their lands were
not resident farmers struggling 1o grow crops on too few acres in a
drought- stricken land. Indeed, from January 1938 through June 1941,
the lederal government purchased only 1,827 tracts totaling 581,696
acres in the southern Great Plains, most of which were in the Dust Bowl.

Those lands included 249,268 acres in cropland and 334,428 acres in

ringelind for 42.9 and 57.1 percent of the total area respectively. Only

Gray, “The Federal Purchase and Administration of Submarginal Lands,” 123, 131;
Gray, “Social and Economic tmplications,” 264 -65; Norman G. Fuller to Alan F Furman,
25 May 1939, Amarillo Regional Records of the Project Plans Diviston, 1936-1911;
R EL o THon. John A Martin, 31 January 1936, LU-CO-4; Semi-Monthly Project Prog-
ress Report, Mills Land Use Adjustment Project, 30 November 1936, 1LU-NM-5; Norman
G. Faller to Alan F Fivman, 12 June 1939, Amarillo Regional Office Records ol the Pro-

Jeat Plans Division, 1936 -1941; Glen By idgesio CF Clayion, March 21, 1938, LU TX-23.

"Wooten, The Land Utilization Program, 22; New Mexico Subnuarginal Land Purchase
Project 'roposal A-1 10 January 1935, LU-NM-5; Thomas R. Borland o C. ¥, Clayton, 11
May 1936, LU-NM-5; Norman G. Fullerio PV, Cardon, 23 April 1935, LU-CO-4; Landis,
“The Probable Social Elfects ol Purchasing Submarginat Land,” 516, Only 18I out of
24, 118 Lanilies who sold their linds nationwide were rescttled on federil lands obtaimed
tor that purpose. See Wooten, The Land Utilization Program, 2021 Far a biiel study of
yeselement l)r()hh'lm tor the Mills project farmers, sce Paul Bonnilicld, The Dust Bowl
(Albuquerque: thiversity ol New Mexico Press, 19749), 150 =51,
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29.3 percent of those lands were in nse at the time of purchase, while 49
percent were abandoned and 21.7 pevcent classified as *partially idle ov
abandoned.” Resident owners occupied only 6.7 percent ol the pur-
chased acreage, while tenants occupied 10 percent of the tracts leaving
83.1 percent unoccupied. Clearly, the SCS did not {force a host of lund-
owners off their farms. Moreover, the 581,696 acres which the SCS had
purchased by mid-1941 had been appraised at $1,892,251. Of that
amount, croplands were valued at $3.44 per acre and grazing lands at
$3.12 per acre. With subsurface rights included, the appraised value av-
eraged $3.72 per acre. Although the price per acre was low when comn-
pared to valuations bused on use duriny times of normal precipitation,
Dust Bowl landowners were the only ones to veceive move than the aver-
age assessed value per acre. On the other land utilization projects, prices
averaged $.13 per acre below the appraised value.™

Ultimately, the Soil Conservation Sevvice achieved success with the
return of near normal precipitation during the late 1930s and carly
1940s. Fven so, the work of the SCS was important. "U'he listing, terrac-
ing, furrowing, strip cropping, and artificial resecding activities of the
agency were instrumental in helping Lo stabilize the most severely wind-
eroded areas. Moreovey, govemmém ownership ol wind-croded or po-
tentially hazardous lands offered soil conservationists the opportunity
to conduct experiments free from the host ol agreements, regulations,
and paperwork associated with private lindownership.*

The land-use projects were not the panacea capable of solving all of

the regional, economic, social, and erosion problems that many New
Deal social scientists had hoped. As part of a broad soil conservation
program in the Dust Bowl, however, the land-use projects contributed
to the efforts of the SCS and other governmental agencies in haltiing
wind erosion aud restoring a sonnd agricnltural base in the southern
Great Plains. In addition, the Lind-use projects, together with the crea-
tion of soil conservation districts, helped to ensure the best conserva-
tion and land-use on both federal and private lands lollowing the re-
turn of normal precipitation to the Dust Bowl.

The SCS continued its reseeding, grazing management, and other
conservation work on the Dust Bowl lund utilization projects until the
early 1950y, when jurisdiction for the projects once againchanged. On 2
November 1953, Ezra Taft Benson, Secretary. of Agriculture, trans-
ferred the land utilization projects from the Soil Conservation Service
ta the Forest Service. Effective 4 Jaunary 1954, the mandate ol the For-

BWilkins and Mclntive, “An Analysis of the Lind Acquisition Program,” 20, 23 -26,
3132, 84. The tracts averaged 318.39 acres.
*{inal Plan Southern Otero County Land Adjustinent Project, fuly 23, 1935, LU-CC )4
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est Service was Lo ensure a “sustained yield” of the grasses as well as
“multiple use” of the fand. As avesult, the National Grasslands serve as
}vil(lli[‘c refuges, sources ol mineral wealth, and public recreation areas
m addition o gr:uing lands. Above all, however, the National Grass-
lands in the Dust Bowl serve as a landmark to a great experiment in
state planning and soil conservation during a time when the grass was
not always green nor the sky always blue 2 7 ‘

*Memorundum of the Scerctiry of Agriculiure, No. 1320, 2 Noveber 1953 Ilistory

(')f‘fit‘_c, Soil Conservation Service, Washington, D.C. The National Grasslands change in
stze from time to lime because of Taund exchanges between the Tederat government and
private awners o facilitate blocking and range management improvement. As of 30 Sep-
tember 1983, the acreages for the Dust Bowl National Grasslands were: Comanche
418,887; Cimarron 108,337; Kiowa 136,412; and Rira Blanca 92,989, See | 'm:i A;“lSiI
the Navional Forest Systen, as ()lSvp(enll)L’l 30, 19892, ; i g ety

FS-383. 9%, 41, 45, 51 - 59, U.S. Deparvuent ol Agriculte,



