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Summary 
Some of the recreational enterprises adopted by farm

ers in Missouri as a primary source of family income 
have been financially successful but many have not. Some 
reasons for lack of success have included: 

1. Few of the operators had previous experience with 
the enterprise before they adopted it. 

2. Most of the operators had been in business less 
than five years. 

3. The operators had been either misinformed or had 
misjudged the demand for their facilities-most farmers 
were catering to less than 30 percent as many patrons as 
they thought they could handle during the peak recrea
tional season. 

4. Word of mouth advertising was about the only 
advertising method followed. 

5. Little time and money were spent in making the 
facilities attractive to guests. 

Scarcity of credit was not found to be a factor that 
limited the expansion of the recreational enterprise for 
most operators. Only an occasional operator indicated an 
interest in borrowing funds at 4 percent interest. Most 
operators indicated a reluctance to borrow any money. 

The presence of public facilities in the rural areas 
was beneficial to some private recreational ventures and 
a hinderance to others. More people were attracted to 
the area by the advertising of the public facility. If the 
operator tried to provide the same services that were 
available at the public facility, he was not able to attract 
customers. However, if his enterprise was altered so that 
more services were added he was able to attract more 
guests. 
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COVER PHOTOS-Upper, john boat on the Current 
River; lower, trail near Noel, Mo.-Pictures by Massie, 
Missouri Commerce. 

Some recreational ventures yielded supplementary 
incomes to operators who had invested primarily in an 
enterprise for some other purpose. Recreational returns 
did not justify the investment. Most of the extensive en
terprises fell into this category. The sale of deer hunting 
privileges and the rights to fish in farm ponds are good 
examples of this type of venture. If enough liability in
surance had been carried to fully protect the renter of 
these rights, the premiums would have exceeded the 
gross returns in many cases. 

Although many of the operators were relatively un
successful in their recreational ventures, some had very 
successful operations. These operators had the following 
characteristics: 

1. The operator had specialized training in the un
dertaking before he assumed full responsibility for the 
enterprise. 

2. The facility was in a good location. 
3. The initial operation was of sufficient size to re

quire the operator's full-time effort. 
4. The enterprise had been in operation more than 

10 years. 
5. The operator had correctly forecast the demand 

for his type of facility. 
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Outdoor activity has been suggested as a recreational 
experience that helps to make a person 's mind more 
alert and that assists him in building a strong, healthy 
body. Hence, a strong, healthy population may be in 
part the result of availability of recreation_al facilities. 
Sufficient facilities to provide everyone wtth the op
portunity to enjoy outdoor activity has been the goal of 
leaders in resource-use planning for many years. Land has 
been set aside for national, state, and city parks. Boys' 
and girls' clubs have been organized with a major goal 
of giving their members the opportunity to play out-of
doors. 

The concern of Congress about the availability of 
outdoor recreational facilities led to the establishment of 
the Outdoor Recreational Review Commission in 1958. 
Two of the important findings of this group were: 

Urgent Need for Facilities 

( 1) Outdoor recreational facilities are needed most 
urgently near metropolitan areas. More than 60 percent 
of the people lived in metropolitan centers in 1960, and 
three-fourths will be city dwellers in the year 2000. 

(2) To meet the demand, land will need to be di
verted from present uses to recreational uses. 1 

Within Missouri most of the agricultural land is 
less than 100 miles from a metropolitan center (Figure 
1). New highways have made most sections of the State 
accessible to metropolitan populations in less than two 
hours' driving time. Thus, most of the private land is a 
potential site for recreational usage. 

*Ronald Bird, Agricultural Economist, Resource Devel
opment Economics Division, Economic Research ServiCe, 
United States Department of Agriculture. 

1 Outdoor Recreation for America, 1962, pp. 3-5. 

Missouri Has Potential 

Much of Missouri is endowed with natural resources 
that appeal to the aesthetic wants of man. Wooded hills 
that change color with the seasons, free-flowing streams, 
springs, and quiet lakes are present in many areas. Fish
ing, hunting, boating, swimming and other water sports 
are available, and many people are willing to pay a fee 
to enjoy them. Farmers may get additional incomes by 
developing these resoi.lrces. Many farmers have developed 
facilities for this purpose; others have expressed a willing
ness to do so. 

Some farmers have come to county agents, pastors, 
local bankers, school teachers, and other informed citizens 
seeking information regarding the cost and returns they 
can expect from recreational ventures and the proble~s 
they may encounter in operating them. Also, pubhc 
agencies are setting up new programs to help farmers 
and landowners divert lands to recreational uses. Many of 
the credit agencies have complained about the lack of in
formation on the profitableness of recreational ventures. 

Information Sought in Study 

The major purpose of this study was to determine 
the present and potential returns from the various types 
of recreational business ventures that have been devel
oped by farmers and the management problems they have 
encountered in operating them. 

To obtain an inventory of the extent and kind of 
recreational enterprises, the county extension agent in 
each county in the State was asked to list the number of 
enterprises, by kinds, that were present in his county. All 
of the agents responded. Thirteen different kinds of en
terprises operated by 1,282 individuals were identified 
(Table 1). Operators of each of these different kinds of 
enterprises were interviewed. 
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TABLE 1 -RELATIVE NUMBER OF INCOME-PRODUCING RURAL RECREATION 
ENTERPRISES BY KINDS OF ENTERPRISE, MISSOURI, 1962* 

Kind of Enterprise 

Privately Owned Fish Ponds or 
Lakes for Fee 

Trout Lakes 
Picnic and Access to Fishing 
Fishing Guides 
Fishing Lures 
Fish Bait Farms 
Campgrounds 
Dude Ranches 
Vacation Farms 
Riding Stables 
Shooting Preserve 
Deer Hunting 
Summer Camps 
Multiple Operations 

Total 

Number 

342 
17 

115 
68 
31 

100 
123 

5 
20 
85 
12 

335 
17 
12 

1 ,282 

*Summary from County Agricultural Agents check I ist. 

As a first step in selecting sample areas, the counties 
were ranked by the number of enterprises in each kind. 
Second, to reduce interview costs, the two top-ranking 
counties for each kind of enterprise were selected. Since 
several counties ranked first or second in number of en
terprises for more than one kind of enterprise, only 17 
counties were needed. The interviews were made in these 
counties (Figure 1). 

All of the operators of each of the 13 kinds of recrea
tional enterprises listed by the county agent in the sam
ple counties were interviewed except those who catered 
ro deer hunters, those who acted as fishing guides, and 
those who had fish bait farms. 

There were 192 operators catering mainly to deer 
hunters, 25 acting as fishing guides, and 26 running fish 
bait farms in the sample areas. These three kinds of 
ventures differed only slightly from operator to operator. 
Ten operators who catered to deer hunters were selected 
to represent the three types of leasing arrangements 
found in the deer-hunting enterprise; two fishing guides 
were interviewed as representative of the two major types 
of guide service; and eight fish bait farm operators were 
selected to represent the four different types of this en
terprise. Details of the variations are discussed later. An 
additional 48 operators of the other 10 kinds of enter
prises were interviewed. 

In the analysis each kind of enterprise was analyzed 
to determine, not only how successful the venture was 
financially but whether it was a primary or supplementary 
source of income. 
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Figure 1 

One hundred mile distances from metropolitan centers in 
Missouri and interview counties. 
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Enterprises as 
by the Study 

Pictured 

FISHING LAKES 

According to estimates of the State agricultural ex
tension service, Missouri has more than 134,000 farm 
ponds or lakes over 8 feet deep, an average of over 1,175 
per county. These are used primarily for livestock water 
and fire protection. Many of them are also stocked with 
fish . Some farmers supplement their income by charging 
a fee for fishing in these waters. Others are interested in 
either constructing a lake to be used solely as a place to 
provide fishing for a fee or in utilizing their present 

lakes or ponds for this purpose. 

The county agents listed 342 operators in the State 
who charged a fee for fishing in their lakes. Eighty-two of 
these men were listed in the 17 sample counties. Fifty

six were in the two sample counties adjacent to St. Louis 
(Jefferson and Franklin). However, only 12 of the 56 
lakes were available for public use at the time the inter
views were made. The others may have been constructed 

for fishing purposes, but have become a part of a real 
estate development for summer homes or have been 
placed under the control of private clubs. Eight of the 
remaining 12 lakes were not constructed by farmers; four 
were. Three of these four operators were interviewed. 
The fourth had recently sold his lake and could not be 
located. 

Although 26 operators were listed in the other 15 
sample counties, only 11 fishing lakes were operated by 
farmers. All of these men were interviewed. 

A total of 14 farmers were interviewed. Five were 
operating a recreational enterprise that required the em
ployment of one man full-time (two trout and three 
carp lakes). The fish were fed artifically and restocking 
occurred throughout the season. 

The other nine lakes were stocked with bass, perch, 
and other species. Catchable fish were replaced through 
natural means. The operators devoted only a part of their 
time to the fishing enterprise. 

Although differences in the labor requirements for 

each type of fishing lake were noted, they did not alter 
the farming operations significantly because surplus time 
was available when needed. For this reason, the 14 opera
tions were not analyzed separately until capital invest
ments, expenses, and incomes were investigated. 

Characteristics of Farming Operations 

Some of the most successful farmers in the area have 
added fishing lakes to their enterprises. Seven of the 14 
operators who were interviewed had gross farm product 
sales of more than $5,000 in 1962. Each thought his farm 
and recreational ventures would sell for more than 

$25,000, and nine thought theirs would see for more than 
$50,000. Three stated that they would not take $100,000 
for their holdings. 

Most of the men had a relatively large net worth. 
Only two owed money for either the purchase of the 
farm or the construction of the lake. One operator owed 
$3,000 and the other $8,000. 

Thirteen of the 14 men stated that their farms were 
used mainly for livestock production. This condition 

probably existed because sufficient watershed areas and 
suitable damsites were available only on rolling to hilly 
farms. One-third of the operators controlled more than 
500 acres of land and an equal number had between 180 
and 499 acres. One-third had less than 180 acres under 
their control. Nine of the operators had more than 100 
acres in crop production. Only three had less than 50 
acres of cropland. 

The farms were run mainly with family labor. Only 
four of the operators hired nonfamily workers to help 
them with their enterprises for a short time in the sum
mer. 

Most of the acreage inundated by lakes was relatively 
level bottom land which had been used primarily for 
pasture. The average pond area was 26 acres. The value 
before inundation was listed at $20 to $200 per acre, with 

an average of $106. 

Nature of Fishing Operation 

All of the lakes had been built since 1946, and more 
than one-third had been constructed since 1958. Eighty

six percent of the lakes were built by the present opera-
tor. 

Eleven of the operators did not borrow money to 
build their lakes; three did. One operator stated that he 
was refused credit by the banks and went to government 
sources for it. 
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Only seven operators stated that they would borrow 
funds if money were available at 4 percent interest. Two 
indicated that they would not borrow money under any 
conditions. 

Nine of the operators built their lakes because a nice 
site was available and they had plenty of water. Only 
three said they needed the money from the lake to sup
plement their farm income. Apparently, reasons other 
than financial returns influenced them to enter this 
venture. 

Fees 

The method of charging for fishing rights varied. 
Six of the operators charged $1.00 a day per person and 
two $1.50 a day. Two operators of trout lakes charged 
fishermen $1.00 per pound of fish caught. Three charged 
fishermen $0.50 per person per day and one, $1.00 per 
person per day for parking. The latter four had their 
lakes stocked by a governmental agency and could not 
charge for fishing. 

Three operators had boats which they rented for 
$1.00 per d~y. This was in addition to their fishing fee. 

Three operators had rustic cabins for rent. One 
leased them for the year for $200 a cabin; the other two 
rented their cabins for $3.50 to $4.00 a night. The renters 
also paid a fishing fee of $1.00 per day. 

Location 

None of the 14 fishing lakes were located within 30 
miles of a city of more than 10,000 population. Only 
five were within 30-49 miles of a city of this size or 
larger. All 14 were more than 50 miles from a city of 
100,000 population. 

Three of the lakes were within 20 miles of a special 
attracion such as a state park or major lake, and 11 were 
not. Since all of the special attractions were wate>: orient
ed, it appears that fishing for a fee was not feasible near 
large lakes. One operator who built several small ponds 
within one mile of the Lake of the Ozarks was unsuc
cessful in attracting patrons. He indicated that even 
though he thought fishing was poor in the Lake of the 
Ozarks, he was unable to get fishermen to pay $1.00 a 
day to catch all the fish they wanted when they could 
fish free in the large lake. He concluded that the prin
cipal interest was in the pursuit and not in the catch. 

Half of the operators did not have overnight accom
modations at their lakes. The remainder had only camp
grounds or rustic cabins. In most instances, overnight 
lodging was available within 10 miles. 

One operator had a snackbar on his lake. None of 
the others had eating accommodations, but restaurants 
were available in small towns within 10 miles. 

Problems in Operation 

The operarors indicated that their major problem 
was the seasonality of demand. More than 90 percent of 

6 

their patronage came between April 1 and September 30. 
Another problem was the large number of vistors on 
weekends and the few the remainder of the week. Suf
ficient capacity to accommodate the weekend trade re
sulted in unused facilities during the week. 

Eight of the 14 operators stated that the number of 
guests during the peak fishing quarter of the year was 
10 percent, or less than the total they could handle. An 
additional five indicated that they were operating be
tween 11 and 40 percent of capacity during the peak 
period. Only one man was operating at 100 percent of 
capacity. He was having production problems and thought 
the number of fishermen he attracted was about equal to 
his fishing conditions. None of the other operators ad
mitted that fishing conditions might have been the rea
son they lacked customers. 

Although most of the men said they lacked cus
tomers, only three advertised in the local papers. The 
rest depended upon brochures, signs, and word-of-mouth 
advertising. 

Only six of the 14 operators carried liability insur
ance. Four paid from $100 to $170 a year for their pol
icies, and two paid from $40 to $70 a year. Five opera
tOrs thought their general farm liability policies covered 
their fishing operation, but they did not. One man did 
not think he needed insurance; another had been unsuc
cessful in finding a company that would write him a 
policy. 

Four of the farmers stated they would not make any 
change if they rebuilt their lakes; ten said they would. 
The change most often mentioned was providing larger 
banks around their lakes so they could maneuver their 
tractors in repairing structures and clearing vegetation 
around the shore and on the dam. The technical prob
lems they encountered most were controlling aquatic 
plants and obtaining adequate feed for their fish. 

Eight of the operators stated no government agency 
had helped them with their enterprise. Three got help 
from the Missouri Conservation Commission and one 
from the Soil Conservation Service. One operator got 
help from the county agent. 

Thirteen operators indicated that zoning regulations 
did not bother them, but one man complained because 
he could not sell fireworks. 

Apparently, most of the operators were fairly well 
satisfied with their venture because 10 of the 14 planned 
to enlarge their present facilities. 

Investment, Expenses and Income 

Two kinds of fishing lake operations were observed 
that could become a primary enterprise for a farmer. 
Trout lakes were one kind and carp lakes the other 
(Table 2). A trout lake requires considerable capital in
vestment and a large spring with plenty of cold water. 
The two operators of trout enterprises both said the 

Only seven operators stated that they would borrow 
funds if money were available at 4 percent interest. Two 
indicated that they would not borrow money under any 
conditions. 

Nine of the operators built their lakes because a nice 
site was available and they had plenty of water. Only 
three said they needed the money from the lake to sup
plement their farm income. Apparently, reasons other 
than financial returns influenced them to enter this 
venture. 

Fees 

The method of charging for fishing rights varied. 
Six of the operators charged $1.00 a day per person and 
rwo $1.50 a day. Two operators of trout lakes charged 
fishermen $1.00 per pound of fish caught. Three charged 
fishermen $0.50 per person per day and one, $1.00 per 
person per day for parking. The latter four had their 
lakes stocked by a governmental agency and could not 
charge for fishing. 

Three operators had boats which they rented for 
$1.00 per d~.y. This was in addition to their fishing fee. 

Three operators had rustic cabins for rent. One 
leased them for the year for $200 a cabin; the other rwo 
rented their cabins for $3.50 to $4.00 a night. The renters 
also paid a fishing fee of $1.00 per day. 

Location 

None of the 14 fishing lakes were located within 30 
miles of a city of more than 10,000 population. Only 
five were within 30-49 miles of a city of this size or 
larger. All 14 were more than 50 miles from a city of 
100,000 population. 

Three of the lakes were within 20 miles of a special 
attracion such as a state park or major lake, and 11 were 
not. Since all of the special attractions were wate, orient
ed, it appears that fishing for a fee was not feasible near 
large lakes. One operator who built several small ponds 
within one mile of the Lake of the Ozarks was unsuc
cessful in attracting patrons. He indicated that even 
though he thought fishing was poor in the Lake of the 
Ozarks, he was unable to get fishermen to pay $1.00 a 
day to catch all the fish they wanted when they could 
fish free in the large lake. He concluded that the prin
ci pal interest was in the pursuit and not in the catch. 

Half of the operators did not have overnight accom
modations at their lakes. The remainder had only camp
grounds or rustic cabins. In most instances, overnight 
lodging was available within 10 miles. 

One operator had a snackbar on his lake. None of 
the others had eating accommodations, but restaurants 
were available in small towns within 10 miles. 

Problems in Operation 

The operatOrs indicated that their major problem 
was the seasonality of demand. More than 90 percent of 
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their patronage came between April 1 and September 30. 
Another problem was the large number of vistors on 
weekends and the few the remainder of the week. Suf
ficient capacity to accommodate the weekend trade re
sulted in unused facilities during the week. 

Eight of the 14 operators stated that the number of 
guests during the peak fishing quarter of the year was 
10 percent, or less than the total they could handle. An 
additional five indicated that they were operating be
tween 11 and 40 percent of capacity during the peak 
period. Only one man was operating at 100 percent of 
capacity. He was having production problems and thought 
the number of fishermen he attracted was about equal to 
his fishing conditions. None of the other operators ad
mitted that fishing conditions might have been the rea
son they lacked customers. 

Although most of the men said they lacked cus
tomers, only three advertised in the local papers. The 
rest depended upon brochures, signs, and word-of-mouth 
advertising. 

Only six of the 14 operators carried liability insur
ance. Four paid from $100 to $170 a year for their pol
icies, and two paid from $40 to $70 a year. Five opera
tOrs thought their general farm liability policies covered 
their fishing operation, but they did not. One man did 
not think he needed insurance; another had been unsuc
cessful in finding a company that would write him a 
policy. 

Four of the farmers stated they would not make any 
change if they rebuilt their lakes; ten said they would. 
The change most often mentioned was providing larger 
banks around their lakes so they could maneuver their 
tractors in repairing structures and clearing vegetation 
around the shore and on the dam. The technical prob
lems they encountered most were controlling aquatic 
plants and obtaining adequate feed for their fish. 

Eight of the operators stated no government agency 
had helped them with their enterprise. Three got help 
from the Missouri Conservation Commission and one 
from the Soil Conservation Service. One operator got 
help from the county agent. 

Thirteen operators indicated that zoning regulations 
did not bother them, but one man complained because 
he could not sell fireworks. 

Apparently, most of the operators were fairly well 
satisfied with their venture because 10 of the 14 planned 
to enlarge their present facilities. 

Investment, Expenses and Income 

Two kinds of fishing lake operations were observed 
that could become a primary enterprise for a farmer. 
Trout lakes were one kind and carp lakes the other 
(Table 2). A trout lake requires considerable capital in
vestment and a large spring with plenty of cold water. 
The two operators of trout enterprises both said the 



TABLE 2- AVERAGE IN VESTMENT, EXPENSES, AND INCOME OF FIVE FULL-TIME FISHING LAKES OPERATED 

BY FARMERS IN MISSOURI, 1962 

Item 

Capito I Investment 
Land 
Land Improvements 
Buildings and 

Permanent Structures 
Operating Equipment 

Total 

Cash Income 
Retail Sales 
Fishing 
Snackbar 

Total 

Cash Expenses 
Advertising 
Utilities 
Supplies and Equipment 
Repairs 
Property Tax and License 
Insurance 
Labor 

Total 

Net Cash I nco me 

Depreciation on Investment 

Net Return to Family Labor 1 

Management and Investment 

Interest on Investment 
(41/2%) 

Net Return to Family Labor 
and Management 

Hired and Family Labor 
(Days) 

* The average size of lake was 9 acres. 
**The average size of _lake was 6 acres. 

2 Trout Lakes* 

Average 

$10,270 
1,500 

18,600 
18,500 

$48,870 

$ 8,000 
5,000 

$13,000 

$ 515 
1,225 
5,250 

625 
189 

20 
1,050 

$ 8,874 

$ 4,126 

$ 11157 

$ 21969 

$ 21199 

$ 770 

624 

spring would sell for $10,000. This accounts for the large 

capital outlay for land for this venture. The carp lake 

operators purchased fish throughout the season. Their 

lakes were rain fed and quite shallow. 

Both the trout and carp enterprises required the full

time effort of one person during the fishing season. Only 
one of the five operators interviewed was relatively suc

cessful. He had a net return to family labor and manage

ment of $4,100. His success was directly related to the 

number of fishermen he was able to attract. If each of 

the five operators could have attracted 80 percent as many 

people as they thought they could handle, the net re

turn to family labor and management would have ranged 

from $3,523 to $5,013. 

The other nine operators had average net cash in

comes of $628. Their enterprises required an average of 

3 Carp Lakes** 

Range 

$ 300 to $1 1 500 
0 to 200 

980 to 5 1 000 
1 I 700 to 2 I 750 

$ $ 
800 to 3 1000 

0 to 900 

$ 75 to$ 150 
60 to 100 

400 to 2 1 250 
0 to 10 
5 to 75 

25 to 170 
0 to 500 

$ 105 to $ 540 

$ 40 to $ 100 

$ 5 to $ 464 

$ 134 to $ 405 

$ -400 to $ 251 

100 to 400 

Average 

$ 700 
67 

21510 
21317 

$5,594 

$ 
11533 

534 

$21067 

$ 109 
73 

11250 
3 

30 
78 

167 

$11710 

$ 357 

$ 72 

$ 285 

$ 252 

$ 33 

233 

only 48 days of labor (Table 3). If they had rewarded 

capital at customary interest rates and allowed for de

preciation, most of them would have shown a loss. How

ever, most of these lakes were constructed for other pur

poses and fishing receipts were considered a net gain. 

In Missouri, about 200 operators have lakes or ponds 

that are available to the public for a fee. Most of the 

operators interviewed who had constructed lakes for fee 

fishing had not been financially successful. The major 

reason was lack of customers. Larger outlays for advertis

ing might alter this situation. If a lake is built primarily 

for irrigation or stock water or some other agricultural 

use, it can be used to provide supplemental income from 

fee fishing. Liability insurance may be needed if this is 

done. 
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TABLE 2 - AVERAGE INVESTMENT, EXPENSES, AND INCOME OF FIVE FULL-TIME FISHING LAKES OPERATED 
BY FARMERS IN MISSOURI, 1962 

Item 

Capi ta I Investment 
Land 
Land Improvements 
Buildings and 

Permanent Structures 
Operating Equipment 

Total 

Cash Income 
Retail Sales 
Fishing 
Snackbar 
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Cash Expenses 
Advertising 
Utilities 
Supplies and Equipment 
Repairs 
Property Tax and License 
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Labor 

Total 

Net Cash Income 

Depreciation on Investment 

Net Return to Fami Iy Labor, 
Management and Investment 
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Net Return to Family Labor 
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Hired and Family Labor 
(Days) 

* The average size of lake was 9 acres. 
** The average size of_lake was 6 acres. 

2 Trout Lakes * 

Average 

$10,270 
1,500 

18,600 
18,500 

$48,870 

$ 8,000 
5,000 

$13,000 

$ 515 
1,225 
5,250 

625 
189 

20 
1,050 

$ 8,874 

$ 4,126 

$ 1,157 

$ 2,969 

$ 2,199 

$ 770 

624 

spring would sell for $10,000. This accounts for the large 
capital outlay for land for this venture. The carp lake 
operators purchased fish throughout the season. Their 
lakes were rain fed and quite shallow. 

Both the trout and carp enterprises required the full
time effort of one person during the fishing season. Only 
one of the five operators interviewed was relatively suc
cessful. He had a net return to family labor and manage
ment of $4,100. His success was directly related to the 
number of fishermen he was able to attract. If each of 
the five operators could have attracted 80 percent as many 
people as they thought they could handle, the net re
turn to family labor and management would have ranged 
from $3,523 to $5,013. 

The other nine operators had average net cash in
comes of $628. Their enterprises required an average of 

3 Carp Lakes** 

Range 

$ 300 to $1,500 
o to 200 

980 to 5,000 
1 ,700 to 2,750 

$ $ 
800 to 3,000 

o to 900 

$ 75 to $ 150 
60 to 100 

400 to 2,250 
o to 10 
5 to 75 

25 to 170 
o to 500 

$ 105 to $ 540 

$ 40 to $ 100 

$ 5 to $ 464 

$ 134 to $ 405 

$ -400 to $ 251 

100 to 400 

Average 

$ 700 
67 

2,510 
2,317 

$5,594 

$ 
1,533 

534 

$2,067 

$ 109 
73 

1,250 
3 

30 
78 

167 

$1,710 

$ 357 

$ 72 

$ 285 

$ 252 

$ 33 

233 

only 48 days of labor (Table 3). If they had rewarded 
capital at customary interest rates and allowed for de
preciation, most of them would have shown a loss. How
ever, most of these lakes were constructed for other pur
poses and fishing receipts were considered a net gain. 

In Missouri, about 200 operators have lakes or ponds 
that are available to the public for a fee. Most of the 
operators interviewed who had constructed lakes for fee 
fishing had not been financially successful. The major 
reason was lack of customers. Larger outlays for advertis
ing might alter this situation. If a lake is built primarily 
for irrigation or stock water or some other agricultural 
use, it can be used to provide supplemental income from 
fee fishing. Liability insurance may be needed if this is 
done. 
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TABLE 3- AVERAGE CAPITAL INVESTMENT, EXPENSES, 
AND INCOME OF NINE PART -TIME FISHING LAKES 

OPERATED BY FARMERS IN MISSOURI, 1962 

Fishing Lakes* (Bass, Perch, etc .) 

Item Range 

Capital Investment 
Land $ 250 to $10,000 
Land Improvements 0 to 7,000 
Bui I dings and 

Permanent Structures 3,000 to 17,000 
Operating Equipment 0 to 10,000 

Tota l 

Cash Income 
Hunting $ 0 to $ 100 
Boating 0 to 1,200 
Parking 0 to 1,500 
Camping 0 to 100 
Picnick ing 0 to 100 
Fishing 0 to 1,000 
Lodging 0 to 2,500 
Snackbar 0 to 80 

Total 

Cash Expenses 
Advertising $ 0 to 200 
Utilities 0 to 40 
Supplies and Equipment 0 to 500 
Repairs 0 to 300 
Property Tax and License 5 to 270 
Insurance 0 to 150 
Labor 0 to 500 
Miscellaneous 0 to 50 

Total 

Net Cash Income $ - 260 to$ 2,200 

Depreciation on Investment $ 60 to$ 668 

Net Return to Family Labor 
Management and Investment $ - 477 to$ 1,800 

Interest on Investment (4 l/2%) $ 146 to$ 1 ,728 

Net Return to Fami ly Labor 
and Management $-1636 to $ 477 

Hired and Family Labor (Days) 2 to 125 

* The ove rage size of lake was 36 acres . 

REAL ESTAT E 
D EVELOPMENT 

Average 

$ 3,794 
1 ,000 

11,744 
2,158 

$18,696 

$ 11 
162 
280 

17 
11 

172 
469 

9 

$ 1 '131 

$ 31 
18 

126 
121 
89 
54 
56 

8 

$ 503 

$ 628 

$ 310 

$ 318 

$ 841 

$ - 523 

48 

The amount of land that is being shifted from farm 
to residential usage probably exceeds 25,000 acres per 
year in Missouri. Two-thirds of this acreage is located in 
the open country or in towns and villages of less than 
2,500 population. This transfer has often resulted in a 
sizeable capital gain to the owner. In some instances this 
gain was the result of public action such as relocating 
a road. In other situations the owners created the value 
through planned action on their part. Many farmers have 
recognized this shift in use as a profitable source of in-
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come. One of the most common procedures followed in 
Missouri is the creation of site value by the construction 
of a small lake where summer or even suburban homes 
can be built. 

Four farmers who have been rather successful in 
converting their land from grazing to residential lots 
were interviewed. Two of them were located within 50 
miles of St. Louis; the other two were 150 miles away. 
In each instance the owner had a wooded hillside sur
rounding a lake site of 10 to 40 acres . 

All four operators were livestock men with beef 
cattle as their main source of income. The largest farm 
operator had gross farm sales of less than $10,000 in 
1962 . The grazing land flooded by the lake was valued 
from $50 to $150 per acre. 

Each operator built a lake and stocked it with fish . 
A small fee was charged for fishing or camping. About 
two years were spent in attracting as many visitors as 
possible. The third year a summer home was constructed 
on the most ideal location. The quality of this structure 
set the pattern which the operator visualized as suitable 
for his lake. Visitors were then informed that the lake 
soon would be closed and sites sold for summer homes. 
Lots could be purchased with a low down payment or the 
operator would build a home for the buyer. Lots about 
one-fourth acre in size were offered for $500 to $1,000. 
The land surrounding the lake increased in value from 
$50 to $4,000 an acre. 

Operator's Opinion of the Venture 
All operators of these enterprises were pleased with 

their ventures. Two were trying to buy land in another 
area where they could start another project. The other 
two were retiring. 

The most common technical problem encountered 
by these men was lack of information about dam con
struction. Two operators had seepage that they could not 
control. All of them were concerned about adequate spill
ways to take care of extreme flooding conditions. None 
of the operators were certain that their dams could with
stand torrential rainstorms. 

The major development problem was adequate sew
age disposal for each home. The operators were not well 
enough informed about this matter to get informative 
regulations written into their sale contracts. As a result, 
some builders were installing sewage systems that allowed 
inadequately treated waste to flow into the lakes creating 
the danger that the water supply of homes would be 
polluted. 

All operators were able to get electricity to their de
velopment promptly. In most instances, current was 
made available by private power companies. 

Most of the operators had experienced some dif
ficulty in getting telephone service as soon as they wanted 
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AND INCOME OF NINE PART -TIME FISHING LAKES 

OPERATED BY FARMERS I N MISSOURI, 1962 

Fishing Lakes* (Bass, Perch, etc .) 

Item Range 

Capital Investment 
Land $ 250 ta $10,000 
Land Improvements o ta 7,000 
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Interest on Investment (4 1/2%) $ 146 to $ 1 ,728 

Net Return to Famil y Labor 
and Ma nage ment $- 1636 to $ 477 

Hired and Family Labor (Days) 2 to 125 
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The amount of land that is being shifted from fann 
to residential usage probably exceeds 25,000 acres per 
year in Missouri. Two-thirds of this acreage is located in 
the open country or in towns and villages of less than 
2,500 population. This transfer has often resulted in a 
sizeable capital gain to the owner. In some instances this 
gain was the result of public action such as relocating 
a road. In other situations the owners created the value 
through planned action on their part. Many farmers have 
recognized this shift in use as a profitable source of in-
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come. One of the most common procedures followed in 
Missouri is the creation of site value by the construction 
of a small lake where summer or even suburban homes 
can be built. 

Four farmers who have been rather successful in 
converting their land from grazing to residential lots 
were interviewed. Two of them were located within 50 

miles of St. Louis; the other two were 150 miles away. 
In each instance the owner had a wooded hillside sur
rounding a lake site of 10 to 40 acres . 

All four operators were livestock men with beef 
cattle as their main source of income. The largest fann 
operator had gross farm sales of less than $10,000 in 
1962 . The grazing land flooded by the lake was valued 
from $50 to $150 per acre. 

Each operator built a lake and stocked it with fish . 
A small fee was charged for fishing or camping. About 
two years were spent in attracting as many visitors as 
possible. The third year a summer home was constructed 
on the most ideal location. The quality of this structure 
set the pattern which the operator visualized as suitable 
for his lake. Visitors were then informed that the lake 
soon would be closed and sites sold for summer homes. 
Lots could be purchased with a low down payment or the 
operator would build a home for the buyer. Lots about 
one-fourth acre in size were offered for $500 to $1,000. 

The land surrounding the lake increased in value from 
$50 to $4,000 an acre. 

Op erator's Opinion of th e Venture 

All operators of these enterprises were pleased with 
their ventures. Two were trying to buy land in another 
area where they could start another project. The other 
two were retiring. 

The most common technical problem encountered 
by these men was lack of information about dam con
struction. Two operators had seepage that they could not 
control. All of them were concerned about adequate spill
ways to take care of extreme flooding conditions. None 
of the operators were certain that their dams could with
stand torrential rainstorms. 

The major development problem was adequate sew
age disposal for each home. The operators were not well 
enough informed about this matter to get informative 
regulations written into their sale contracts. As a result, 
some builders were installing sewage systems that allowed 
inadequately treated waste to flow into the lakes creating 
the danger that the water supply of homes would be 
polluted. 

All operators were able to get electricity to their de
velopment promptly. In most instances, current was 
made available by private power companies. 

Most of the operators had experienced some dif
ficulty in getting telephone service as soon as they wanted 



it. Apparently, electric coverage in the rural areas is more 
universal than telephones. Some lot buyers did not want 
telephone service ; all wanted electricity. 

None of the operators borrowed money to build 
their lakes. All indicated that they could have gotten 
credit from commercial banks if they had needed it. One 
said he would enlarge his venture if he could borrow 
money at 4 percent interest. 

Capital Investment, Expenses, and Income 
Statement 

The operators invested from $4,850 to $21,240 in 

their real estate developments (Table 4). Annual cash 
income was $3,500 to $14,700 per operator. This amount 
could be varied, depending upon the length of time they 
wanted to use in liquidating or selling their property. 
One operator, who was 81 years of age, stated that he was 
afraid he would have to liquidate his holdings a little 
more rapidly. He wanted to live a little before he got 
too old to enjoy it. 

The net cash income varied from $2,800 to $13,645. 
After allowance for annual cost of asset.s liquidated and 
interest on the investment, returns to family labor and 
management ranged from $1,299 to $12,737. 

Labor requirements were difficult to determine. 
Some operators spent full-time working with the enter
prise. Even waiting on the front porch for customers was 
regarded as a full day's work. Other men counted only 
the time they were actually busy either in selling lots or 
taking care of their venture. 

The returns of the four operators interviewed indi
cated that a real estate venture may be very profitable. 
Since many types of recreational ventures eventually may 
evolve into this type of real estate development, it is al
most impossible to foretell whether a venture that cur
rently shows low returns will be successful or not. Most 
recreational enterprises that attract guests enhance land 
values. Investments usually can be liquidated and the 
capital gains often are substantial. For this reason, most 
recreational ventures add to the site values of land quite 
rapidly. Converting this appreciated value into a return 
may make most recreational ventures a success. 

TABLE 4- AVERAGE INVESTMENT, EXPENSES, AND 
INCOME OF FOUR REAL ESTATE DEVELOPMENTS BY 

FARMERS IN MISSOURI, 1962 

Item 

Size of Farm (Acres) 

Real Estate Development (Acres) 

Capital Investment 
Land 
Land Improvements 
Buildings and 

Permanent Structures 
Operating Equipment 
Other 

Total 

Years in Operation 

Annual Lot Sales 

Total Sales 

Potential Sales 
Annual Sales 
Remaining Yea rs to Liquidate 

Cash Income 
Camping 
Fishing 
Boat Rental 
Cabin Rental 
Sale of Lots 

Total 

Cash Expenses 
Advertising 
Repairs 
Real Estate and Taxes 
Insurance 
Other 

Total 

Net Cash Income 

Annual Cost of Assets Liquidated 

Net Return to Family 
Labor and Investment 

Interest on Investment (4 1/ 2%) 

Net Retun to Family 
Labor and Management 

Range Average 

150 to 620 326 

20 to 50 39 

$ 350 to $ 2,500 $ 1,788 
0 to 5,000 2,625 

2,350 to 15,000 7,588 
0 to 1,500 435 
0 to 3,400 950 

$ 13,386 

5 to 10 7 

$ 3,500 to$ 11,900 $ 8,763 

$35,000 to $ 59,500 $ 51 ,000 

$18,000 to $350,000 $148,875 
$ 3 I 500 t0 $ 11 I 900 $ 8,763 

2 to 29 17 

$ 0 to $ 600 $ 175 
0 to 500 150 
0 to 225 56 
0 to 11700 425 

3,500 to 11,900 8,763 

$ 9,569 

$ 0 to $ 175 $ 44 
0 to 650 388 

14 to 700 266 
0 to 55 14 
0 to 500 125 

$ 837 

$ 2,800 to $ 13,645 $ 8,732 

$ 285 to $ 2,178 $ 558 

$ 2,255 to$ 13,286 $ 8,174 

$ 218 to $ 956 $ 602 

$ 1,299 to$ 12,737 $ 7,572 

PICNIC AND FISHING ENTERPRISES 

Many farms in the Missouri Ozarks are located on 
or near a body of water or where a lake can be created, 
thus providing a natural setting for picnic areas and access 
to public or private waters for fishing. Some farmers 
charge a small fee for the use of the property, usually by 
posting a schedule of charges and a coin container at the 

entrance to the property. These fees usually run from 
$0.50 to $1.00 a car. The farmer derives supplemental in
come and the guests , a pleasant setting to spend the day. 
Picnicking, fishing , and a place to play offer something 
to all members of the family . 

Five operators of picnic and access fishing areas were 
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it. Apparently, electric coverage in the rural areas is more 
universal than telephones. Some lot buyers did not want 
telephone service; all wanted electricity. 

None of the operators borrowed money to build 
their lakes. All indicated that they could have gotten 
credit from commercial banks if they had needed it. One 
said he would enlarge his venture if he could borrow 
money at 4 percent interest. 

Capital Investment, Expenses, and Income 
Statement 

The operators invested from $4,850 to $21,240 in 
their real estate developments (Table 4). Annual cash 
income was $3,500 to $14,700 per operator. This amount 
could be varied, depending upon the length of time they 
wanted to use in liquidating or selling their property. 
One operator, who was 81 years of age, stated that he was 
afraid he would have to liquidate his holdings a little 
more rapidly. He wanted to live a little before he got 
toO old to enjoy it. 

The net cash income varied from $2,800 to $13,645. 
After allowance for annual cost of asset.s liquidated and 
interest on the investment, returns to family labor and 
management ranged from $1,299 to $12,737. 

Labor requirements were difficult to determine. 
Some operators spent full-time working with the enter
prise. Even waiting on the front porch for customers was 
regarded as a full day's work. Other men counted only 
the time they were actually busy either in selling lots or 
taking care of their venture. 

The returns of the four operators interviewed indi
cated that a real estate venture may be very profitable. 
Since many types of recreational ventures eventually may 
evolve into this type of real estate development, it is al
most impossible to foretell whether a venture that cur
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may make most recreational ventures a success. 
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INCOME OF FOUR REAL ESTATE DEVELOPMENTS BY 

FARMERS IN MISSOURI, 1962 

Item 
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Capital Investment 
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Land Improvements 
Buildings and 

Permonent Structures 
Operating Equipment 
Other 

Total 

Years in Operation 

Annual Lot Sales 

Total Sales 

Potential Sales 
Annual Sales 
Remaining Yea rs to Liquidate 

Cash Income 
Camping 
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Boat Rental 
Cabin Rental 
Sale of Lots 

Total 

Cash Expenses 
Advertising 
Repairs 
Real Estate and Taxes 
Insurance 
Other 

Total 

Net Cash Income 

Annual Cost of Assets Liquidated 

Net Return to Family 
Labor and Investment 

Interest on Investment (4 1/2%) 

Net Retun to Fami Iy 
Labor and Management 

Range Average 

150 to 620 326 

20 to 50 39 

$ 350 to $ 2,500 $ 1,788 
o to 5,000 2,625 

2,350 to 15,000 7,588 
o to 1,500 435 
o to 3,400 950 

$ 13,386 

5 to 10 7 

$ 3,500 to $ 11,900 $ 8,763 

$35,000 to $ 59,500 $ 51,000 

$18,000 to $350,000 $148,875 
$ 3,500 to $ 11, 900 $ 8,763 

2 to 29 17 
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o to 500 125 
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PICNIC AND FISHING ENTERPRISES 

Many farms in the Missouri Ozarks are located on 
or near a body of water or where a lake can be created, 
thus providing a natural setting for picnic areas and access 
to public or private waters for fishing. Some farmers 
charge a small fee for the use of the property, usually by 
posting a schedule of charges and a coin container at the 

entrance to the property. These fees usually run from 
$0.50 to $l.00 a car. The farmer derives supplemental in
come and the guests, a pleasant setting to spend the day. 
Picnicking, fishing, and a place to play offer something 
to all members of the family . 

Five operators of picnic and access fishing areas were 
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interviewed in counties adjacent to St. Louis. Four of 
these farms were in hilly terrain, and one in the rolling 
hills of the Eastern Ozarks. All five were on a river or 
stream, with picnicking as their major tourist attraction. 

Two farms were only one-tenth of a mile from a sur
faced road; the other three were one to five miles away. 
All five operarors stated that the condition of the access 
road did not hamper the use of their facility. Two had 
campgrounds. The other three did not provide overnight 
facilities, but motels were available from one ro six miles 
away. Only one operator provided eating accommoda
tions. Small town restaurants were located one to seven 
miles from the other four enterprises. 

Characteristics of Farm 

All of these five recreational facilities were built on 
farms ranging from 3 to 400 acres. All operators owned 
their land, except one man who leased an additional 162 

acres. 
Gross sales of farm products were small from each 

of these farms in 1962. Four received less than $2 ,500 

and the largest less than $10,000. All of the operators 
said that the recreational use of their land had not af
fected income from their farming enterprises, but had 
increased their rota! family income. 

Characteristics of Business 

Four of the operators said they decided to go into 
the recreation business because prospective users told 
them of their needs for such facilities. The other owner 
said he had had previous experience in this type of opera
tion. 

These five picnic and fishing access areas varied in 
time they had been in operation from three to 30 years. 
All except one were established by the present manage
ment and had been operated continuously. All five were 
sole proprietorships. All five operators indicated that they 
had not borrowed money to set up their enterprise. None 
of the men would make changes if they were ro rebuild 
their enterprise. 

The amount of land used for recreational purposes 
on these farms varied from 3 to 30 acres, with average 
sale values of $50 an acre. Land improvement costs aver
aged $2,645 (Table 5). 

Very little investment was made in structures on the 
property of the five operators interviewed. An average 
of $300 was spent on picnic tables. Two operators spent 
from $50 to $75 to erect outdoor toilets on the premises. 
One man built grills at a cost of $625 . 

Three of the operators estimated that they spent 
around two hours a day with their enterprise; the other 
two estimated one hour a day. All five were in business 
seven days a week, opening between 7 a.m. and 9 a.m. 
Three indicated that they were open eight hours a day; 
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TABLE 5- AVERAGE INVESTMENT, EXPENSES, AND 
INCOME OF FIVE FARMERS WHO CHARGED FOR 

PICNICKING OR ACCESS TO FISHING IN 
MISSOURI, 1962 

Item Range Average 

Size of Form (Acres) 3 to 400 263 

Size of Recreational Area (Acres) 3 to 30 12 

Capitol Investment 
$ 150 to $1,500 $ 580 Land 

Land Improvement 0 to 4,500 1,740 
Bui I dings, Permanent 

Structures and Operating 
Eguipment 0 to 625 325 ---

Total $2,645 

Cash Income 
Parking $ 0 to $ 350 $ 180 
Picnicking 0 to 200 40 ---

Total $ 220 

Cosh Expense 
Uti! ities $ 0 to $ 50 $ 10 
Repairs 0 to 150 40 
Reo I Estate Taxes 

and License 10 to 60 29 
Insurance 0 to 125 48 

---
Total $ 127 

Net Cash Income $-150 to$ 305 $ 93 

Depreciation on Investment $ 0 to $ 57 $ 21 

Net Return to Family Labor 
Management end Investment $-150 to$ 285 $ 72 

Interest on Investment (4 1/2%) $ 32 to $ 232 $ 119 

Net Return to Fcmi ly Labor 
$-382 to $ $ -47 and Management 253 

Hired and Family 
Labor (Days) 20 to 50 34 

the other two said they stayed open until sundown. The 
number of patrons varied from 50 to 600 in 1962. 

Four of the five operators indicated that they charged 
a fee of $0.50 ro $1.00 per day for car parking privileges. 
Receipts varied from $50 to $350 a year. One operator 
charged $1.00 per car for picnicking on his property. His 
receipts were $200 a year. 

All operators indicated that they were bothered by 
trespassers. By charging a fee and setting up a minimum 
of facilities, they were able to direct the traffic to specific 
areas on their places. Thus they reduced the annoyance 
in other areas on their property where visitors would in
terfere with farming operations. 

The land that was set aside for picnicking and fish
ing areas was of minor importance to their farming enter
prise. Therefore, any fees they received were regarded as 
additional income. 

The major expenses of the recreational enterprise 
were taxes on the land used and the cost of insurance. 
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Two of the operators had cash losses on their venture. 
After rewarding capital investment and subtracting de
preciation, one other operator showed a loss. The net 
returns of the two operators who showed a profit were 
$130 and $253. 

Although net returns to this venture showed only 
meager incomes for the operators, the gain in land values 
may have made the venture profitable. Land that had 
little if any agricultural use increased in value from $100 

FISHING-GUIDE SERVICE 

Sixty-eight of the men identified as engaging in 
recreational service were fishing-guides in 1962. Five were 
located near the Lake of the Ozarks, 20 in the Big 
Springs area (mainly float trips), and the rest near lakes 
in the White River area. 

Two guides were selected as representative of the 
two types of guide service present in the State. One guide 
had his own boat. This guide worked on the Lake of the 
Ozarks. The other was hired by a guide service that fur
nished boats and transportation to and from points of 
entry and exit for float trips on a river. This corporation, 
operating in the Big Springs area, was set up as a service 
firm by the guides. 

Both of the guides who were interviewed owned 
and operated farms. One had 100 acres and the other 156 
acres. Their land was used primarily for grazing cattle. 
One farm had 30 acres of cropland; the other had 40 
acres. Both operators said the recreational jobs had not 
affected returns from their farm operations but had in
creased their total family income. 

Both operators were available as guides from May 1 

to November 30. If farm work had to be done, they de
clined guide work. Each man served as a guide 50 days 
last year. 

While both guides were available from May to No
vember, they did between 80 and 90 percent of their 
business in the July to September quarter. They worked 
about 50 percent of their available time. One man indi
cated that he could have done guide work another 50 
days; the other said he had served as guide as much as 
the weather permitted. 

Between 60 and 70 percent of the business of both 
men was obtained from individuals. The rest was from 
families and organized groups. 

The corporation that sponsored guides was set up 
to provide boats, transportation, and equipment for fish
ermen. It also paid for advertising and contracted with 
interested parties. The guide was paid $12.00 a day by 
the corporation for each boat he guided (there could be 
two guests in the boat). 

to $300 an acre. No doubt many farmers, by attracting 
urban customers to their places, have enhanced the value 
of their property many times. This was especially true 
for the five operators, who were located less than 50 
miles from the suburbs of St. Louis. Value of their land 
as home sites accrued rapidly. This value represents a 
tangible asset which can be realized in cash when the 
property is sold. 

The other guide, who owned and operated a boat on 
the Lake of the Ozarks, charged $20 a day for the boat 
and his service. His gross return in 1962 was $1,000. His 
expenses were $100.00 for gas and oil and $3.50 for a 
guide license. His net after subtracting depreciation and 
interest on investment was $712.75 (Table 6) . 

TABLE 6- INVESTMENT, EXPENSES, AND INCOME 
STATEMENT OF TWO FISHING GUIDES IN 

MISSOURI, 1962 

Fishing Guide 

Item A B 

Capital Investment 
Boat and Motor $ $ 750.00 

Total $ $ 750.00 

Cash Income 
Guide Service $600.00 $1,000.00 

Total $600.00 $1,000.00 

Cash Expenses 
Guide License $ 3 . .50 $ 3.50 
Gas and Oil 100.00 

Total $ 3.50 $ 103.50 

Net Cosh I nco me $596.50 $ 896.50 

Depree iotion $ $ 150.00 

Net Return to Labor, 
Management and Investment $596.50 $ 746.50 

Interest on Investment (4 1/2%) $ $ 33.75 

Net Return to Labor 
and Management $596.50 $ 712 . 75 

Days of Labor 50 50 

Problems in Operation 

The two guides received net returns per day of labor of 
$11.93 and $14.26. The first man stated that his day aver
aged 14 hours and the second 12 hours. 

The most important factor causing these men to be
come guides was that they liked to fish . 
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One man relied on "word-of-mouth" advertising to 

draw customers. The other said that the company for 
which he was employed did all of the advertising. 

Neither man carried liability insurance, but the com
pany provided guide licenses and was incorporated. 

The number of patrons and weather uncertainty 
seemed ro be the major problems of these guides. One 
man said he had been in the guide service for 30 years; 
the other had been a guide for 18 years. When asked if 
they had expanded their operations to the size they 
deemed necessary one said he had and the other said he 
had not. Neither man planned to increase his work with
in the next five years. 

One man thought the major technical problem in 

his business was the depletion of the stock of fish in the 
river. Patrons would not return if they failed to catch 
fish. The other man said his greatest handicap was short
age of time. 

The number of farm operators supplementing farm 
income by doing guide work probably will increase in 
Missouri. The major reason is a growing number of large 
lakes. As more water areas become available for fishing, 
the number of guides needed will increase. 

The amount of money that guides will receive prob
ably will average less than $1,000 per year per man. These 
returns, however, should be considered as supplemental 
income, gained at the operator's discretion and to a cer
tain extent during his own entertainment. 

FISHING LURE MANUFACTURE 

The county agents listed 31 manufacturers of fishing 
lures in Missouri. This business in most cases has been 
developed as a hobby by local fishermen. For some, it is 
a side-line activity that provides extra income. 

One well-known manufacturer was interviewed. He 
has been making fishing lures for 22 years in his spare 
time. He had a full-time job in a retail store. It takes 
him about 1 ~ hours to make a dozen lures which sell 
for $6.00 ro retailers. The materials cost him about $3.00. 

Because of poor health he ties lures only a few 
minutes each day. Old customers come to his home to 
buy them. He had a gross business of $300 and a net of 
$150 in 1962. A few years ago he sold, annually, about 
$2,500 worth of lures with a net of about $1,350. His 
major market outlets were 50 stores in the immediate 
vicinity. 

Another value he attributed to this hobby was the 
personal satisfaction he got from making a product that 
pleased the customer. This operator stated that the per
sonal pride an individual gets from having someone 
drive 200 miles to buy his lures and then having them 

FISH BAIT FARMS 

The county agents reported 100 fish bait farms in 
Missouri. Eighty-five were located in counties south of 
the Missouri River. Twenty-six were in the 17 counties 
where interviews were conducted. The managers of eight 
of the largest units were interviewed. 

Fish bait farms have been developed in this area to 
satisfy a demand created by the many manmade lakes. 
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come back tO report on how successful their fishing ven
ture was cannot be measured in monetary terms. 

Prior to selling a lure, he tried it out for two or 
three weeks to see if he had the right touch. Modifica
tions were made at the stream's edge to get perfection. 

One of his major problems was convincing the fish
ermen that even though his lure was not attractive to 
them, it was what the fish liked. In an endeavor to over
come some buyers' prejudices, he tried to obtain an at
tractive card on which to mount his lures. Also, he coin
ed a name for his product to aid in differentiating it from 
other lures. 

Many farmers residing in rural areas have opportuni
ties to fish. Some of them delight in making their own 
lures. Time spent in determining what the fish will bite 
may be their most productive effort. Skill in producing 
a product that is highly marketable can be developed. 
Then a small investment in an attractive mounting can 
start them in a profitable venture. Sharing this type of 
hobby with others for a small fee may give them greater 
returns than trying to expand their farming venture. 

Thousands of fishermen are attracted to these lakes, and 
retail outlets have been established to cater to their needs. 
Minnows, crayfish, worms, artificial lures and other baits 
used in catching fish are in strong demand. Farm ponds 
with a fresh supply of water are being used t<.. produce 
minnows or crayfish. Earth worm production also is being 
establis:1ed on a commercial basis with little capital in-
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vestment. 
Production and marketing problems that are more 

acute than those experienced for most farm commodi

ties are having to be met by the producers. Prior to en

tering into production, each farmer had to establish his 

retail outlets. Quality and quantity control were neces

sary. Furthermore, jobbers were needed to bring the pro

duction of several small producers together. All of these 

functions were created within a short time period. 

Characteristics of Farming Operation 

Most farmers who have established fish bait enter

prises have had low farm incomes. Of the eight operators 

interviewed, six had gross farm sales of less than $50 and 

none had gross sales of more than $5 ,000. Four had 

farms smaller than 80 acres which were used primarily 

for grazing cattle. 
Seven of the eight bait producers expected when 

they initiated the bait business that it would be their 

primary source of income. 

Characteristics of Bait Operation 

None of the fish bait farms were located within 30 

miles of a city of over 10,000. Only two were located 

within 5 miles of a special attraction. Apparently, loca

tion was determined for most bait farms by the availa

bility of a large supply of fresh water. A large spring was 

a prerequisite for minnow production. 
Seven of the eight operators had gone into produc

tion since 1952 . Three had established their businesses 

since 1958. Only two operators indicated that they had 

been trained in this type of production prior to estab

lishing their present enterprise. These two operators 

were the most successful. 
Three of the eight operators borrowed money to get 

started. One had tried to borrow money and was refused. 

All had paid off their loans except one who incorporated 

his business and sold stock. Four of the men had ex

panded their operation to the size they deemed satis

factory ; four had not. Only one operator indicated that 

he would expand his operation if he could obtain credit 

at 4 percent. Yet, all four who wanted to expand planned 

to do so in the next five years. Apparently credit restric

tions had not limited expansion seriously. 

Problems in Operation 

Control of aquatic plants was the major problem 

encountered by minnow raisers. Plant growth made min

now harvesting almost impossible. Since the ponds were 

fertilized heavily, an ideal environment for these plants 

was created. Most herbicides that were effective in con

trol created toxic conditions for the minnows. For this 

reason, the producers had to drain ponds quite frequently 

to destroy plant growth. This idleness increased produc
tion costs. 

Minnows apparently are nor tolerant of violent 

changes in water temperature. The lethal temperature 

change is very complicated since it is dependent upon the 

previous acclimatization, diet, oxygen content, mineral 

content and other factors related to the general physiol

ogy of the minnow. Keeping minnows alive in a holding 

area or while in transit is a major task. Since many of 

the producers guaranteed each retailer that the fish would 

live for a certain time period, they absorbed considerable 

death loss because of mistakes made by the retailer. 

The major concern of the operators was how to 

limit future competition. Especially, they were concerned 

about minnows that had been obtained from streams 

outside the State and were being marketed in competi

tion with those grown at home. High death losses on 

these minnows made retailers reluctant to stock any kind 

of minnow. 
Five of the eight men who were interviewed stated 

that they were operating at 100 percent of capacity during 

the peak quarter in 1962. None operated at more than 

25 percent of capacity during the months of October 
through March. · 

The major problem of the crayfish grower was con

trol of predators. His ponds were close to a heavily tim

bered area. Frogs, snakes and birds preyed on his stock. 

The two farmers who were marketing worms had 

as their major problem the development of a large 

enough market to justify intensive production. They ex

perienced considerable fluctuation in demand for their 

products. Both had rather small operations close to an in

tensive fishing area. 

Investment, Expenses, and Income 

The major cost in minnow production was construc

tion of ponds. Usually, the ponds had less than one acre 

in surface area. The cost was about $1,000 per pond. Sev

eral small ponds permitted rotation , drainage, and re

moval of aquatic plants without unduly cutting down on 

production. 
The most successful grower stocked his ponds so 

there were 7-10 minnows per square foot of water surface. 

About 400 pounds of minnows were raised per acre of 

land surface. Prices in 1962 were about $1.60 per pound 

which brought about $640 gross per acre. He considered 

50 ponds necessary to provide a unit large enough to 

keep a man busy during the year. This number would 

require an investment of about $50,000. Purchase of feed, 

minnows, and service equipment would add another 

$25 ,000 to $50,000. 
He stated that a spring large enough to provide cool 

water to maintain these ponds at a low temperature dur

ing the summer was necessary. The number of places in 

Missouri with springs this large is limited. 
In addition to a large capital investment, market 

outlets have to be established. Contracts have to be made 
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with jobbers and retailers. This is not an easy task. Dis
tribution of the product is expensive. One of the more 
successful minnow jobbers, who serviced 300 retailers, 
said he drove about 2,000 miles per delivery. Since Mis
souri producers were complaining about low priced min
nows that were coming in from Minnesota, it appears 
that producers should regard any place in the United 
States as a potential market area and also a potential 
competitor in production. 

Two of the four operators interviewed had rather 
successful ventures; each had net returns to family labor 
of more than $2,500. The average return for the four 
operators was $8,706 (Table 7). 

The major investment of the wholesaler was for his 
trucks and minnows (Table 8). About $15,000 was need
ed. In addition, a spring was required with an adequate 
supply of cold water for use as a holding area. The 
operator interviewed had a net return to family labor of 
$821. 

Crayfish production requires less capital than min
nows and may yield a higher income. Techniques of pro-

duction are less widely known. Information regarding 
market outlets is almost nonexistent, but it appears that 
a skilled producer can find a suitable market. Producers 
have obtained about $16.00 per thousand crayfish with an 
output of more than 60,000 per pond. The net return to 
family labor for the operator interviewed was $1,938. 

The producers of earth worms indicated that even 
though their net return to labor was not large they were 
satisfied with their venture because of their small capital 
investment. Because of this it appears that competition 
in this type of business may be substantial. 

Minnow production, wholesaling of minnows, and 
crayfish production should be regarded as businesses that 
require the fulltime efforts of a farmer. Since production 
techniques and marketing procedures are quite technical, 
a beginner should apprentice with a successful operator 
before going into business for himself. 

Earth worm production can be a supplemental en
terprise that provides additional income with little ex
pense. 

TABLE 8- AVERAGE INVESTMENT, EXPENSES, AND INCOME OF FOUR 
TABLE 7 -AVERAGE INVESTMEN T, EXPENSES, AND 

BAIT FARMS OPERATED BY FARMERS IN MISSOURI, 1962 

INCOME OF FOUR MINNOW PRODUCERS IN Minnow Crayfish Earth 
MISSOURI, 1962 Who lesaler Producer Warms 

Range Average 
(1 Operation) (1 Operation)(2 Operations) Item 

Item Average Average Average Capital Investment 
$2,000 to S 25,000 $ 10,600 Capital Investment Land 

$ 6,000 $ $ Land Improvement 0 to 400 100 Land 150 300 
Bui !dings and Permanent Bui !dings and 

Structures 700 to 350,000 89,720 Permanent ·structures 2,100 1,200 375 
Operating Eguipment 0 to 65,000 16,974 Operating Eguipment 10,500 1,075 1,325 
Value of Stock 27 to 63,000 16,407 Value of Merchandise 5,000 

Other 165 324 Total $133,801 ---
Total $23,600 $2,590 $2,324 

Cash Income 
Cash Income Retail Sales $ 50 to $160,000 $ 42,588 

$ 42,588 
Retail Sales $30,400 $2,240 $1,225 Total 

Total $30,400 $2,240 $1,225 
Cash Expenses 

$ 0 to$ 4,700 $ 1,175 Cash Expenses Utilities 
Supplies and Eguipment 50 to 51,200 14,091 Utilities $ 600 $-- $ 
Repairs 0 to 15,000 3,875 Supplies and Eguipment 19 ,700 150 
Property Tax and License 4 to 2,500 726 Repairs 630 20 
Insurance 0 to 3,500 906 Property Tax and License 75 2 18 
Labor 0 to 14,300 3,575 Insurance 200 30 

$ 24,348 
Labor 6,080 Tota l Miscellaneous 115 150 - --

Net Cash Income S -265 to $ 68,600 $ 18,240 Total $27,285 $ 137 $ 348 

Depreciation on Investment $ 68 to$ 13,500 $ 3,513 Net Cash Income $ 3,115 $2,103 $ 877 

Net Return to Family Labor Depreciaion on Investment $ 1,232 $ 48 $ 147 
Management and Investment $ -349 to$ 55,300 $ 14,727 

Net Return to Family 
Interest on Investment (4 1/2%) $ 112 to $ 22, 635 $ 6,021 Management and Investment $ 1,883 $2,055 $ 730 

Net Return to Family Interest on Investment (4 1/2%) $ 1,062 $ 117 $ 105 
Labor and Management $ -508 to $ 32, 665 $ 8,706 

Net Return to Family 
Hired and Family Labor (Days) 9 to 1,500 456 Labor and Management $ 821 $1,938 $ 625 

Family and Hired Labor (Days) 700 100 200 
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CAMPGROUNDS 

There were 123 private campgrounds in Missouri in 
1962. One hundred nine of these were located south of 
rhe Missouri River. Within this area are 18 stare parks; 
16 of these have camping areas. In addition there are 
numerous camping sites in the state and national forests. 
Usually, the state park encompasses a scenic area which 
attracts tourists into the area. Most of the successful pri
vate grounds are located near to these parks or adjacent 
to some other special attraction. 

Ninety-five of the 123 private campgrounds were lo
cated in the sample counties. The nine operators that had 
a gross income of more than $100 were interviewed. 
Only five of these campgrounds were operated by farm
ers. 

Characteristics of Farming Operations 

All five farmers were engaged in beef cattle produc
tion. All units were over 120 acres in size. Three of the 
five operators had gross sales from their farming opera
tion of less than $2,500 in 1962. Two had gross sales 
greater than $5,000. 

None of the men thought the campground enter
prise had hindered their farming operations. All stated 
that it had helped to raise their family income. 

Each of the farmers indicated that the land used for 
his campground would contribute very little to his farm
ing operation. It was adjacent to a stream or lake where 
it could not be used for crops and because of shade did 
not produce much pasture. 

Four of the five farmers had less than 10 acres set 
aside for the camp. One set aside 30 acres for this pur
pose. He planned to expand his camping operation to 
keep the family labor force fully employed. 

Nature of Operations 

Four of the nine operators of camp sites had built 
rustic cabins; five had dug wells and erected tables and 
toilers . Roads had been added, brush had been removed 
and some leveling had been done. No operator had spent 
less than $1,250 in improving his camp site. 

Four of the nine campgrounds were located on a 
hard surfaced road. The other five were less than nine 
miles from pavement and had all-weather roads . 

None of the nine campgrounds had eating accom
modations. Small-town restaurants were located about 
four miles away. 

The operators who had gone into business since 
1956 were the most successful. All of the campgrounds 
that were built prior ro this date showed a negative re
rurn to family labor. All of this group were operating 
at less than 10 percent of capacity during the peak sea
son. The most common reason given for this condition 
was a shift in consumer demand from stream fishing to 

lake fishing. The older campgrounds were located on 
streams whereas the newer grounds were on lakes. The 
operators on the streams thought most of their previous 
patrons had gone to the lakes that would accommodate 
power boats. All spoke ruefully of by-gone days when 
they had 10 rimes as many customers and were able to 
charge twice as much for camping. In most instances, 
their campgrounds were superior to the newer facilities 
in all respects except one-location on a lake. 

The campground operators who were the most suc
cessful were devoting almost full-time to this enterprise. 
A variety of entertainment facilities were available with 
special training courses in canoeing, boating, camping, 
etc. A fee was charged for these services. Camping fees 
($1.00 per night per car) provided only a small percent
age of the total income. Only one of the operators would 
have had a return greater than expenses if his only source 
of income had been camping privileges. 

Problems in Operation 

The men who had added a campground to their 
farming operations indicated that they had done so be
cause they had a suitable site. All of them said their cur
rent volume was roo low. Yet only rwo had an adver
tising program. One operator handed our brochures to 
his customers to give to their friends and one operator 
had erected outdoor signs. 

One of the major concerns of most operators was 
undesirable guests. Some thought that advertising might 
bring these people to their camps and they would have 
to admit them. 

Only one operator stated that trash disposal was of 
any concern. None of them were bothered with zoning 
regulations or any other types of governmental restric
tion. No operator had received help from either private 
or public sources in setting up his enterprise. Two said 
they planned to enlarge their camps. Two-thirds of them 
thought they would not borrow money to enlarge their 
facilities even if funds could be obtained at a rate of 4 
percent. Two had borrowed money to establish their 
present enterprise and paid 6 percent interest. No one 
had been refused credit. 

Only two of the nine operators carried liability in
surance. Those that did not thought it was not needed. 
All of them had guests with small children, and easily 
could be involved in a liability claim if a child were in
jured. 

Investment, Expenses, and Income 

Four of the nine operators had expanded their camp
ing venture sufficiently to be classed as the primary source 
of income. Through the addition of various facilities and 
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services, they were able to attract more patrons. They 
had an average capital investment of $15,625 and received 
a net cash return of $2,697. After a charge for deprecia
tion and interest on capital investment, they had an aver
age return to family labor and management of $1,374 
(Table 9). 

The other five men had camping enterprises that 
required only a few hours of work each day. Net cash 
returns averaged $85 (Tabfe 10). If allowance is made 
for depreciation and interest on investment, their average 
loss was $200. Primarily they rented space and provided 
few other services. 

The major problem of a campground operator is the 
low volume and the small charge that can be collected. 
The task is especially difficult where he is competing 
with public campgrounds. In Missouri, the camper is at
tracted tO an area by the special qualities such as scenery, 
springs, streams, water sports or good catches of fish. 
Usually, the ideal location is in a state park, which pro
vides camping areas. Therefore, the private operator often 

TABLE 9- AVERAGE INVESTMENT, EXPENSES, AND 
INCOME OF FOUR FULL-TIME CAMP GROUNDS IN 

MISSOURI, 1962 

Item 

Size of Camp Ground (Acres) 

Capitol Investment 
Lend 
Lend end Improvements 
Bui I dings end Permanent 

Structures 
Operating Equipment 

Total 

Cash Income 
Camping 
Boctting 
.Cabins 
Supplies end Equipment 

Total 

Cosh Ex penses 
Advertising 
Utilities 
Supplies end Equipment 

Repairs . 
Property Tax end License 
Insurance 
Labor 
Miscellaneous 

Total 

Net Cosh Return 

Depreciation on Investment 

Net Return to Family Labor 

Range Average 

1 to 30 11 

S 50 to $ 1 , J00 $ 550 
1,750 

$ 

0 to 5,700 

1 ,600 to 19,500 
1 , 300 to 9, 200 

0 to $ 
0 to 
0 to 
0 to 

1,500 
7,200 
1,500 

600 

7,900 
5,425 

$15,625 

$ 750 
1,800 

675 
150 

s 3,375 

$ 0 to $ 150 $ 38 
30 to 150 95 

1 00 to 550 288 
15 to 176 66 
0 to 230 66 
0 to 100 25 
0 to 325 100 

$~ 

$ 525 to $ 7,819 $ 2,697 

$ 162 to $ 1 , 31 0 $ 620 

Management and Investment $ -785 to $ 7, 119 $ 2,077 

In terest on Investment (4 1/2%) $ 155 to$ 1,566 $ 703 

Net Return to Forni I y Labor 
end Management 

Forni ly and Hired Labor (Days) 

16 

$-2,351 to$ 6,502 S 1,374 

6 to 700 220 

is relegated to taking care of the overflow from a state 
park or of providing more and better services than can 
be obtained in the public park. 

Fees for camping alone usually do not provide suf
ficient revenue to make a camping area pay. The most 
successful operators have provided addi·tional services 
such as training classes in canoeing and fishing. These 
services usually are not found in public parks. 

Land values increase rapidly at these camping sites. 
The operators valued their land at about $930 per acre. 
Since it sold for about $50 an acre for agricultural use, it 
appears that a value of $880 per acre was added by de
veloping the campground. Most camping areas are also 
highly desirable sites for summer homes. A pleasant 
camping experience may create a desire on the part of 
patrons to gain control of the site for summer homes 
and lead to a building development that will bring con
siderable gain to the owner of the land. 

TABLE 10- AVERAGE INVESTMENT, EXPENSES, AND 
INCOME OF FIVE PART-TIME CAMP GROUNDS 

IN MISSOURI, 1962 
Item Range Average 
Size of Camp Ground (Acres) 3 to 10 6 

CAPITAL Investment 
Lend $ 150 to $ 500 $ 310 
Land and Improvements 0 to 3,000 760 
Buildings and Permanent 

Structures 0 to 6,000 1,510 
Operating Eguipment 0 to 3,430 1 ,006 

Total $3,586 

Cosh Income 
Camping $ 0 to $ 900 $ 286 
Booting 0 to 50 10 
Cabins 0 to 720 204 
Supplies and Eguipment 

Total $ 500 

Cosh Expenses 
Advertising $ 0 to $ 30 $ 6 
Uti I ities 0 to 150 56 
Supplies and Equipment 0 to 100 24 
Repairs 0 to 550 135 
Property Tax end License 10 to 300 77 
Insurance 0 to 121 61 
Labor 0 to 200 40 
Miscellaneous 0 to 80 16 

Total $ 415 

Net Cash Return $ -446 to $ 390 $ 85 

Depreciation on Investment $ 30 to$ 283 $ 124 

Net Return to Forni ly Labor 
Management and Investment $-729 to$ 235 $ -39 

Interest on Investment (4 1/2%) $ 79 to $ 308 $ 161 

Net Return to Family 
Labor end Management $ -904 to $ 131 $ -200 

Family and Hired Labor (Days) 6 to 70 35 

services, they were able to attract more patrons. They 
had an average capital investment of $15,625 and received 
a net cash return of $2,697. After a charge for deprecia
tion and interest on capital investment, they had an aver
age return to family labor and management of $1,374 
(Table 9). 

The other five men had camping enterprises that 
required only a few hours of work each day. Net cash 
returns averaged $85 (Tabre 10). If allowance is made 
for depreciation and interest on investment, their average 
loss was $200. Primarily they rented space and provided 
few other services. 

The major problem of a campground operator is the 
low volume and the small charge that can be collected. 
The task is especially difficult where he is competing 
with public campgrounds. In Missouri, the camper is at
tracted to an area by the special qualities such as scenery, 
springs, streams, water SportS or good catches of fish. 
Usually, the ideal location is in a state park, which ~pro
vides camping areas. Therefore, the private operator often 

TABLE 9 - AVERAGE INVESTMENT, EXPENSES, AND 
INCOME OF FOUR FULL-TIME CAMP GROUNDS IN 

MISSOURI, 1962 

Item 

Size af Camp Ground (Acres) 

Capital Investment 
Land 
Land and Improvements 
Bui Idings and Permanent 

Structures 
Operating Equipment 

Total 

Cash Income 
Camping 
Bodting 
.Cabins 
Supplies and Equipment 

Total 

Cash Expenses 
Advertising 
Utilities 
Suppl ies and Equipment 

Repoirs . 
Property Tax and License 
Insurance 
Labor 
Miscellaneous 

Total 

Net Cash Return 

Depreciation on Investment 

Net Return to Family Labor 

Range Average 

1 to 30 11 

S 50 to $ 1, JOO $ 550 
1,750 

$ 

° to 5,700 

1,600 to 19,500 
1 , 300 to 9, 200 

° to $ ° to ° to ° to 

1,500 
7,200 
1,500 

600 

7,900 
5,425 

$15,625 

$ 750 
1,800 

675 
150 

S 3,375 

s 0 to $ 150 $ 38 
30 to 150 95 

100 to 550 288 
15 to 176 66 ° to 230 66 ° to 100 25 
o to 325 100 

$~ 

$ 525 to S 7,819 $ 2,697 

$ 162 to $ 1, 310 $ 620 

Management and Investment $ -785 to $ 7,119 $ 2,077 

Interest on Investment (4 1/2%) $ 155 to $ 1,566 S 703 

Net Return ta Fami I y Labor 
and Management 

Family and Hired Labor (Days) 

16 

$-2,351 to $ 6,502 S 1,374 

6 to 700 220 

is relegated to taking care of the overflow from a state 
park or of providing more and better services than can 
be obtained in the public park. 

Fees for camping alone usually do not provide suf
ficient revenue to make a camping area pay. The most 
successful operators have provided addi-tional services 
such as training classes in canoeing and fishing. These 
services usually are not found in public parks. 

Land values increase rapidly at these camping sites. 
The operators valued their land at about $930 per acre. 
Since it sold for about $50 an acre for agricultural use, it 
appears that a value of $880 per acre was added by de
veloping the campground. Most camping areas are also 
highly desirable sites for summer homes. A pleasant 
camping experience may create a desire on the part of 
patrons to gain control of the site for summer homes 
and lead to a building development that will bring con
siderable gain to the owner of the land. 

TABLE 10 - AVERAGE INVESTMENT, EXPENSES, AND 
INCOME OF FIVE PART-TIME CAMP GROUNDS 

IN MISSOURI, 1962 

Item Range Average 

Size of Camp Ground (Acres) 3 to 10 6 

CAPITAL Investment 
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Land and Improvements ° to 3,000 760 
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Operating Eguipment ° to 3,430 1,006 
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Suppl ies and Eguipment 
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Cash Expenses 
Advertising $ o to $ 30 $ 6 
Uti I ities o to 150 56 
Supplies and Equipment o to 100 24 
Repairs o to 550 135 
Property Tax and Li cense 10 to 300 77 
Insurance ° to 121 61 
Labor o to 200 40 
Miscellaneous o to 80 16 

Total $ 415 

Net Cash Return $ -446 to $ 390 $ 85 

Depreciation on Investment $ 30 to $ 283 $ 124 

Net Return to Fami Iy Labor 
Management and Investment $-729 to $ 235 $ -39 

Interest on Investment (4 1/2%) $ 79 to $ 308 $ 161 

Net Return to Family 
Labor and Management $ -904 to $ 131 $ -200 

Family and Hired Labor (Days) 6 to 70 35 



VACATION FARM 

A vacation farm is defined here as a privately owned 
farm in which sleeping and eating accommodations and 
various other activities are made available to paying 
guests . It is different from a dude ranch which is usually 
considered to be a place where major emphasis is placed 
on cowboy living and use of horses. The county agents 
listed 5 dude ranches and 20 vacation farms in the State. 
Thirteen of these were located in counties within 60 
miles of St. Louis. The remainder were scattered through
out south Missouri . 

In the sample counties, the agents listed 18 operators 
who had either vacation farms or dude ranches. When 
these farms were visted for interviews, only two of them 
had businesses that met the definitions of a vacation farm 
or dude ranch. These men were interviewed. The other 
16 were either operating resorts or had gone out of busi
ness. 

One of the vacation farm operators was just getting 
started ; the other had been in business since 1951 and 
was planning on closing next year. 

One operator purchased his facility in 1962. He had 
spent about $10,000 remodeling the house which was 
built about 20 years ago as the summer home of a 
wealthy man. Guest houses nearby were also remodeled 
so he could accommodate 50 people in rather pleasant 
surroundings. Two trout lakes which were heavily stocked 
were located next to the lodge. Twenty saddle horses 
were being added for the enjoyment of the guests who 
paid no extra fee for the use of the horses. 

The total fees were $12.50 a day for guests over 12 
years of age and $6.50 for those under 12. 

In 1962 he had about 70 guest days of visitors. By 
1966 he hoped to expand to 6,000 guest days with a 
gross income of around $80,000. The operator thought 
he might have to endure two more years of low returns 
before he was in this position. 

The second operation was developed from a large 
cattle ranch from which two-thirds of the land had been 
sold for a federal reservoir. The home of the owner was 
remodeled to provide accommodations for 20 guests. In 
addition, several lodges were developed from buildings 
that had been used as sleeping quarters for hired help. 
The operator valued these buildings at about $40,000. 
The estimated current replacement cost was several times 
the $40,000 figure. This farm was located on one of the 
largest lakes in the area. At first the operator had little 
difficulty in attracting patrons. They were charged $10 a 
day for board and room. The business was open from 
March 1 to June 30 and from September 15 to November 
30. The operator stated that without air-conditioning she 
was not able to get men to stay at her place during July 
and August. 

The gross income from the business varied from 
$5,000 to $7,000 a year from 1951 to 1962. Net cash re
turns varied from $1 ,000 to $2,000. This income would 
not have paid depreciation and interest on the invest
ment. The operator planned to close at the end of 1962. 

The average capital investment, expenses, and in
come for the two vacation farms are shown in Table 11. 

Vacation farms have to compete with commercial 
resorts in Missouri. Since most recreational activities in 
this area are water oriented, a successful vacation farm 
probably has to be located on or near an attractive body 
of water. Many lakes have been developed in the area of 
predominantly subsistence farms. The farm homes were 
constructed of cheap material and are not particularly 
spacious. At the present time, the number that have suf
ficient space and adequate living conditions to attract 
tourists is limited. Commercial resorts and motels are 
being built rapidly on the most desirable locations around 
lakes. Competition for customers is intense and the vaca
tion farm operaror may be at an extreme disadvantage in 
attracting them to a setting that may differ only slightly 
from ~hat the resort operator can offer. 

TAB LE 11- AVtKAI.:>t ll'lVt~fMENT, EXPENSES , AND IN
COME OF TWO VACAT ION FARMS IN MISSOURI, 1962 

Item 

Size of Form (Acres)* 

Capitol Investment 
Land 
Bui I dings 
Operoti ng Equipment 
Food 

Total 

Cosh Income 
Lodging 

Total 

Cosh Expenses 
Advertising 
Utilities 
Supplies and Equipment 
Repairs 
Property Tax and License 
Labor 

Total 

Net Cosh Income 

Depreciation on Investment 

Net Return to Forni I y Labor 
Management and Investment 

Interest on Investment (4 l/2%) 

Net Return to Forni ly Labor 
and Management 

Hired and Family Labor (Days) 

Average 

478 

$23,925 
67,500 
5,900 

250 

$97,575 

$ 2,900 

$ 2,900 

s 100 
185 

1,700 
75 

250 
420 

s 2,730 

$ 170 

$ 1, 765 

$-1,595 

$ 4 ,391 

$-5,986 

237 

* Farms ore almost entirely devoted to recreational usage. 
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VACATION FARM 

A vacation farm is defined here as a privately owned 
farm in which sleeping and eating accommodations and 
various other activities are made available to paying 
guests . It is different from a dude ranch which is usually 
considered to be a place where major emphasis is placed 
on cowboy living and use of horses. The county agents 
listed 5 dude ranches and 20 vacation farms in the State. 
Thirteen of these were located in counties within 60 
miles of St. Louis. The remainder were scattered through
out south Missouri . 

In the sample counties, the agents listed 18 operators 
who had either vacation farms or dude ranches. When 
these farms were visted for interviews, only two of them 
had businesses that met the definitions of a vacation farm 
or dude ranch. These men were interviewed. The other 
16 were either operating resorts or had gone out of busi
ness. 

One of the vacation farm operators was just getting 
started ; the other had been in business since 1951 and 
was planning on closing next year. 

One operator purchased his facility in 1962. He had 
spent about $10,000 remodeling the house which was 
built about 20 years ago as the summer home of a 
wealthy man. Guest houses nearby were also remodeled 
so he could accommodate 50 people in rather pleasant 
surroundings. Two trout lakes which were heavily stocked 
were located next to the lodge. Twenty saddle horses 
were being added for the enjoyment of the guests who 
paid no extra fee for the use of the horses. 

The total fees were $12.50 a day for guests over 12 
years of age and $6.50 for those under 12. 

In 1962 he had about 70 guest days of visitors. By 
1966 he hoped to expand to 6,000 guest days with a 
gross income of around $80,000. The operator thought 
he might have to endure two more years of low returns 
before he was in this position. 

The second operation was developed from a large 
cattle ranch from which two-thirds of the land had been 
sold for a federal reservoir. The home of the owner was 
remodeled to provide accommodations for 20 guests. In 
addition, several lodges were developed from buildings 
that had been used as sleeping quarters for hired help. 
The operator valued these buildings at about $40,000. 
The estimated current replacement cost was several times 
the $40,000 figure. This farm was located on one of the 
largest lakes in the area. At first the operator had little 
difficulty in attracting patrons. They were charged $10 a 
day for board and room. The business was open from 
March 1 to June 30 and from September 15 to November 
30. The operator stated that without air-conditioning she 
was not able to get men to stay at her place during July 
and August. 

The gross income from the business varied from 
$5,000 to $7,000 a year from 1951 to 1962. Net cash re
turns varied from $1 ,000 to $2,000. This income would 
not have paid depreciation and interest on the invest
ment. The operator planned to close at the end of 1962. 

The average capital investment, expenses, and in
come for the two vacation farms are shown in Table II. 

Vacation farms have to compete with commercial 
resorts in Missouri. Since most recreational activities in 
this area are water oriented, a successful vacation farm 
probably has to be located on or near an attractive body 
of water. Many lakes have been developed in the area of 
predominantly subsistence farms. The farm homes were 
constructed of cheap material and are not particularly 
spacious. At the present time, the number that have suf
ficient space and adequate living conditions to attract 
tourists is limited. Commercial resorts and motels are 
being built rapidly on the most desirable locations around 
lakes. Competition for customers is intense and the vaca
tion farm operator may be at an extreme disadvantage in 
attracting them to a setting that may differ only slightly 
from ~hat the resort operator can offer. 

TABLE 11 - AVtKAl.:>t II'lvt~rMENT, EXPENSES, AND IN
COME OF TWO VACATION FARMS IN MISSOURI, 1962 

Item 

Size of Form (Acres)* 

Capitol Investment 
Land 
Bui Idings 
Operati ng Equ i pment 
Food 

Total 

Cosh Income 
Lodging 

Total 

Cosh Expenses 
Advertisi ng 
Utilities 
Suppl ies and Equipment 
Repairs 
Property Tax and Li cense 
Labor 

Total 

Net Cosh Income 

Depreciation on Investment 

Net Return to Fami I y Lobar 
Management and Investment 

I nterest on Investment (4 1/2%) 

Net Return to Fami Iy Labor 
and Management 

Hired and Family Lobar (Days) 

Average 

478 

$23,925 
67,500 
5,900 

250 

$97,575 

$ 2,900 

$ 2,900 

S 100 
185 

1,700 
75 

250 
420 

S 2,730 

$ 170 

S 1,765 

$-1,595 

$ 4,391 

$-5,986 

237 

* Farms are almost entirely devoted to recreational usage. 
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RIDING STABLES 

The county agents reported 85 operators who rented 
horses to riders in 1962. Many of these provided horses 
free only to clients who paid a weekly fee for lodging 
or for a special riding course. In many cases horseback 
riding was one of many entertainment activities. 

In the 17 counties where interviews were conducted, 
12 riding stables were listed. Four received most of their 
income from renting horses. Operators of these four were 
interviewed. 

Nature of Operations 

Three of the four operations were located within 
five miles of a state park. One was about 30 miles away. 
Two of the riding stables were relatively successful and 
two were not. The two ventures that were most success
ful had ideal locations on major highways at the entrance 
to state parks. More than 500,000 automobiles annually 
passed one of the facilities and more than 150,000 drove 
by the other. These two operators were able to attract 
8,400 and 3,000 customers, respectively. Assuming three 
persons per car, they were able to attract only six our of 
every 1,000 travelers as customers. This is a rather small 
number since the facilities were located in the center of 
the vacation area of Missouri. 

The fees for riding were reasonable ($1.25 per horse 
per hour) and should not have detracted appreciably 
from their use. The operators were not certain that a 
lower fee would attract more customers. 

The two ventures that were unsuccessful had a poor 
location. No major highway passed within five miles of 
their business. In addition, the operators had no expe;i
ence with a riding stable prior to operation. 

Problems in Operation 

Three of the operators stated they went into this 
business because of their interest in horses and children. 
The fourth, who was the most successful financially, said 
he became interested because he helped his father operate 
the business for a number of years before he took over 
management. All indicated their major problem was that 
of rrying to eliminate the chance of injury to their pa
trons or their horses. This concern may have been the 
reason that none of them had had a serious accident. 

One operator stated his major task was that of get
ting and keeping trained horses. During the off season 
he either sold the animals or allowed them to run in the 
pasture. As a result, he had to train horses every spring 
and he was never certain that he had correctly estimated 
their dispositions. This uncertainty he believed, was the 
major problem of all riding stable operators. 

One of the operators had borrowed money to estab
lis h his enterprise. Two operators would have been in-
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terested in long-term credit at 4 percent interest co in
crease the size of their businesses. 

Capital Investment, Income, and Expenses 

Capital investment in the four enterprises varied 
from $7,200 to $40,000 (Table 12). The major propor
tion of the investment was in land. A sizable acreage is 
needed for trail rides. The land owned varied from 1 to 
200 acres. However, the operator who had only one acre 
said his riders used the trails in the national forest and 
state park. None of the others had less than 25 acres. 

Investment in horses and saddles was the next largest 
outlay. The average was about $300 per horse. 

Annual cash expenses went mainly for feed and 
labor to care for the horses. 

The two most successful operatOrs had net cash in
comes of $2,090 and $15,210. Their operation had replaced 
farming as their primary source of income. One of the 
unsuccessful operators had a cash loss of $2,290 and the 

TABLE 12- AVERAGE INVESTMENT, EXPENSES, AND IN
COME OF FOUR RIDING STABLES IN MISSOURI, 1962 

Item Range Average 

Size of Riding Stable (Acres) 1 to 200 106 

Capital Investment 
$ 300 to $15,000 $ 8,200 Land 

Land Improvement 0 to 5,000 1,875 
Buildings and 

Permanent Structures 500 to 2,000 1,375 
Operating Equipment* 1,700 to 13,500 7,538 
O ther 0 to 4,500 1 '125 

Total $20 ,113 

Cash Income 
Horseback Riding $ 400 to $21 ,000 $ 6,600 

Total $ 6,600 

Cash Expenses 
0 to $ Advertising $ 150 $ 94 

Sup pi ies and Equipment 200 to 4,000 1,625 
Repairs 0 to 100 50 
Property Tax and License 10 to 65 46 
Hired Labor 0 to 1,600 1,000 

Total $ 2,815 

Net Cash Income $-2,290 to $15,21 0 $ 3,785 

Depreciation on Investment $ 1 80 to $ 1 , 390 $ 781 

Net Income to Family Labor 
Management and Investment $-2,855 to $14,220 $ 3,004 

Interest on Investment (4 1/2%) $ 324 to $ 1,800 $ 905 

Net Income to Family 
Labor and Management 

Hired and Family Labor (Days) 

*Includes va lue of horses_ 

$-3,856 to $12,020 $ 2,099 

200 to 800 380 

RIDING STABLES 

The county agents reported 85 operators who rented 
horses to riders in 1962. Many of these provided horses 
free only to clients who paid a weekly fee for lodging 
or for a special riding course. In many cases horseback 
riding was one of many entertainment activities. 

In the 17 counties where interviews were conducted, 
12 riding stables were listed. Four received most of their 
income from renting horses. Operators of these four were 
interviewed. 

Nature of Operations 

Three of the four operations were located within 
five miles of a state park. One was about 30 miles away. 
Two of the riding stables were relatively successful and 
two were not. The two ventures that were most success
ful had ideal locations on major highways at the entrance 
to state parks. More than 500,000 automobiles annually 
passed one of the facilities and more than 150,000 drove 
by the other. These two operators were able to attract 
8,400 and 3,000 customers, respectively. Assuming three 
persons per car, they were able to attract only six our of 
every 1,000 travelers as customers. This is a rather small 
number since the facilities were located in the center of 
the vacation area of Missouri. 

The fees for riding were reasonable ($1.25 per horse 
per hour) and should not have detracted appreciably 
from their use. The operators were not certain that a 
lower fee would attract more customers. 

The two ventures that were unsuccessful had a poor 
location. No major highway passed within five miles of 
their business. In addition, the operators had no expe;i
ence with a riding stable prior to operation. 

Problems in Operation 

Three of the operatOrs stated they went into this 
business because of their interest in horses and children. 
The fourth, who was the most successful financially, said 
he became interested because he helped his father operate 
the business for a number of years before he took over 
management. All indicated their major problem was that 
of trying to eliminate the chance of injury to their pa
trons or their horses. This concern may have been the 
reason that none of them had had a serious accident. 

One operator stated his major task was that of get
ting and keeping trained horses. During the off season 
he either sold the animals or allowed them to run in the 
pasture. As a result, he had to train horses every spring 
and he was never certain that he had correctly estimated 
their dispositions. This uncertainty he believed, was the 
major problem of all riding stable operators. 

One of the operators had borrowed money to estab
lish his enterprise. Two operators would have been in-
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terested in long-term credit at 4 percent interest ro in
crease the size of their businesses. 

Capital Investment, Income, and Expenses 

Capital investment in the four enterprises varied 
from $7,200 to $40,000 (Table 12). The major propor
tion of the investment was in land. A sizable acreage is 
needed for trail rides. The land owned varied from 1 to 
200 acres. However, the operator who had only one acre 
said his riders used the trails in the national forest and 
state park. None of the others had less than 25 acres. 

Investment in horses and saddles was the next largest 
outlay. The average was about $300 per horse. 

Annual cash expenses went mainly for feed and 
labor to care for the horses. 

The two most successful operarors had net cash in
comes of $2,090 and $15,210. Their operation had replaced 
farming as their primary source of income. One of the 
unsuccessful operarors had a cash loss of $2,290 and the 

TABLE 12 - AVERAGE INVESTMENT, EXPENSES, AND IN
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Item Range Average 

Size of Riding Stable (Acres) 1 to 200 106 

Capital Investment 
$ 300 to $15,000 $ 8,200 Land 

Land Improvement o to 5,000 1,875 
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o to $ Advertising $ 150 $ 94 
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Repairs o to 100 50 
Property Tax and Li cense 10 to 65 46 
Hired Labor o to 1,600 1,000 

Total $ 2,815 

Net Cash Income $-2,290 to $15,210 $ 3,785 

Depreciation on Investment $ 1 80 to $ 1, 390 $ 781 

Net Income to Family Labor 
Management and Investment $-2,855 to $14,220 $ 3,004 

Interest on Investment (4 1/2%) $ 324 to $ 1,800 $ 905 

Net Income to Family 
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$-3,856 to $12,020 $ 2,099 

200 to 800 380 



other a net cash return of $132. Both of these businesses 
were closed at the end of 1962. 

None of the operators of riding stables had liability 

insurance. All of them stated they needed it but the cost 
was too high. It would have cost them about $27.50 a 
horse per year. This would have been an additional ex

pense of about $1,000 per year for each of the two most 
successful operators. If their units had been located near 

a metropolitan center, the insurance premium would have 
increased to $60.00 a horse per year. These costs cut 

deeply into receipts from this type of enterprise. How-

SHOOTING PRESERVES 

In 1962 there were 12 licensed shooting preserves in 

Missouri . Eleven were within 60 miles of St. Louis and 
Kansas City. The number adjacent to each city was about 

the same. One preserve was located near Cape Girardeau. 
The State permits hunting only for the six months 

of October through March. In addition, all customers 

must have a State resident or nonresident hunting li
cense. 

Fees for hunting were remarkably uniform. The 

most common charge was $5.50 per pheasant and $2.50 
per quail. Refreshments such as coffee were often fur
nished free. Hunters could use their own dogs or rent 
a dog for $2 to $3 per day. 

The one shooting preserve operator in the study 
counties was interviewed. He purchased a 100 acre farm 
about eight years ago. The place was equipped for poul
try production. He spent about $7,500 converting it to 
accommodate quail and pheasants. These birds were pro
duced for the restaurant trade. About six years were re

quired to master the production techniques even though 
the proprietor had help from persons who were well
trained. For three years he showed a loss on his venture. 

Dressed birds were sold for $1.00 to $1.50 for quail 

and $2.00 to $3.00 for pheasants. His gross return from 
this operation was about $8,000 in 1962. 

The major problem in operating this enterprise was 
lack of reliable outlets for products. Restaurant operators 
often cancelled orders at the last minute, and the pro
prietor was forced to carry a large inventory of dressed 
birds. 

In 1961 he added a shooting operation to the busi
ness. An additional 320 acres were leased from a neigh
bor as a shooting area during the hunting season. The 

ever, because of the high risk of bodily injury to the 
guests all operators should carry insurance. 

Each of the men stated that he was aquainted with 
someone who had failed to make a riding horse estab
lishment pay. The most frequently mentioned reasons 
were lack of customers and high operating costs. Since 
there are few farms with the ideal location that was pres
ent on the two places reported as successful, it appears 
that only the few farmers with such locations should con
sider this type of recreational enterprise as feasible. 

land was rolling and grass was the principal vegetative 
cover. Since the hunting season occurred at a time of the 
year when farming operations were almost nil, he was 
able to obtain the use of this land for a nominal rent. He 
traded the cropping rights on 12 acres of hay land for per
mission to use his neighbor's land during the hunting 
season. 

In 1962, he had 250 hunters and hoped to expand 
this operation to 1,000 hunters in another two years. 

Problems in Operation 

The operator's major problem was attracting cus
tomers to his hunting area. He advertised in the St. 
Louis papers and obtained a considerable number of pa
trons by contacting them at club dinners in St. Louis. 

Weather-uncertainty also limited the demand. Many 
patrons made reservations to hun:t on weekends. Cold 
weather and snow caused them to cancel. He expressed 
a keen need for better weather data to help him in 

operating his winter business. 
To attract more patrons he was adding a trap shoot

ing area to his current venture. This operation, he 
thought, would get hunters into the habit of coming to 
his place the year around. 

The production of pheasant and quail for sale tO the 
restaurant trade was not very profitable. However, it did 
provide an outlet so production could be maintained at 
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pand his operations and sell about 75 percent of his out

put directly to hunters. 
This man did not receive help from a government 

agency in starting his business. He got profitable advice 
from a feed company and a sportsman's bureau. 
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other a net cash return of $132. Both of these businesses 
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Investment, Expenses, and Income 

The investment in this operation was $35,800, with 
a net cash return of $4,388 (Table 13 ). 

The proprietor and his wife operated the business 
with the help of one part-time worker. 

If he could expand the shooting phase so 75 percent 
of current production could be marketed directly to 
hunters, he would obtain a net return to family labor of 
about $8,000. He would be raising from 4,000 to 5,000 
birds per year. 

A successful hunting preserve may require the full
time efforts of a farmer. Low production costs require an 
output of about 4,000 birds a year. To market this vol
ume either to hunters or as dressed birds, location near 
a large city is needed. Although no thorough analysis 
of the demand for this type of enterprise was made, the 
fact that only five shooting preserves were located near 
St. Louis indicates there may be a limited demand for 
them. 

Because of the effect of weather on the demand for 
hunting, it may be necessary for the operator to have 
outlets in the retail trade where he can market dressed 
birds. A large number of restaurants within a few hours 
delivery time from the shooting preserve would make 
marketing easier. 

Advertising is necessary to bring customers to the 
preserve. In addition, a high percentage of the birds re
leased must be killed. Well trained dogs help hunters to 
accomplish this task. 

The number of farmers who will find this type of 
operation profitable may be limited. 

DEER HUNTING 

In recent years, farmers have been charging for hunt
ing deer on their land. A total of 335 farmers were listed 
as receiving income from this source in 1962. This prac
tice was prevalent in three major areas in the state. One 
is in the St. Louis region where the county agents listed 
175 farmers who charged for hunting deer. Another area 
was in the counties adjacent to the Lake of the Ozarks. 
About 50 farmers were listed in this area. The third area 
was in southwestern Missouri in the counties surround
ing the three major lakes. The county agents reported 
100 farmers charging fees in this area. Only 10 farmers 
were reported in the remainder of the State. 

Three leasing procedures were noted. One arrange
ment was a charge of $10.00-$15.00 per hunter per sea
son. A second was to lease the entire farm to a group of 
hunters. The charge was about the same per hunter as 
those in which individual leases were granted. A third 
procedure was to provide the hunter with board and 
room with the right to hunt on the owner's land. The 
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TABLE 13- INVESTMENT, EXPENSES, AND INCOME OF A 
MEDIUM-SIZED SHOOTING PRESERVE IN MISSOURI, 1962 

Item 

Capital Investment 
Land 
Remodeling Pens and Building 
Operating Equipment 
Value of Birds 
Other (Dogs) 

Total 

Cash Income 
Hunting 
Dressed Birds 

Total 

Cash Expenses 
Advertising 
Utilities 
Supplies and Equipment 
Repairs 
Property Taxes and License 
Insurance 
Labor 

Total 

Net Cash Return 

Depreciation on Investment 

Net Return to Forni ly Labor, 
Management and Investment 

Interest on Investment (4 1/2%) 

Net Return to Forni ly 
Labor and Management 

Hired and Forni ly Labor (Days) 

$25,000 
7,500 
1,800 

500 
1,000 

$35,800 

$ 2,203 
8,000 

$10,203 

$ 150 
290 

4,025 
170 
175 
115 
890 

$ 5,815 

$ 4,388 

$ 280 

$ 4,108 

$ 1,611 

$ 2,497 

550 

charge for this was about $7.00 per hunter per day. 
Ten of the farmers who were sharing their property 

rights with hunters for a fee were selected for interview. 
Six of them leased to individual hunters, two leased to 
groups of hunters, and two provided hunting rights with 
the payment for board and room. 

Two of the ten farmers were located in the Lake of 
the Ozarks area and eight in southwest Missouri. Most 
of the land in the St. Louis metropolitan area was leased 
to groups of hunters. Since the fee charged was about 
the same in all areas, no farmers were interviewed in this 
area. 

Characteristics of the Farm 

All of the farms where deer hunting rights were 
leased were heavily forested. Most operators thought each 
hunter should have about 40 acres to roam. The majority 
stated that they would not be interested in leasing their 
land to hunt~rs for a total fee of much less than $100. 
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DEER HUNTING 

In recent years, farmers have been charging for hunt
ing deer on their land. A total of 335 farmers were listed 
as receiving income from this source in 1962. This prac
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those in which individual leases were granted. A third 
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room with the right to hunt on the owner's land. The 
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charge for this was about $7.00 per hunter per day. 
Ten of the farmers who were sharing their property 

rights with hunters for a fee were selected for interview. 
Six of them leased to individual hunters, two leased to 
groups of hunters, and two provided hunting rights with 
the payment for board and room. 

Two of the ten farmers were located in the Lake of 
the Ozarks area and eight in southwest Missouri. Most 
of the land in the St. Louis metropolitan area was leased 
to groups of hunters. Since the fee charged was about 
the same in a11 areas, no farmers were interviewed in this 
area. 

Characteristics of the Farm 

All of the farms where deer hunting rights were 
leased were heavily forested. Most operators thought each 
hunter should have about 40 acres to roam. The majority 
stated that they would not be interested in leasing their 
land to hunt~rs for a total fee of much less than $100. 



This figure was quoted as the nuisance value of having 
hunters around. Cattle had to be penned and fed, gates 
repaired, hunter's cars pulled out, and lost hunters found. 
These requirements (40 acres of land per hunter and 
$100 fee) made it necessary for the land holder to have 
more than 400 acres of land. Three of the nine farmers 
interviewed did not have this large a holding. Each of 
them had public land adjacent to his own holding or an 
absentee owner's land nearby. The hunters were shown 
the location of these lands when they came to hunt. 
These acreages were considered a part of the hunting 
area when they decided on the number of hunters they 
could handle. 

The average size of the land holding for the 10 
owners was 914 acres. An average of 13 hunters were al
lowed to hunt (Table 14) . 

The average cash return from the hunting enterprise 
was $165 with a median return of $150. 

The amount of capital invested in the deer hunting 
enterprise was impossible to separate from the farming 
operation. Whether deer hunting rights detracted from 
or enhanced the value of the land was not determined. 

All of the farmers had livestock, usually beef cattle. 
Most of them had small incomes from their farming 
operations. Six of the 10 had gross sales of less than 
$2,500 in 1962. Only one farmer had gross sales greater 
than $5,000. All of the farmers said returns from the deer 
hunting enterprise had increased their family income. 
Four stated that their cattle were disturbed by the pres
ence of hunters; but they could not determine the value 
of this disturbance. 

During the season all of the farmers were available 
from sunup until sundown to cater to the needs of the 
hunters. Most of them had about as many customers as 
they wanted. 

All of the farmers who were interviewed indicated 
that trespass was their major problem. 

All of the farmers advertised only by word of mouth 

BOYS' AND GIRLS' CAMPS 
There were 19 girls' camps and 36 boys ' camps in 

Missouri in 1962. Seventeen were in the sample areas. 
Fifteen were operated by churches or other organizations. 
Two were privately owned. The operators of these two 
camps were interviewed. 

Nature of Operation 

Both camps were located within 10 miles of a state 
park. One was adjacent to a bituminous surfaced road; 
and other was 10 miles from a paved road. Both camps 
offered lodging and eating accommodations in a rustic 

setting. 
One camp was built in 1929 and the other in 1959. 

Both were established and owned by the present manage
ment and have been in continuous operation since con-

TABLE 14- SPECIAL CHARACTERISTICS OF FARMS AND THE 
OPERATORS' AVERAGE EXPENSES AND INCOME FROM 

DEER HUNTING ENTERPRISES ON TEN FARMS IN 
MISSOURI I 1962 

Item Range Average 

Special Characteristics of 
Farm 
Acres 90 to 2,960 <"914 
Value $8,000 to $185,000 $48,900 

Deer Hunting 
Number of Hunters 9 to 20 13 

Cash Return 
Fees, lease, etc. $ 90 to $ 415 165 

Cash Expense 
Cattle feed, etc. $ 0 to$ 100 $ 16 

Net Cash Return $ 90 to$ 315 $ 149 

or contacted their county agent, who made contacts for 
them. None carried insurance to protect them if a hunter 
was injured on their property. In most instances, the 
operators stated they would prohibit hunting rather than 
carry insurance. Agents of local insurance companies in
dicated that adequate coverage could not be obtained for 
less than $40 and in most situations they would have to 
charge more than $100. Leasing to groups rather than to 
individuals reduces risk where insurance is not carried. 

Leasing deer hunting rights may add a few hundred 
dollars annually to the farmer's income. Since deer hunt
ing does increase the cost of raising livestock (domestic 
animals are usually penned and fed during the hunting 
season) , the fee compensates in part for this cost. 

The farmer has a responsibility for the safety of his 
paying guests. Hunters should be warned of any danger
ous conditions that exist on the property. In addition, 
insurance can be carried to cover injury to the hunter 
while on the farmer 's property. Unfortunately, the cost 
may exceed the gross return from the hunters. 

struction. 
The most important factor influencing one operator 

to go into this business was his friends told him how 
profitable this venture could be. The other operator said 
that child guidance was his field of specialization. 

Both camps were open seven days a week, 24 hours 
a day, for the period April through September. One man 
said he had 463 patrons last year; the other had 600. The 
peak period for both camps was July through September. 
During this time, they did 80-90 percent of their busi
ness. One camp was used to capacity during the peak 
quarter last year; the other was filled to 60 percent of 
capacity. Both camps obtained 100 percent of their 
business from individuals. 

Both of these camps were established to cater to 
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carry insurance. Agents of local insurance companies in
dicated that adequate coverage could not be obtained for 
less than $40 and in most situations they would have to 
charge more than $100. Leasing to groups rather than to 
individuals reduces risk where insurance is not carried. 

Leasing deer hunting rights may add a few hundred 
dollars annually to the farmer's income. Since deer hunt
ing does increase the cost of raising livestock (domestic 
animals are usually penned and fed during the hunting 
season) , the fee compensates in part for this cost. 

The farmer has a responsibility for the safety of his 
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ous conditions that exist on the property. In addition, 
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said he had 463 patrons last year; the other had 600. The 
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quarter last year; the other was filled to 60 percent of 
capacity. Both camps obtained 100 percent of their 
business from individuals. 

Both of these camps were established to cater to 
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children from middle class families . A fee of $50 a week 
was charged for each child; a three-week session was rec
ommended. One camp accepted boys between the ages 
of 6-12 and girls between the ages 6-16 and had a capacity 
of 175 children per week. The other had room for 120 
boys between 12 and 19 years of age. Both camps had 
intensive training and guidance programs. 

One camp employed one full-time worker and the 
other had three full-time workers. Thirteen part-time em
ployees worked at one camp and 36 at the other. 

Each of these ventures was financially successful. 
Both operators also indicated they derived a great deal 
of pleasure from working with the boys and girls. No 
doubt, an intense interest on the part of the operator in 
the welfare of each child contributed greatly to the suc
cess of each undertaking. 

Characteristics of Farm 

Both recreational enterprises were a part of a farm, 
one consisting of 70 acres and other of 500 acres. All of 
the land was owned by the operators. The primary use 
was recreation; only 15 acres on one farm and 30 acres 
on the other were in crops. Both operators realized less 
than $50 from the sale of agricultural products in 1962. 

Problems in Operation 

Each of the men indicated that his venture was too 
small. Each could handle more than about 120 guests at 
a time. The operator who had been in business for a 
number of years said he thought facilities that could not 
handle 100 children had little chance of success. 

Neither of the men who were interviewed had bor
rowed money to construct his camp. Neither had been 
refused credit. One operator had expanded to the size he 
believed necessary; the other said he planned to enlarge 
his facilities within the next five years. When asked if 
they would enlarge their facilities if they could borrow 
funds at 4 percent with 30 years to pay, one said he 
would· the other said he would not. The man who indi
cated he would enlarge said he could employ 10 more 
workers. 

One proprietor said he would build near a motel, if 
he were relocating his camp. These facilities are needed 
to house parents when they visit their children. The 
other operator stated he would build where there was a 
good highway. His major problem was keeping his road 
in shape from his facility to the state road. 

Both camps were advertised mainly by word of 
mouth. Direct mail and radio advertising were used oc
casionally. 

Both operators carried insurance against injury on 
each guest, their total premiums were $600 and $2,500, 
respectively. The latter paid high premiums because he 
had horses. 
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Capital Investment, Expenses and Income 

The major investment was in buildings and struc
tures to house the boys and girls and to provide them 
with suitable recreational facilities . The investment aver
aged about $1,800 a guest. In addition, about $400 was 
invested per guest in operating equipment (Table 15 ). 

The major operating expenses were for food and 
labor. Wages for counselors and supervisors were greater 
than the food bill. Young people who had just finished 
high school or college were hired to help the senior 
counselors. Each assistant had about 5 youngsters to 
supervise and train. 

The average net cash return to both operators was 
about $16,630. After depreciation and interest on invest
ment were subtracted, the average return was $7,245. 

Boys' and girls' camps can be a financial success but 
considerable capital and trained personnel in child guid
ance are needed. The number of farmers who have these 
attributes is probably quite limited. In addition, they will 
have strong competition from religious and other institu
tionally sponsored camps. At present, fewer than 10 suc
cessful boys' and girls' camps are being operated by pri
vate non-institutional operators in Missouri. 

TABLE 15- AVERAGE INVESTMENT, EXPENSES, AND 
INCOME OF TWO OF THE LARGER BOYS ' AND 

GIRLS' CAMPS IN MISSOURI, 1962 

Item 

Co pi to I Investment 
Land 
Land Improvement 
Bui I dings and Permanent Structures 
Operating Eguipment 

Total 

Cosh Income 
Fees 

Total 

Cash Expenses 
Advertising 
Utilities 
Suppl ies and Eguipment 
Repai rs 
Property Tax and License 
Insurance 
Labor 

Total 

Net Cash Re turn 

Depreciation on Investment 

Net Return to Family Labor, Management 
and Investment 

Interest on Investment (4 l/2%) 

Net Return to Family Labor and 
Management 

Hired and Family Labor (Days) 

Average 

$ 15,000 
11,500 
89,000 
16,600 

$132,100 

$ 55,225 

$ 55,225 

$ 1,600 
1,145 

15,500 
1,000 

300 
1,300 

17,750 

$ 3B,595 

$ 16,630 

$ 3,440 

$ 13,190 

$ 5,945 

$ 7,245 

2,127 
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invested per guest in operating equipment (Table 15). 

The major operating expenses were for food and 
labor. Wages for counselors and supervisors were greater 
than the food bill. Young people who had JUSt finished 
high school or college were hired to help the senior 
counselors. Each assistant had about 5 youngsters to 
supervise and train. 

The average net cash return to both operators was 
about $16,630. After depreciation and interest on invest
ment were subtracted, the average return was $7,245. 

Boys' and girls' camps can be a financial success but 
considerable capital and trained personnel in child guid
ance are needed. The number of farmers who have these 
attributes is probably quite limited. In addition, they will 
have strong competition from religious and other institu
tionally sponsored camps. At present, fewer than 10 suc
cessful boys' and girls' camps are being operated by pri
vate non-institutional operators in Missouri. 

TABLE 15 - AVERAGE INVESTMENT, EXPENSES, AND 
INCOME OF TWO OF THE LARGER BOYS ' AND 

GIRLS' CAMPS IN MISSOURI, 1962 

Item 

Capi ta I Investment 
Land 
Land Improvement 
Bui Idings and Permanent Structures 
Operating ECJuipment 

Total 

Cosh Income 
Fees 

Total 

Cash Expenses 
Advertising 
Utilities 
Suppl ies and ECJuipment 
Repai rs 
Property Tax and Li cense 
Insurance 
Labor 

Total 

Net Cash Re turn 

Depreciation on Investment 

Net Return to Family Labor, Management 
and Investment 

Interest on Investment (4 1/2%) 

Net Return to Family Labor and 
Management 

Hired and Family Labor (Days) 

Average 

$ 15,000 
11,SOO 
89,000 
16,600 

$132,100 

$ 55,225 

$ 55,225 

$ 1,600 
1,145 

15,SOO 
1,000 

300 
1,300 

17,750 

$ 3B,595 

$ 16,630 

$ 3,440 

$ 13,190 

$ 5,945 

$ 7,245 

2,127 



MULTIPLE OPERATIONS 

Various studies have shown that each individual de
sires a multitude of recreational experiences. During one 
visit, an individual or family group may wish to fish, to 
go boating, to swim, to ride a horse, or to go on a pic
nic. Also, later in the year , some members of the family 
may want to hunt. In an attempt to satisfy a number of 
these wants and thus to attract more recreationists over 
a longer period of the year, some farmers have provided 
more than one type of recreational facility. Four of the 
men who were interviewed were classified as multiple en
terprise operators. One major attribute of each was the 
relatively large amount of money spent for site improve
ment. Expenditures of $4,000 to $15 ,200 were made to 
give the visitor a good initial impression of the place. 
Facilities and equipment were so arranged that he would 
be awed by the opportunities available for him to enjoy 
himself. One man had spent years collecting machinery 
and antiques. These relics of pioneer days were displayed 
so the visitor would feel that he was reliving the events 
of the past. In addition, a fishing lake was available. A 
short walk and the visitor could go through one of the 
most scenic caves in the State. 

This type of development was not restricted to any 
particular area. One man who was interviewed was with
in 50 miles of St. Louis. The other three were located 
more than 100 miles from any metropolitan center. 

Most of these men indicated that they thought they 
could attract more visitors with numerous attractions than 
they could by concentrating on one item. The validity of 
this assumption was not apparent from the data obtained 
in the interviews. None of the men indicated they were 
operating at peak capacity during the tourist season. 
Visitations varied from 3 percent to 75 percent of capacity 
with an average of 37 percent. 

Most of these enterprises had been established only 
a short time-less than 3 years. Each operator had been 
fairly successful in attracting customers. They doubled 
the number of patrons from 1961 to 1962. All were an
ticipating a far better year in 1963. 

One operator spent a sizable amount for advertising 
($15,000). He was not able to determine the results. 

Operators' Opinion of Operation 

All of the multiple facility operators were pleased 
with their venture. Three were planning on enlarging 
their enterprises within the next five years. One man in
dicated he had trouble in borrowing money to expand. 
If money were available at 4 percent interest, two of the 
operators indicated that they would expand rapidly. A 
total of 31 more workers could be employed. 

Two of the operators stated that they would not 

make any changes in their businesses. One operator 
needed lodging facilities. Another thought a restaurant 
was most important. 

One operator was disturbed by government fishing 
regulations. One had been helped by the Missouri Con
servation Commission. Two of the four men had been 
helped by a private agency-a bank. 

All four of the operators constructed their facilities 
without previous experience in this sort of work. One 
operator hired a specially trained manager after his first 
year in operation. All were experiencing difficulty in at
tracting customers; yet, all thought if they could add to 
or enlarge their enterprises they would attract more cus
tomers. 

Three of the four men were carrying liability insur
ance. The coverage may have been inadequate in some 
cases. Two of the operators planned to enlarge their 
coverage in 1963. 

Only one of the operators required more full-time 
help than was provided by members of the household. 
However, all four hired summer help. The number of 
people hired varied from two to ten. Most of the sum
mer help were young men either in college or just finish
ing high school. 

All four operators were open for business 7 days a 
week and would receive customers 24 hours a day. The 
number of patrons varied from 1,500 to 30,000. About 
57 percent of their visitors came on weekends. 

Characteristics of the Farms 

One of the operators did not classify his land hold
ings as a farm; three did. Two of the men considered 
recreation as the primary use of their land; two thought 
farming was. Yet, only one operator had gross farm sales 
greater than $50 in 1960. 

All of the men thought the recreational enterprise 
had contributed to increasing the family income. One 
operator thought it had detracted some from his farming 
enterprise. 

Only one man was hiring help to do his farm work. 
He employed eight workers, but very little of their time 
was spent on farm enterprises. 

All of the farm land involved in the recreational en
terprise was classified as grazing land. It was generally 
in rolling to mountainous terrain. 

Investment, Expenses, and Income 

The capital investment varied from $28,850 to 
$223,500 (Table 16). 

The four men obtained net cash incomes of $1 ,505 
to $26,100 from their venture. However, after allowing 
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for interest on the investment and for depreciation, two 
of the operators showed a loss. Only one had a sizable 
return to family labor ($11 ,075). This situation existed 
because the other three operators were not as successful 
in attracting customers. 

Each of these operators of multiple recreational facili
ties was devoting almost full time to these enterprises 
and little, if any, to the farm business. Each had doubled 
and even tripled the number of customers since opening 
date. Some of the sub-enterprises had proven to be quite 

unsuccessful. These were being reduced and the success
ful ones were being expanded. Two operators were suc
cessful with guided tours . Another thought his tavern 
was where he made the most money. The fourth thought 
his rodeo and horse show was the area he should expand. 
All of the men were tending toward specialization. Each 
thought a large number of facilities helped him attract 
customers. However, they all indicated a desire to lease 
some of their less profitable ventures to someone else. 

TABLE 16- AVERAGE INVESTMENT, EXPENSES, AND INCOME OF FOUR 
OF THE LARGER MULTIPLE PURPOSE ENTERPRISES OPERATED 
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BY FARMERS IN MISSOURI, 1962 

Item 

Capital Investment 
Land 
Land Improvement 
Buildings and Permanent 

Structures 
Operating Equipment 
Merchandise Inventory 
Other 

Total 

Cash Income 
Tour 
Boating 
Hunting 
Fishing 
Horseback Riding 
Cabin Rentals 
Retail Sales 
Other 

Total 

Cash Expenses 
Advertising 
Uti I ities 
Supplies and Equipment 
Repairs 
Property Tax and License 
Insurance 
Labor 

Total 

Net Cash Income 

Depreciation on Investment 

Net Return to Forni ly Labor, 
Management and Investment 

Interest on Investment (4 1/2%) 

Net Return to Family Labor 
and Management 

Hired and Family Labor (Days) 

Range 

$ 800 to $ 60,000 
4,500 to 15,200 

10,000 to 
1,850 to 

0 to 
0 to 

129,700 
23,800 

1,000 
2,000 

$ 1,000 to $ 50,000 
0 to 1,000 
0 to 15,000 
0 to 200 
0 to 5,000 
0 to 5,300 
0 to 10,000 
0 to 4,000 

$ 0 to$ 15,000 
100 to 4,000 

0 to 24,700 
200 to 4,000 

40 to 200 
72 to 3,500 
0 to 10,000 

$ 1,505 to $ 26,100 

$ 385 to $ 4,974 

$ -335 to $ 21 , 1 26 

$ 1,298 to $ 10,058 

$-3,198to $ 11,068 

175 to 2,225 

Average 

$23,355 
10,425 

43,950 
11,575 

375 
500 

$90,180 

$13,700 
250 

3,750 
50 

1,250 
2,038 
4,687 
1,300 

$27,025 

$ 3,838 
1,265 
8,309 
1,331 

127 
962 

2,938 

$18,770 

$ 8,255 

$ 2,036 

$ 6,219 

$ 4,058 

$ 2,161 

800 
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Enterprise Comparisons 
Some recreational enterprises require considerable 

labor, capital, and management and, when successfully 
operated, tend to replace farming in the conventional 
sense as primary sources of family income. Other recrea
tional enterprises are strictly supplementary to the farm
ing operation. Even though successful, they may contri
bute only a few dollars to family income. 

To facilitate an analysis of the enterprises, each 
operation was classified as intensive or extensive on a 
basis of size as measured by labor requirements and re
turns. Thirty of the enterprises carried on by the 66 
operators were classified as intensive in nature and 36 as 
extensive. The intensive enterprises are considered as the 
type of operations that may be primary sources of family 
income whereas the extensive enterprises may provide 
only a supplementary return to the farming operations. 

Some kinds of recreational enterprises are more apt 

to be successful if the operator devotes his full time to 
them. The 12 kinds of ventures classified as intensive 
were considered to fall into this category. Other kinds of 
enterprises, such as the eight listed as being extensive, 
should be considered as providing a source of supple
mentary income to the farming operation (Table 17). 

Some kinds of enterprises were classified as both in
tensive and extensive. The reason this occurred was that 
certain operators, by providing additional services for a 
fee such as classes in canoeing, fishing, and camping 
were able to obtain rather large returns from their recrea
tional venture while others, by providing only a camp
site, got meager returns. Some operations were started 
on a small scale to provide supplementary income and 
gain experience for the operator. The minnow producers 
who were classified as extensive are examples of this 
type. Other minnow producers adopted the enterprise as 

TABLE 17- AVERAGE LABOR REQUIREMENT, CAPITAL INVESTMENT, INCOME, AND EXPENSES FOR VARLOUS 
KINDS OF ENTERPRISES SURVEYED IN MISSOURI, 1962 

Net 
Return to 

Hired Depreci- Interest Family 
Operators and Capital Net ation on Charge Labor and 

Inter- Family Invest- Cash Cash Cash Capital Capital Manage-
Kind of Enterprise viewed Labor ment Returns Expenses Income Assets I nvestmenta ment 

No. Days $ $ $ $ $ $ $ 

Intensive 
Trout Lake 2 624 48,870 13,000 8,874 4,126 1 '157 2,199 770 
Carp Lake 3 233 5,594 2,067 1,710 357 72 252 33 
Real Estate 

558b Development 4 ? 13,386 9,569 837 8, 732 602 7,572 
Minnow Producer 2 900 264,600 85,000 48,513 36,487 6,958 11,907 17,630 
Crayfish Producer 1 100 2,590 2,240 137 2,103 48 117 1 ,938 
Minnow Wholesaler 1 700 23,600 30,400 27,285 3,115 1,232 1,062 821 
Campground 4 220 15,625 3,375 678 2,697 620 703 1, 374 
Vacation Farm 2 237 97,575 2,900 2,730 170 1,765 4,391 -5,986 
Riding Stable 4 380 20' 113 6,600 2,815 3, 785 781 905 2,099 
Shooting Preserve 1 550 35,800 10,203 5,815 4,388 280 1,611 2,497 
Boys' and Girls' Camps 2 2127 132,100 55,225 38,595 16,630 3,440 5,945 7,245 
Multiple Operation 4 800 90' 180 27,025 18,770 8,255 2,036 4,058 2,161 

Extensive 
Bass, Perch, Etc. Lake 9 48 18,696c 1,131 503 628 310 841 -523 
Minnow Producer 2 13 3,002c 175 185 -10 76 135 -221 
Picnic and Access 

to Fishing 5 34 2,645c 220 127 93 21 119 -47 
Guide Service 2 50 375 800 54 746 75 17 654 
Fishing Lure Mng. 1 6 300 150 150 150 
Earth Worm Producer 2 200 2,324 1,225 348 877 147 105 625 
Campground 5 35 3,586 500 415 85 124 161 -200 
Deer Hunting 10 ? 165 16 149 149 

a Assets used in operation were charged an annua I interest rate of 4 l/2%. 

b Annual cost of assets I iquidated. 

cCapital investment may have been primarily for other uses such as stock water, irrigation, etc.; no allocation of 
the value of the asset for these other uses was made. 
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their primary source of income and expanded it to fully 
utilize their labor supply. 

Trout lakes, minnow ponds, vacation farms , shoot
ing preserves, boys' and girls' camps, and multiple opera
tions required considerable capital investment. In a few 
other instances, the facility was developed by altering the 
use of farm resources. An example was the vacation farm. 

The intensive enterprise that required the least in
vestment and showed the largest return was the real 
estate development farm. Many recreational enterprises 
may eventually evolve into this type of endeavor. Liqui
dation of assets may make an unprofitable venture quite 
profitable because of the increase in land values that ac
companies the change to another type of land use, i.e., 
from a campground or fishing lake to a residential area. 

Most of the operators who were interviewed were 
over 49 miles from a city of over 10,000 population (Ap
pendix Tables 1 to 3). 

Thirteen of the 30 intensive enterprise operations 
were located within 19 miles of the focal point of the 
special attraction in the area (Appendix Table 4). The 
special attraction was either a state park or a large lake. 
Campgrounds, riding stables, and boys ' and girls' camps 
were the principal types. Intensive enterprises located 
farthest away were trout lakes, carp lakes, and minnow 
and crayfish ponds. These enterprises depend upon a 
large supply of cold water. 

Except for deer hunting, most of the extensive en
terprises were located more than 19 miles from a special 
attraction. This was especially true of small fishing lakes. 
As a rule, deer hunting enterprises were near a large lake 
or close to a state park. This fact was probably coinci
dental rather than necessary for this enterprise. 

Only 10 of the 66 operarors catered to more than 
1,000 patrons in 1962 (Appendix Table 5) . Multiple 
operations attracted the most patrons. All of the multiple 
operations catered to more than 1,000 patrons in 1962. 

Thirty-eight percent of annual receipts from inten
sive enterprises was from individuals and 57 percent from 
families . Organized groups furnished 5 percent of the 
business. Shooting preserves were more successful in at
tracting organized groups than any other kind of enter
prise (Appendix Table 6). 

The operators of the intensive and extensive enter
prises received 52 and 50 percent, respectively, of their 
business on weekends. Variations among enterprises are 
shown in Appendix Table 7. Trout lakes, minnow and 
crayfish ponds, vacation farms, riding stables, and boys' 
and girls' camps were the most successful of the inten
sive enterprises in attracting guests during the week. 

Fishing lure production, earth worm production, and 
deer hunting enterprises were the most successful exten
sive enterprises in attracting weekday business. Most of 
their patrons were individuals. Apparently, family groups 
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come to a recreational area mainly on weekends. 
Eighty-seven percent of the annual receipts from in

tensive enterprises were obtained during the period April 
through September. Only shooting preserve operators 
were successful in attracting patrons during the fall and 
winter months (Appendix Table 8) . 

In the extensive group, only the operators of deer 
hunting enterprises got most of their income during the 
fall quarter of the year. The operators of the other seven 
extensive enterprises got most of their income from April 
through September. 

Fourteen of the intensive enterprises required more 
than 300 days of annual labor. None of the extensive 
enterprises provided this much work (Appendix Table 9). 

Half of the intensive enterprises were operated at 
less than 30 percent of their capacity during the peak 
quarter of the tourist season; more than 44 percent of 
the operators of extensive enterprises said they were be
low this capacity for the same period. Only operators 
who were leasing their land to deer hunters had about all 
the patrons they could handle during the hunting sea
son (Table 18). 

TABLE 18- DISTRIBUTION OF ENTERPRISES THAT WERE OPER
ATED AT VARYING LEVELS OF CAPACITY DURING PEAK 
QUARTER OF BUSINESS IN 1961 FOR 62 RECREATIONAL 
ENTERPRISES BY KINDS OF ENTERPRISES, MISSOURI* 

Percentage of Capacity -
Peak Quarter 

Kinds of Enterprise 

Intensive 
Trout Lake 
Carp Lake 
Minnow Producer 
Crayfish Producer 
Minnow Wholesaler 
Campground 
Vacation Farm 
Riding Stable 
Shooting Preserve 

0 
Operators to 

Interviewed 15 

No. No. 

2 1 
3 3 
2 
1 
1 
4 
2 
4 
1 

Boys' and Girls' Camp 2 
Multiple Operation 4 

Total 26 8 

Extensive 
Bass, Perch, Etc. Lake 9 7 
Minnow Producer 2 1 
Picnic and Access 

to Fishing 5 3 
Guide Service 2 
Fishing Lure Mng. 1 
Earth Worm Producer 2 
Campground 5 4 
Deer Hunt ing 10 

Total 36 15 

16 
to 
30 

No . 

1 
1 

5 

31 
to 
60 

61 
to 

100 

No. No. 

2 
1 

2 

5 8 

2 
1 

2 
1 
8 

5 15 
*Unable to ascertain capacity o-(fo-ur-·real estate developers. 

their primary source of income and expanded it to fully 
utilize their labor supply. 

Trout lakes, minnow ponds, vacation farms , shoot
ing preserves, boys' and girls' camps, and multiple opera
tions required considerable capital investment. In a few 
other instances, the facility was developed by altering the 
use of farm resources. An example was the vacation farm. 

The intensive enterprise that required the least in
vestment and showed the largest return was the real 
estate development farm. Many recreational enterprises 
may eventually evolve into this type of endeavor. Liqui
dation of assets may make an unprofitable venture quite 
profitable because of the increase in land values that ac
companies the change to another type of land use, i.e., 
from a campground or fishing lake to a residential area. 

Most of the operators who were interviewed were 
over 49 miles from a city of over 10,000 population (Ap
pendix Tables 1 to 3). 

Thirteen of the 30 intensive enterprise operations 
were located within 19 miles of the focal point of the 
special attraction in the area (Appendix Table 4). The 
special attraction was either a state park or a large lake. 
Campgrounds, riding stables, and boys' and girls' camps 
were the principal types. Intensive enterprises located 
farthest away were trout lakes, carp lakes, and minnow 
and crayfish ponds. These enterprises depend upon a 
large supply of cold water. 

Except for deer hunting, most of the extensive en
terprises were located more than 19 miles from a special 
attraction. This was especially true of small fishing lakes. 
As a rule, deer hunting enterprises were near a large lake 
or close to a state park. This fact was probably coinci
dental rather than necessary for this enterprise. 

Only 10 of the 66 operatOrs catered to more than 
1,000 patrons in 1962 (Appendix Table 5) . Multiple 
operations attracted the most patrons. All of the multiple 
operations catered to more than 1,000 patrons in 1962. 

Thirty-eight percent of annual receipts from inten
sive enterprises was from individuals and 57 percent from 
families . Organized groups furnished 5 percent of the 
business. Shooting preserves were more successful in at
tracting organized groups than any other kind of enter
prise (Appendix Table 6). 

The operators of the intensive and extensive enter
prises received 52 and 50 perCent, respectively, of their 
business on weekends. Variations among enterprises are 
shown in Appendix Table 7. Trout lakes, minnow and 
crayfish ponds, vacation farms, riding stables, and boys' 
and girls' camps were the most successful of the inten
sive enterprises in attracting guests during the week. 

Fishing lure production, earth worm production, and 
deer hunting enterprises were the most successful exten
sive enterprises in attracting weekday business. Most of 
their patrons were individuals. Apparently, family groups 
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come to a recreational area mainly on weekends. 
Eighty-seven percent of the annual receipts from in

tensive enterprises were obtained during the period April 
through September. Only shooting preserve operators 
were successful in attracting patrons during the fall and 
winter months (Appendix Table 8) . 

In the extensive group, only the operators of deer 
hunting enterprises got most of their income during the 
fall quarter of the year. The operators of the other seven 
extensive enterprises got most of their income from April 
through September. 

Fourteen of the intensive enterprises required more 
than 300 days of annual labor. None of the extensive 
enterprises provided this much work (Appendix Table 9) . 

Half of the intensive enterprises were operated at 
less than 30 percent of their capacity during the peak 
quarter of the tourist season; more than 44 percent of 
the operators of extensive enterprises said they were be
low this capacity for the same period. Only operators 
who were leasing their land to deer hunters had about all 
the patrons they could handle during the hunting sea
son (Table 18). 

TABLE 18 - DISTRIBUTION OF ENTERPRISES THAT WERE OPER
ATED AT VARYING LEVELS OF CAPACITY DURING PEAK 
QUARTER OF BUSINESS IN 1961 FOR 62 RECREATIONAL 
ENTERPRISES BY KINDS OF ENTERPRISES, MISSOURI* 

Percentage of Capacity -
Peak Quarter 

Kinds of Enterprise 

Intensive 
Trout Lake 
Carp Lake 
Minnow Producer 
Crayfish Producer 
Minnow Wholesaler 
Campground 
Vacation Farm 
Riding Stable 
Shooti ng Preserve 

o 
Operators to 

Interviewed 15 

No. No. 

2 1 
3 3 
2 
1 
1 
4 
2 
4 
1 

Boys' and Girls' Camp 2 
Multiple Operation 4 

Total 26 8 

Extensive 
Bass, Perch, Etc. Lake 9 7 
Minnow Producer 2 1 
Picnic and Access 

to Fishing 5 3 
Guide Service 2 
Fishing Lure Mng. 1 
Earth Worm Producer 2 
Campground 5 4 
Deer Hunting 10 

Total 36 15 

16 
to 
30 

No. 

1 
1 

5 

31 
to 
6IJ 

61 
to 

100 

No. No. 

2 
1 

2 

5 8 

2 
1 

2 
1 
8 

5 15 

*Unable to ascertain capacity o-(fo'ur-'real estate developers. 



When the operators were asked what their most im
portant limitation was in making a profit, 10 of the 30 
intensive operators reported they were too small; another 
14 said they did not have enough customers. Twenty
three of the 36 extensive thought they were too small, 
and 11 had too few customers (Appendix Table 10). 

Few of the operators were advertising for patrons. 
When asked to report the three most important ways 
they advertised, most of them reported by word of mouth 
only (Appendix Table 11). 

Half of the respondents reported their operation was 
too small; yet few had borrowed money to expand the 
business. Only 10 of the 30 intensive operators and two 
of the 36 extensive operatOrs had borrowed any money to 
establish their recreational enterprises (Table 19) . Most 
of the respondents were reluctant to borrow money. Only 
13 of the intensive and 5 of the extensive group stated 
that they would borrow if money were available for 30 
years at 4 percent interest (Appendix Table 12) . 

One-third of the operators of intensive enterprises 
carried liability insurance. Those who did were operating 
the largest enterprises. Seven of the 36 extensive opera
tors had liability insurance (Appendix Table 13). For 
most of this group, the premiums would have been about 

equal to the gross return from the recreational enterprise. 
Seventeen of the operators of intensive enterprises 

had net cash incomes of more than $2,000, whereas only 
one of the extensive operators had an income this large 
(Table 20). 

If a net return of $2,000 to family labor and manage
ment is regarded as a successful venture, only 11 of the 
30 intensive operatOrs had satisfactory enterprises. Three 
of the 11 were converting recreational land to residential 
real estate (liquidation of assets). Twelve had net returns 
of less than $500 (Table 21). 

Sixteen of the 36 operators of extensive enterprises 
showed a loss on their investment and 17 others had net 
returns of less than $500. 

Some of the characteristics of the intensive enter
prises that returned over $2,000 to labor and manage
ment are shown in Table 22. A similar analysis for those 
having net incomes of $500 or less is shown in Table 23. 
The characteristics of the extensive enterprises were quite 
similar to those of the intensive groups which had in
comes of less than $500 (Appendix Table 14). 

More than two-thirds of the operators of intensive 
enterprises planned to enlarge their businesses in the next 
five years; 80 percent of the operators of extensive en
terprises did not (Appendix Table 15 ). 

TABLE 19- NUMBER OF OPERATORS WHO BORROWED MONEY TO CONSTRUCT OR OPERATE THEIR RECREATIONAL 
ENTERPRISE AND RANGE IN AMOUNTS BORROWED FOR 66 RECREATIONAL ENTERPRISES BY KINDS OF 

ENTERPRISES , MISSOURI, 1962 

Kinds of Enterprises 

Intensive 
Trout Lake 
Carp Lake 
Real Estate Development 
Minnow Producer 
Crayfish Producer 
Minnow Wholesaler 
Campground 
Vocation Farm 
Riding Stable 
Shooting Preserve 
Boys' and Girls' Camp 
Multiple Operation 

Tota l 

Extensive 
Bass, Perch, Etc . Lake 
Minnow Producer 
Picnic and Access 

to Fishing 
Guide Service 
Fishing Lure Mng. 
Earth Worm Producer 
Campground 
Deer Hunting 

Total 

a Interest charge of 4% per annum 
b Interest charge of 6% per annum 

Operators 
Interviewed None 

No. No. 

2 1 
3 3 
4 4 
2 
1 
1 1 
4 2 
2 1 
4 3 
1 1 
2 2 
4 2 

30 20 

9 7 
2 2 

5 5 
2 2 
1 1 
2 2 
5 5 

10 10 -
36 34 

c Interest charge of 7% per annum 
d Interest charge of 8% per annum 

Amount of Money Borrowed 

$] $5001 
to to Over 

$5000 $10000 $10000 

No. No . No. 

la 

-5 
la ld 

1 
-5 ]!i 
lb 
1 

,c 

2!i 
5 3 2 

ld ,b 

27 

When the operators were asked what their most im
portant limitation was in making a profit, 10 of the 30 
intensive operators reported they were too small; another 
14 said they did not have enough customers. Twenry
three of the 36 extensive thought they were too smail, 
and 11 had too few customers (Appendix Table 10). 

Few of the operators were advertising for patrons. 
When asked to report the three most important ways 
they advertised, most of them reported by word of mouth 
only (Appendix Table 11). 

Half of the respondents reported their operation was 
too small; yet few had borrowed money to expand the 
business. Only 10 of the 30 intensive operators and two 
of the 36 extensive operators had borrowed any money to 
establish their recreational enterprises (Table 19) . Most 
of the respondents were reluctant to borrow money. Only 
13 of the intensive and 5 of the extensive group stated 
that they would borrow if money were available for 30 
years at 4 percent interest (Appendix Table 12) . 

One-third of the operators of intensive enterprises 
carried liability insurance. Those who did were operating 
the largest enterprises. Seven of the 36 extensive opera
tors had liability insurance (Appendix Table 13). For 
most of this group, the premiums would have been about 

equal to the gross rerurn from the recreational enterprise. 
Seventeen of the operators of intensive enterprises 

had net cash incomes of more than $2,000, whereas only 
one of the extensive operators had an income this large 
(Table 20). 

If a net rerurn of $2,000 to family labor and manage
ment is regarded as a successful venture, only 11 of the 
30 intensive operators had satisfactory enterprises. Three 
of the 11 were converting recreational land to residential 
real estate (liquidation of assets). Twelve had net rerurns 
of less than $500 (Table 21). 

Sixteen of the 36 operators of extensive enterprises 
showed a loss on their investment and 17 others had net 
returns of less than $500. 

Some of the characteristics of the intensive enter
prises that returned over $2,000 to labor and manage
ment are shown in Table 22. A similar analysis for those 
having net incomes of $500 or less is shown in Table 23. 
The characteristics of the extensive enterprises were quite 
similar to those of the intensive groups which had in
comes of less than $500 (Appendix Table 14). 

More than two-thirds of the operators of intensive 
enterprises planned to enlarge their businesses in the next 
five years; 80 percent of the operators of extensive en
terprises did not (Appendix Table 15). 

TABLE 19 - NUMBER OF OPERATORS WHO BORROWED MONEY TO CONSTRUCT OR OPERATE THEIR RECREATIONAL 
ENTERPRISE AND RANGE IN AMOUNTS BORROWED FOR 66 RECREATIONAL ENTERPRISES BY KINDS OF 

ENTERPRISES , MISSOURI, 1962 

Kinds of Enterprises 

Intensive 
Trout Lake 
Carp Lake 
Real Estate Development 
Minnow Producer 
Crayfish Producer 
Minnow Wholesaler 
Campground 
Vocation Farm 
Riding Stable 
Shooting Preserve 
Boys' and Girls' Camp 
Multiple Operation 

Tota l 

Extensive 
Bass, Perch, Etc . Lake 
Minnow Producer 
Picnic and Access 

to Fishing 
Guide Service 
Fishing Lure Mng. 
Earth Worm Producer 
Campground 
Deer Hunting 

Total 

a Interest charge of 4% per onnum 
b Interest charge of 6% per annum 

Operators 
Interviewed None 

No. No. 

2 1 
3 3 
4 4 
2 
1 
1 1 
4 2 
2 1 
4 3 
1 1 
2 2 
4 2 

30 20 

9 7 
2 2 

5 5 
2 2 
1 1 
2 2 
5 5 

10 10 
-
36 34 

c I nterest charge of 7% per annum 
d I nterest charge of 8% per annum 

Amount of Money Borrowed 

$J $5001 
to to Over 

$5000 $10000 $10000 

No. No . No. 

Ja 

-5 Ja 1d 
1 

-5 1b 
1b 
1 

1c 

2b 
5 3 2 

1d ,b 
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TABLE 20- NET CASH RETURNS OF 66 RECREATIONAL ENTERPRISES BY KINDS OF ENTERPRISE , MISSOURI, 1962 

Net Cash Returns 

Kinds Operators 0 $501 $1001 $2001 
of Inter- to to to to Over 
Ente rprise viewed Loss $500 $1000 $2000 $4000 $4000 

No. No. No. No . No. No. No. 

Intensive 
Trout Lake 2 
Carp Lake 3 2 
Real Esta te 

Development 4 3 
Minnow Producer 2 1 
Crayfish Producer 1 
Minnow Wholesaler 1 
Campground 4 2 
Vacation Form 2 
Riding Stable 4 1 
Shooting Preserve 1 1 
Boys' and Girls' Camp 2 2 
Multiple Operation 4 2 1 

Total 30 2 3 4 4 6 11 

Extensive 
Bass, Perch , Etc. Lake 9 4 2 
Minnow Producer 2 1 
Picnic and Access 

to Fishing 5 2 3 
Guide Service 2 2 
Fishing Lure Mng. 1 1 
Earth Worm Producer 2 1 
Campground 5 4 
Deer Hunting 10 10 

Total 36 5 24 3 3 

TABLE 21- NET RETURNS TO FAMILY LABOR AND MANAGEMENT OF 66 RECREATIONAL ENTERPRISES 
BY KINDS OF ENTERPRISE, MISSOURI, 1962* 

Net Returns 

Kinds Operators 0 $501 $1001 $2001 
of Inter- to to to to Over 
Enterprises viewed Loss $500 $1000 $2000 $4000 $4000 

No. No. No. No. No. No. No. 

Intensive 
Trout Lake 2 
Carp Lake 3 2 
Real Estate Development 4 3 
Minnow Producer 2 1 
Crayfish Producer 1 
Minnow Wholesaler 1 
Campground 4 1 
Vacation Form 2 2 
Riding Stable 4 2 
Shooting Preserve 1 
Boys' and Girls' Camp 2 
Multiple Operation 4 2 

Total 30 9 3 2 5 2 9 

Extensive 
Bass, Perch, Etc. Lake 9 7 2 
Minnow Producer 2 1 1 
Picnic and Access 

to Fishing 5 3 2 
Guide Service 2 2 
Fishing Lure Mng. 1 
Earth Worm Producer 2 1 
Campground 5 4 1 
Deer Hunting 10 10 

Total 36 16 17 2 

* Allowance mode for depreciation of assets used in operating enterprise and capitol investment was reworded at 4 1/ 2 percent 
interest charge. 
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TABLE 20 - NET CASH RETURNS OF 66 RECREATIONAL ENTERPRISES BY KINDS OF ENTERPRISE, MISSOURI, 1962 

Net Cash Returns 

Kinds Operators 0 $501 $1001 $2001 
of Inter- to to to to Over 
Ente rprise viewed Loss $500 $1000 $2000 $4000 $4000 

No. No. No. No . No. No. No. 

Intensive 
Trout Lake 2 
Carp Lake 3 2 
Real Esta te 

Development 4 3 
Minnow Producer 2 1 
Crayfish Producer 1 
Minnow Wholesaler 1 
Campground 4 2 
Vacation Farm 2 
Riding Stable 4 1 
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Extensive 
Bass, Perch , Etc. Lake 9 4 2 
Minnow Producer 2 1 
Picnic and Access 

to Fishing 5 2 3 
Guide Service 2 2 
Fishing Lure Mng. 1 1 
Earth Worm Producer 2 1 
Campground 5 4 
Deer H unti ng 10 10 

Total 36 5 24 3 3 

TABLE 21 - NET RETURNS TO FAMILY LABOR AND MANAGEMENT OF 66 RECREATIONAL ENTERPRISES 
BY KINDS OF ENTERPRISE, MISSOURI, 1962* 

Net Returns 

Kinds Operators 0 $50 1 $1001 $2001 
of Inter- to to to to Over 
Enterprises viewed Loss $500 $1000 $2000 $4000 $4000 

No. No. No. No. No. No. No. 

Intensive 
Trout Lake 2 
Carp Lake 3 2 
Real Estate Development 4 3 
Minnow Producer 2 1 
Crayfish Producer 1 
Minnow Wholesaler 1 
Campground 4 1 
Vacation Farm 2 2 
Riding Stable 4 2 
Shooti ng Preserve 1 
Boys' and Girls' Camp 2 
Multiple Operation 4 2 

Total 30 9 3 2 5 2 9 

Extensive 
Bass, Perch, Etc. Lake 9 7 2 
Minnow Producer 2 1 1 
Picnic and Access 

to Fishing 5 3 2 
Guide Service 2 2 
Fishing Lure Mng. 1 
Earth Worm Producer 2 1 
Campground 5 4 1 
Deer Hunting 10 10 

Total 36 16 17 2 

* Allowance made for depreciation of assets used in operating enterprise and capital investment was reworded at 4 1/ 2 percent 
interest charge. 
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TABLE 22- SOME CHARACTERISTICS OF THE INTENSIVE ENTERPRISES THAT 

HAD NET RETURNS TO LABOR AND MANAGEMENT OF MORE 
THAN $2,000, MISSOURI, 1962* 

Did Not 
Had These Have These 

Item Characteristics Characteristics Total 

No. No. No. 

Manager Had Specialized 
Training 6 2 8 

Enterprise Had Been Operated 
8 More Than Five Years 6 2 

Enterprise Was Used at 
50 Percent or More of 
Capacity During Peak 
Period 6 2 8 

Enterprise Hod an Annual 
Labor Reguirement of 

8 250 Da ys or More 7 

Capital Investment in 
Enterpr ise Was More 
Than $25,000 6 2 8 

*Three real estate operators were not included. 

TABLE 23- SOME CHARACTERISTICS OF THE INTENSI VE ENTERPRISES THAT 

HAD NET RETURNS TO LABOR AND MANAGEMENT OF $500 OR LESS, 
MISSOURI, 1962 

Did Not 
Had These Have These 

Item Characteristics Characteristics Total 

No. No. No. 

Manager Had Specialized 
Training 11 12 

Enterprise Had Been Operated 
More Than Five Years 3 9 12 

Enterprise Was Used at 
30 Percent or More of 
Capacity During Peak 
Period 4 8 12 

Enterprise Had an Annual 
Labor Reguirement of 
250 Days or More 6 6 12 

Capital Investment in 
Enterprise Was More 
Than $25,000 6 6 12 
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TABLE 22 - SOME CHARACTERISTICS OF THE INTENSIVE ENTERPRISES THAT 
HAD NET RETURNS TO LABOR AND MANAGEMENT OF MORE 

THAN $2,000, MISSOURI, 1962* 
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No. No. No. 
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Labor Reguirement of 
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APPENDIX TABLE 1 -DISTANCES 66 RECREATIONAL ENTERPRISES ARE FROM 
A CITY OF 10,000 TO 49,999 POPULATION BY KINDS OF ENTERPRISE, 

MISSOURI, 1962 

Miles Enterprise Is From City 

0 30 50 100 
Operators to to to to Over 

Kind of Enterprise Interviewed 29 49 99 199 200 

No. No. No. No. No. No. 

Intensive 
Trout Lake 2 2 
Carp Lake 3 3 
Real Estate Development 4 1 2 
Minnow Producer 2 2 
Crayfish Producer 1 
Minnow Wholesaler 1 1 
Campground 4 2 2 
Vacation Farm 2 1 1 
Riding Stab le 4 1 1 
Shooting Preserve 1 1 
Boys' and Girls' Camp 2 1 
Multiple Operation 4 3 

Appendix 
Total 30 8 6 15 

Extensive 
Bass, Perch, Etc. Lake 9 3 4 2 
Minnow Producer 2 2 
Picnic and Access to 

Fishing 5 4 
Guide Service 2 1 
Fishing Lure Mng. 1 1 
Earth Worm Producer 2 2 
Campground 5 3 2 
Deer Hunting 10 4 6 

Total 36 11 11 14 

APPENDIX TABLE 2- DISTANCES 66 RECREATIONAL ENTERPRISES ARE FROM 
A CITY OF 50,000 TO 99,999 POPULATION BY Kl NDS OF ENTERPRISE, 

MISSOURI, 1962 

Miles Enterprise Is From City 

0 30 50 100 
Operators to to to to O ver 

Kind of Enterprise Interviewed 29 49 99 199 200 

No. No. No . No . No. No. 

Intensive 
Trout Lake 2 2 
Carp Lake 3 3 
Real Estate Development 4 2 1 1 
Minnow Producer 2 2 
Crayfish Producer 1 1 
Minnow Wholesaler 1 1 
Campground 4 1 3 
Vacat ion Farm 2 2 
Riding Stable 4 1 2 
Shooting Preserve 1 1 
Boys' and Girls' Camp 2 1 
Multiple Operation 4 2 1 -

Total 30 2 3 14 11 

Extensive 
Bass, Perch, Etc. Lake 9 2 5 2 
Minnow Producer 2 2 
Picnic and Access to 

Fishing 5 3 2 
Guide Service 2 2 
Fishing Lure Mng. 1 1 
Earth Worm Producer 2 2 
Campground 5 2 2 1 
Deer Hunting 10 10 

To tal 36 5 4 17 10 
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APPENDIX TABLE 1 - DISTANCES 66 RECREATIONAL ENTERPRISES ARE FROM 
A CITY OF 10,000 TO 49,999 POPULATION BY KINDS OF ENTERPRISE, 
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Appendix 
Total 30 8 6 15 

Extensive 
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Minnow Producer 2 2 
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Fishing 5 4 
Guide Service 2 1 
Fishing Lure Mng. 1 1 
Earth Worm Producer 2 2 
Campground 5 3 2 
Deer Hunting 10 4 6 

Total 36 11 11 14 

APPENDIX TABLE 2 - DISTANCES 66 RECREATIONAL ENTERPRISES ARE FROM 
A CITY OF 50,000 TO 99,999 POPULATION BY KI NDS OF ENTERPRISE, 

MISSOURI, 1962 

Mi les Enterprise Is From City 

0 30 50 100 
Operators to to to to Over 

Kind of Enterprise Interviewed 29 49 99 199 200 

No. No. No . No. No. No. 

Intensive 
Trout Lake 2 2 
Carp Lake 3 3 
Real Estate Development 4 2 1 1 
Minnow Producer 2 2 
Crayfish Producer 1 1 
Minnow Wholesaler 1 1 
Campground 4 1 3 
Vacat ion Farm 2 2 
Riding Stable 4 1 2 
Shooting Preserve 1 1 
Boys' and Girls' Camp 2 1 
Multiple Operation 4 2 1 -

Total 30 2 3 14 11 

Extensive 
Bass, Perch, Etc. Lake 9 2 5 2 
Minnow Producer 2 2 
Pi cni c and Access to 

Fishing 5 3 2 
Guide Service 2 2 
Fishing Lure Mng. 1 1 
Earth Worm Producer 2 2 
Campground 5 2 2 1 
Deer Hunting 10 10 

To tal 36 5 4 17 10 
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APPENDIX TABLE 3- DISTANCES 66 RECREATIONAL ENTERPRISES ARE FROM A CITY OF O VER 100,000 POPULATION 
BY KINDS OF ENTERPRISE, MISSOURI, 1962 

Miles Enterprise Is From City 

0 30 50 100 
Operators to to to to O ver 

Kind of Enterprise Interviewed 29 49 99 199 200 

No. No. No . No. No. No. 

Intensive 
Trout Lake 2 2 
Carl Lake 3 3 
Rea Estate Development 4 2 2 
Minnow Producer 2 2 
Crayfish Producer 1 
Minnow Wholesaler 1 1 
Campground 4 4 
Vacation Farm 2 1 
Riding Stable 4 2 
Shooting Preserve 1 
Boys' and Girls' Camp 2 2 
Multiple Operation 4 2 

Total 30 2 6 16 6 

Extensive 
Bass, Perch, Et c . Lake 9 3 5 
Minnow Producer 2 1 1 
Picnic and Access to 

Fishing 5 2 2 
Guide Service 2 2 
Fishing Lure Mng. 1 1 
Earth Worm Producer 2 2 
Campground 5 2 2 1 
Deer Hunting 10 4 6 

Total 36 2 3 6 17 8 

APPENDIX TABLE 4- DISTANCES 66 RECREATIONAL ENTERPRISES ARE FROM A SPECIAL ATTRACTION IN THE AREA 
BY KINDS OF ENTERPRISE, MISSOURI , 1962 

Mi les Enterpr ise Is From Nearest Special Attraction 

0 5 10 20 
Operators to to to to Over 

Kind of Enterprise Interviewed 4 9 19 49 50 

No. No. No. No. No. No . 

Intensive 
Trout Lake 2 2 
CaT Lake 3 1 2 
Reo Estate Development 4 3 
Minnow Producer 2 1 
Crayfish Producer 1 1 
Minnow Wholesaler 1 1 
Campground 4 2 1 
Vacation Farm 2 1 1 
Riding Stable 4 2 1 
Shoot ing Preserve 1 1 
Boys' & Girls' Camp 2 
Multip le Operation 4 2 

Total 30 7 4 2 13 4 

Extensive 
Bass, Perch, Etc . Lake 9 6 
Minnow Producer 2 
Picnic and Access 

to Fishing 5 4 
Guide Service 2 2 
Fishing Lure Mng. 1 1 
Earth Worm Producer 2 1 
Campground 5 5 
Deer Hunt ing 10 8 2 -

Total 36 13 3 19 
31 

APPENDIX TABLE 3 - DISTANCES 66 RECREATIONAL ENTERPRISES ARE FROM A CITY OF O VER 100,000 POPULATION 
BY KINDS OF ENTERPRISE, MISSOURI, 1962 

Miles Enterprise Is From City 

0 30 50 100 
Operators to to to to O ver 

Kind of Enterprise Interviewed 29 49 99 199 200 

No. No. No . No. No. No. 

Intensive 
Trout Lake 2 2 
Carr Lake 3 3 
Rea Estate Development 4 2 2 
Minnow Producer 2 2 
Crayfish Producer 1 
Minnow Wholesaler 1 1 
Campg round 4 4 
Vacation Farm 2 1 
Riding Stable 4 2 
Shooting Preserve 1 
Boys' and Girls' Camp 2 2 
Multiple Operation 4 2 

Total 30 2 6 16 6 

Extensive 
Bass, Perch, Et c . Lake 9 3 5 
Minnow Producer 2 1 1 
Picnic and Access to 
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Guide Service 2 2 
Fishing Lure Mng. 1 1 
Earth Worm Producer 2 2 
Campground 5 2 2 1 
Deer Hunting 10 4 6 

Total 36 2 3 6 17 8 

APPENDIX TABLE 4 - DISTANCES 66 RECREATIONAL ENTERPRISES ARE FROM A SPECIAL ATTRACTION IN THE AREA 
BY KINDS OF ENTERPRISE, MISSOURI , 1962 

Mi les Enterpr ise Is From Ne arest Special Attraction 

0 5 10 20 
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Kind of Enterprise Interviewed 4 9 19 49 50 

No. No. No. No. No. No . 

Intensive 
Trout Lake 2 2 
CaT Lake 3 1 2 
Reo Estate Development 4 3 
Minnow Producer 2 1 
Crayfish Producer 1 1 
Minnow Wholesaler 1 1 
Campground 4 2 1 
Vacation Farm 2 1 1 
Riding Stable 4 2 1 
Shooting Preserve 1 1 
Boys' & Girls' Camp 2 
Multiple Operation 4 2 

Total 30 7 4 2 13 4 

Extensive 
Bass, Perch, Etc. Lake 9 6 
Minnow Producer 2 
Picnic and Access 

to Fishi ng 5 4 
Guide Service 2 2 
Fishing Lure Mng. 1 1 
Earth Worm Producer 2 1 
Campground 5 5 
Deer Hunt ing 10 8 2 -

Total 36 13 3 19 
31 
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APPENDIX TABLE 5- NUMBER OF PATRONS USING 66 RECREATIONAL ENTERPRISES 
BY KINDS OF ENTERPRISE, MISSOURI, 1962 

Patrons 

101 501 1001 
Operators to to to to Over 

Kind of Enterprise Interviewed 100 500 1000 5000 5000 

No. No. No. No. No. No. 

Intensive 
Trout lake 2 1 
Carp Lake 3 2 
Real Estate Development 4 2 2 
Minnow Producer 2 1 1 --
Crayfish Producer 1 1 
Minnow Wholesaler 1 1 
Campground 4 1 2 
Vacation Farm 2 1 
Riding Stable 4 2 
Shooting Preserve 1 1 
Boys' and Girls' Camp 2 2 
Multiple Operation 4 3 

-
Total 30 6 11 5 6 2 

Extensive 
Bass, Perch, Etc. Lake 9 3 5 
Minnow Producer 2 2 
Picnic and Access 

to Fishing 5 1 3 
Guide Service 2 2 
Fishing Lure Mng. 1 1 
Earth Worm Producer 2 1 
Campground 5 3 
Deer Hunting 10 10 

-
Total 36 20 7 7 2 

APPENDIX TABLE 6- AVERAGE PROPORTION OF ANNUAL RECEIPTS ACCORDING TO SOURCE FOR 66 RECREATIONAL 
ENTERPRISES BY KINDS OF ENTERPRISE, MISSOURI, 1962 

Operators 
Kind of Enterprise Interviewed 

No. 

Intensi ve 
Trout Lake 2 
Carp Lake 3 
Real Estate Development 4 
Minnow Producer 2 
Crayfish Producer 1 
Minnow Wholesaler 1 
Campground 4 
Vacation Farm 2 
Riding Stable 4 
Shooting Preserve 1 
Boys' ond Girls' Camp 2 
Multiple Operation 4 -

Total 30 

Extensive 
Bass, Perch, Etc. Lake 9 
Minnow Producer 2 
Picnic and Access 

to Fishing 5 
Guide Service 2 
Fishing Lure Mng. 1 
Earth Worm Producer 2 
Campground 5 
Deer Hunting 10 

Total 36 

Proportion of Receipts From: 

Individual Families 

% % 

40 60 
60 40 

100 
100 
100 
80 20 

6 88 
50 50 
26 69 
10 

100 
15 80 -
38 57 

43 57 
100 

20 60 
65 25 

100 
75 25 
56 44 
70 

57 31 

Organized 
Groups 

% 

6 

5 
90 

5 

5 

20 
10 

30 

12 
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Operators 
Kind of Enterprise Interviewed 

No. 
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Minnow Wholesoler 1 
Campground 4 
Vacation Farm 2 
Riding Stable 4 
Shooti ng Preserve 1 
Boys' ond Girls' Camp 2 
Multiple Operation 4 -

Total 30 

Extensive 
Bass, Perch, Etc. Lake 9 
Minnow Producer 2 
Picnic and Access 

to Fishing 5 
Guide Service 2 
Fishing Lure Mng. 1 
Earth Worm Producer 2 
Campground 5 
Deer Hunting 10 

Total 36 

Proportion of Receipts From: 

Individual Families 

% % 

40 60 
60 40 

100 
100 
100 
80 20 

6 88 
50 50 
26 69 
10 

100 
15 80 -
38 57 

43 57 
100 

20 60 
65 25 

100 
75 25 
56 44 
70 

57 31 

Organized 
Groups 

% 

6 

5 
90 

5 

5 

20 
10 

30 

12 



APPENDIX TABLE 7- AVERAGE PROPORTION OF ANNUAL RECEIPTS REeEIVED ON WEEKDAYS AND WEEKENDS 

FOR 66 RECREATIONAL ENTERPRISES BY KINDS OF ENTERPRISE, MISSOURI, 1962 

Operators Proportion of Receipts 

Kind of Enterprise Interviewed Weekdays Weekends 

No. % % 

Intensive 
Trout Lake 2 63 37 

Carp Lake 3 43 57 

Real Estate Development 4 30 70 

Minnow Producer 2 70 30 

Crayfish Producer 1 99 1 

Minnow Wholesaler 1 40 60 

Campground 4 36 64 
Vacation Farm 2 53 47 

Riding Stable 4 51 49 

Shooting Preserve 1 25 75 

Boys' and Girls' Camp 2 73 27 

Multiple Operation 4 43 57 
- -

Total 30 48 52 

Extensive 
Bass, Perch , Etc • Lake 9 48 52 

Minnow Producer 2 30 70 

Picnic and Access 
to Fishing 5 32 68 

Guide Service 2 35 65 

Fishing Lure Mfg. 1 80 20 
Earth Worm Producer 2 75 25 

Campground 5 30 70 

Deer Hunting 10 69 31 

Total 36 50 50 

APPENDIX TABLE 8 -AVERAGE PROPORTION OF ANNUAL RECEIPTS RECEIVED IN EACH QUARTER OF THE YEAR 

FOR 66 RECREATIONAL ENTERPRISES BY KINDS OF ENTERPRISE, MISSOURI, 1962 

Proportion of Business Obta ined During 

January April July October 

Operators to to to to 

Kind of Enterprise Interviewed March June September December 

No. % % % % 

Intensive 
Trout Lake 2 10 32 50 8 

Carp Lake 3 50 50 

Real Estate Development 4 13 45 40 2 

Minnow Producer 2 5 40 45 10 

Crayfish Producer 1 50 40 10 

Minnow Wholesaler 1 5 35 35 25 

Campground 4 10 29 60 1 

Vacation Farm 2 5 63 15 17 

Riding Stable 4 30 70 

Shooting Preserve 1 40 60 

Boy's and Girls' Camp 2 15 85 

Multiple Operation 4 2 25 67 6 
- - -

Total 30 6 35 52 7 

Extensive 
Bass, Perch, Etc. Lake 9 4 55 39 2 

Minnow Producer 2 50 50 

Picnic and Access to 
Fishing 5 9 48 43 

Guide Service 2 3 89 8 

Fishing Lure Manufacture 1 10 50 30 10 

Earth Worm Producer 2 32 65 3 

Campground 5 9 48 43 

Deer Hunting 10 100 
-

Total 36 4 33 34 29 
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Operators to to to to 

Kind of Enterprise Interviewed March June September December 

No. % % % % 

Intensive 
Trout Lake 2 10 32 50 8 
Carp Lake 3 50 50 
Real Estate Development 4 13 45 40 2 
Minnow Producer 2 5 40 45 10 
Crayfish Producer 1 50 40 10 
Minnow Wholesaler 1 5 35 35 25 
Campground 4 10 29 60 1 
Vacation Farm 2 5 63 15 17 
Riding Stable 4 30 70 
Shooting Preserve 1 40 60 
Boy's and Girls' Camp 2 15 85 
Multiple Operation 4 2 25 67 6 - - -

Total 30 6 35 52 7 

Extensive 
Bass, Perch, Etc. Lake 9 4 55 39 2 
Minnow Producer 2 50 50 
Picnic and Access to 

Fishing 5 9 48 43 
Guide Service 2 3 89 8 
Fishing Lure Manufacture 1 10 50 30 10 
Earth Worm Producer 2 32 65 3 
Campground 5 9 48 43 
Deer Hunting 10 100 

-
Total 36 4 33 34 29 

33 
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APPENDIX TABLE 9- LABOR REQUIREMENTS FOR 62 RECREATIONAL ENTERPRISES 
BY KINDS OF ENTERPRISE, MISSOURI, 1962* 

Da ys of Labor 

0 25 100 301 
Operators to to to to Over 

Kind of Enterprise Interv iewed 24 99 300 600 601 

No . No. No. No. No. No. 

Intensive 
Trout Lake 2 
Carp Lake 3 2 
Minnow Producer 2 1 
Crayfish Producer 1 1 
Minnow Wholesaler 1 
Campground 4 2 1 
Vocation Farm 2 1 
Rid ing Stable 4 3 
Shooting Preserve 1 
Boys' and Girls' Camp 2 2 
Multiple Operation 4 2 1 -Total 26 2 10 6 8 

Extensive 
Bass , Perch, Etc. Lake 9 3 4 2 
Minnow Producer 2 2 
Picnic and Access 

to Fishing 5 4 
Guide Service 2 2 
Fishing Lure Mng . 1 1 
Earth Worm Producer 2 2 
Campground 5 2 3 
Deer Hunting 10 10 

Total 36 18 14 4 

* Unable to determine labor requirement for four real estate developers. 

APPENDIX TABLE 10- OPINION OF OPERATORS OF 66 RECREATIONAL ENTERPRISES AS TO THE MOST IMPORTANT 
LIMITATION OF THEIR ENTERPRISE FOR MAKING A PROFIT BY KINDS OF EN TERPRISE, MISSOURI, 1962 

Kind of Enterprise 

Intensive 
Trout Lake 
Carp Lake 
Real Estate Development 
Minnow Producer 
Minnow Wholesaler 
Crayfish Producer 
Campground 
Vacation Farm 
Riding Stable 
Shooting Prese rve 
Boys' and Girls' Camp 
Mult iple Operation 

Total 

Extensive 
Bass, Perch, Etc. Lake 
Minnow Producer 
Picnic and Access 

to Fishing 
Guide Service 
Fishing Lure Mng . 
Earth Worm Producer 
Campground 
Deer Hunting 

Total 

Operators 
Interviewed 

No. 

2 
3 
4 
2 
1 
1 
4 
2 
4 
1 
2 
4 

30 

9 
2 

5 
2 
1 
2 
5 

10 

36 

Too 
Small 

No. 

1 
2 
1 
2 

2 

10 

1 
2 

5 
2 
1 
1 
2 
9 

23 

Limitation for Making Profit 

Not Operating 
Enough Costs Too 

Customers High 

No. 

1 
2 
2 

2 
1 
1 
1 

3 

14 

7 

3 
1 

11 

No. 

2 

Other 

No . 

2 
1 

4 
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Total 

Extensive 
Boss, Perch, Etc. Lake 
Minnow Producer 
Picnic and Access 

to Fishing 
Guide Service 
Fishing Lure Mng . 
Earth Worm Producer 
Campground 
Deer Hunting 

Tota l 

Operators 
Interviewed 

No. 

2 
3 
4 
2 
1 
1 
4 
2 
4 
1 
2 
4 

30 

9 
2 

5 
2 
1 
2 
5 

10 

36 

Too 
Small 

No. 

1 
2 
1 
2 

2 

10 

1 
2 

5 
2 
1 
1 
2 
9 

23 

Limitation for Making Profit 

Not Operating 
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Customers High 

No. 

1 
2 
2 

2 
1 
1 
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3 

14 

7 

3 
1 

11 

No. 

2 

Other 

No . 

2 
1 

4 



APPENDIX TABLE 11 -RANKING OF ADVERTISING METHODS USED BY 66 RECREATIONAL ENTERPRISES 
SURVEYED BY FREQUENCY OF USE, MISSOURI, 1962 

Type of Advertising* 

Word Out-
Operators of door News- Bro-

Kind of Enterprise Interviewed Mouth Signs paper chures 

No. No. No. No. No. 

Intensive 
Trout Lake 2 2 2 
Carp Lake 3 3 3 
Real Estate Development 4 4 2 
Minnow Producer 2 2 
Crayfish Producer 1 1 
Minnow Wholesaler 1 1 
Campground 4 4 
Vacation Farm 2 2 
Riding Stable 4 4 2 
Shooting Preserve 1 1 
Boys' and Girls' Camp 2 2 
Multiple Operation 4 4 2 1 - - -

Total 30 30 9 6 4 

Extensive 
Boss, Perch, Etc. Lake 9 9 2 
Minnow Producer 2 2 
Picnic and Access to 

Fishing 5 5 
Guide Service 2 2 
Fishing Lure Mng. 1 1 
Earth Worm Producer 2 2 
Campground 5 5 2 

Deer Hunting 10 10 

Total 36 36 4 

Other 

No. 

2 
1 -
4 

4 

4 

* Operators were ask_ed to report the three most important ways they advertised . Most of them reported only one or two 
methods. 
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APPENDIX TABLE 12- ATTITUDE OF OPERATORS OF 66 RECREATIONAL APPENDIX TABLE 13- DISTRIBUTION OF OPERATORS OF 66 RECRE-
ENTERPRISES TOWARD BORROWING FUNDS AT 4 PERCENT INTEREST ATIONAL ENTERPRISES WHO CARRIED LIABILITY INSURANCE 

AND 30 YEARS TO PAY TO ENLARGE FACILITIES BY KINDS OF COVERING PATRONS OF THEIR FACILITIES BY KINDS OF 
ENTERPRISE , MISSOURI, 1962 ENTERPRISE, MISSOURI, 1962 

Operators Would Would Did Not 
Kind of Enterprise Interv iewed Borrow Nat Carried Carry 

Operators Liability Liabili ty 
No. No . No. Kind of Enterprise Interviewed Insurance Insurance 

Intensive No. No. No . 
Trout Lake 2 2 
Carp Lake 3 2 1 Intensive 
Real Estate Development 4 1 3 Trout Lake 2 2 
Minnow Producer 2 1 1 Corp Lake 3 2 1 
Cra yfish Producer 1 1 Real Estate Development 4 1 3 
Minnow Who lesaler 1 1 Minnow Producer 2 1 1 
Campground 4 1 3 Crayfish Producer 1 1 
Vacation Farm 2 1 1 Minnow Wholesaler 1 1 
Riding Stable 4 2 2 Campground 4 4 
Shooting Reserve 1 1 Vacation Farm 2 2 
Boys ' and Girls' Camp 2 1 1 Riding Stable 4 4 
Multiple Operation 4 2 2 Shooting Preserve 1 1 - Boys' and Girls ' Camp 2 2 Total 30 13 17 

Multiple Operation 4 3 
Extens ive Total 30 10 20 

Boss, Perch, Etc. lake 9 3 6 
Minnow Producer 2 2 Extensive 
Picnic and Access to Fishing 5 5 Bass , Pe.rch , Etc . Lake 9 4 5 
Guide Service 2 2 Minnow Producer 2 2 
Fishing Lure Mng. 1 1 Picnic and Access to Fishing 5 4 
Earth Worm Producer 2 2 Guide Service 2 2 
Campground 5 2 3 Fishing Lure Mng. 1 1 
Deer Hunting 10 10 Earth Worm Producer 2 2 - Campground 5 2 3 Total 36 5 31 

Deer Hunting 10 10 -
Total 36 7 29 

APPENDIX TABLE 14- SOME CHARACTERISTICS OF THE EXTENSIVE APPENDIX TABLE 15- ATTITUDE OF OPERATORS OF 66 RECREATIONAL ENTER-
ENTERPRISES THAT HAD NET RETURNS TO LABOR AND PRISE$ TOWARDS ENLARGING RECREATIONAL ENTERPRISE IN NEXT FIVE 

MANAGEMENT OF $500 OR LESS , MISSOURI, 1962 YEARS BY KINDS OF ENTERPRISE, MISSOURI , 1962 

Did Not 
Had These Have These 
Character- Character-

Plan to Enlarge Do Not Plan to 
Operators in Next Five Enlarge in Next 

Kind of Enterprise Interviewed Years Five Years 
Item isti cs istics Total 

No . No. No. 
No. No. No . 

Intensive 
Manager Had Specialized Trout Lake 2 2 

Training 4 29 33 Carp Lake 3 3 
Enterprise Had Been Operated 

More Than Five Years 26 7 33 

Real Estate Development 4 3 
Minnow Producer 2 2 
Crayfish Producer 1 1 

Enterprise Was Used at Minnow Wholesaler 1 1 
30 Percent or More of Campground 4 2 2 
Capacity 16 17 33 

Enterprise Had an Annual 
Labor Requirement of 
100 Days or More 2 31 33 

Vacation Farm 2 1 1 
Riding Stable 4 2 2 
Shooting Preserve 1 1 
Bays' and Girls ' Camp 2 1 
Multiple Operation 4 3 

Capital Investment in 
Enterprise Was More 
Tho n $25 ,000 3 30 33 

Total 30 21 9 
Extensive 

Bass, Perch, Etc. Lake 9 5 4 
Minnow Producer 2 2 
Picnic and Access 

to Fishing 5 4 
Guide Service 2 2 
Fishing Lure Mng . 1 1 
Earth Worm Producer 2 1 
Campground 5 5 
Deer Hunting 10 10 - -

Total 36 7 29 

36 
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Operators Would Would Did Not 
Kind of Enterprise I nterv i ewed Borrow Nat Carried Carry 
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Intensive No. No. No . 
Trout Lake 2 2 
Carp Lake 3 2 1 Intensive 
Real Estate Development 4 1 3 Trout Lake 2 2 
Minnow Producer 2 1 1 Corp Lake 3 2 1 
Cra yfish Producer 1 1 Real Estate Development 4 1 3 
Minnow Who lesaler 1 1 Minnow Producer 2 1 1 
Campground 4 1 3 Crayfish Producer 1 1 
Vacation Farm 2 1 1 Minnow Wholesaler 1 1 
Riding Stable 4 2 2 Campground 4 4 
Shooting Reserve 1 1 Vacation Farm 2 2 
Boys ' and Girls' Camp 2 1 1 Riding Stable 4 4 
Multiple Operation 4 2 2 Shooting Preserve 1 1 

- Boys' and Girls' Camp 2 2 Total 30 13 17 Multiple Operation 4 3 

Extensive Total 30 10 20 
Boss, Perch, Etc. Lake 9 3 6 
Minnow Producer 2 2 Extensive 
Picnic and Access to Fishing 5 5 Bass , Pe.rch , Etc. Lake 9 4 5 
Gu ide Serv ice 2 2 Minnow Producer 2 2 
Fishing Lure Mng. 1 1 Picnic and Access to Fishing 5 4 
Earth Worm Producer 2 2 Guide Service 2 2 
Campground 5 2 3 Fishing Lure Mng. 1 1 
Deer Hunting 10 10 Earth Worm Producer 2 2 - Campground 5 2 3 Total 36 5 31 

Deer Hunting 10 10 -
Total 36 7 29 

APPENDIX TABLE 14 - SOME CHARACTERISTICS OF THE EXTENSIVE APPENDIX TABLE 15 - ATTITUDE OF OPERATORS OF 66 RECREATIONAL ENTER-
ENTERPRISES THAT HAD NET RETURNS TO LABOR AND PRISES TOWARDS ENLARG1NG RECREATIONAL ENTERPRISE IN NEXT FIVE 

MANAGEMENT OF $500 OR LESS , MISSOURI, 1962 YEARS BY KINDS OF ENTERPRISE, MISSOURI , 1962 

Did Not 
Had These Have These 
Character- Character-

Plan to Enlarge Do Not Plan to 
Operators in Next Five Enlarge in Next 

Kind of Enterprise Interviewed Years Five Years 
Item isti cs istics Total 

No. No. No. 
No. No. No . 

Intensive 
Manager Had Specialized Traut Lake 2 2 

Training 4 29 33 Carp Lake 3 3 

Enterprise Had Been Operated 
More Than Five Years 26 7 33 

Real Estate Development 4 3 
Minnow Producer 2 2 
Crayfish Producer 1 1 

Enterprise Was Used at Minnow Wholesaler 1 1 
30 Percent or More of Campground 4 2 2 
Capacity 16 17 33 

Enterprise Had an Annual 
Labor Requirement of 
100 Days or More 2 31 33 

Vacation Farm 2 1 1 
Riding Stable 4 2 2 
Shooting Preserve 1 1 
Boys' and Girls ' Camp 2 1 
Multiple Operation 4 3 

Capital Investment in 
Enterprise Was More 
Tho n $25, 000 3 30 33 

Total 30 21 9 
Extensive 

Bass, Perch, Etc. Lake 9 5 4 
Minnow Producer 2 2 
Picnic and Access 

to Fish ing 5 4 
Guide Service 2 2 
Fishing Lure Mng . 1 1 
Earth Worm Producer 2 1 
Campground 5 5 
Deer Hunting 10 10 - -

Total 36 7 29 
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