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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
This technical report conveys findings from the one-year Rebuilding the Arkansas 
Valley Foodshed initiative that was funded by the Colorado Health Foundation and 
implemented by Ogallala Commons from October 2019 to September 2020. As 
detailed in our initial letter of support, Ogallala Commons partnered with the Center 
for Rural School Health and Education (CRSHE) at the University of Denver to 
develop and implement locally relevant data collection procedures. This initial, 
formative assessment of the food environment will lay the foundation for the 
coalition’s plan to Rebuild the Arkansas Valley Foodshed and will be shared with 
the Colorado Health Foundation, members of the steering committee, food 
producers, and community members of Southeast Colorado.  

Through this partnership we were able to achieve most of our goals for generating 
the baseline data needed to develop a blueprint for the future initiative: (1) we co-
created instrumentation and data collection procedures for characterizing local 
food awareness/access and use in school cafeterias; (2) we facilitated 
collaborative analysis processes to make meaning of the data collected; and (3) 
we developed a plan for evaluating the future initiative through a future process 
and outcomes evaluation. We also adapted our approach in light of the COVID-19 
pandemic. Social distancing measures kept us from systematically collecting the 
perspectives of adult community members regarding their awareness of and 
access to local foods. With the cancellation of the Local Llano Food Producer 
Summit, we were able to change the design of our study for remote data collection 
through surveys and interviews using videoconferencing software (Zoom Video 
Communications). We also shifted away from a focus group as the follow-up to 
our producer surveys, utilizing one-on-one in-depth interviews with individual 
producers, instead.  

These findings shaped to creation of the Rebuilding the Arkansas Valley initiative, 
which has been funded for implementation from September 2020 – August 2022. 
Findings from this study support the need for the following interventions based on 
perspectives from community members throughout the region:  
‣ Develop a mid-level aggregator to connect local food producers and to 

increase the accessibility of local foods.  
‣ Develop digital resources to educate consumers about local food products 

and local food producers.  
‣ Create a Mobile Foodshed Classroom to promote local food awareness and 

access in schools across the RAVF Target Region.  
‣ Engage young people in local food marketing and sustainability efforts.  

This work was made possible with support from: 
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CENTER FOR RURAL SCHOOL HEALTH & EDUCATION 
The Center for Rural School Health & Education (CRSHE) is at the 
Morgridge College of Education at the University of Denver. The vision of 
CRSHE is happy, healthy children and families living in vibrant rural 
communities. Its mission is to partner with rural schools and communities 
to improve health and education outcome.



Rebuilding the Arkansas Valley Foodshed

 

Table of Contents 

BACKGROUND & PROGRAM CONTEXT 1 
Mission 1 
Methodology 1 
Process 2 
The Emerging Foodsheds Initiative 2 
The Grow SECO (Southeast Colorado) Initiative 2 
Rebuilding the Arkansas Valley Foodshed 3 

THE CURRENT STUDY 5 
Participatory Approach 5 
Study Design 6 

How do food producers view consumption of locally produced foods? 6 
How do food consumers view locally produced foods? 6 

COMMUNITY PERSPECTIVES OF THE ARKANSAS VALLEY 
FOODSHED 8 

Food Producers 8 
Develop a mid-level aggregator to connect local food producers and to 
increase the accessibility of local foods. 8 

Food Consumers 9 
Develop digital resources to educate consumers about local food products 
and local food producers. 10 
Create a Mobile Foodshed Classroom to promote local food awareness and 
access in schools across the RAVF Target Region. 10 
Engage young people in local food marketing and sustainability efforts. 10 

Dissemination and Use of Findings 11 

REFERENCES 11 

APPENDICES 12 
Appendix 1: The Eight-State Catchment Area of Ogallala Commons 13 
Appendix 2: Foodsheds over the Ogallala Commons 14 
Appendix 3: Commonwealth Academy Framework 15 
Appendix 4: Ogallala Commons Partners in Colorado 16 
Appendix 5: Questions for Food Producers: Survey 17 
Appendix 6: Questions for Food Producers: Interviews 23 
Appendix 7: Questions for Students in Commonwealth Academies 25 
Appendix 8: Healthy Kids Colorado Survey (2017) 28 
Appendix 9: Scope of Food Production in the Arkansas Valley 29 
Appendix 10: A Bibliography of Relevant Works 33 
Appendix 11: Local Llano – A platform for digital educational outreach 35

p.  of 4 4



Rebuilding the Arkansas Valley Foodshed

BACKGROUND & PROGRAM CONTEXT 
Ogallala Commons, Inc., is a 501(c)3 nonprofit organization providing 
education and leadership to build vibrant communities in the Great Plains 
region. Their service area is centered over the High Plains-Ogallala Aquifer, 
but also extends west into the Rocky Mountains region, and east to the 
river-braided prairies. The Ogallala Aquifer is a tremendous gift of 
groundwater that intertwines all human and natural communities living in 
this unified area of the Great Plains, even though we are politically and 
culturally sectioned into 8 different states (see Appendix 1). Ogallala 
Commons is shaped and directed by a nine-member board of directors, 
assisted by an advisory council and a small staff–-men and women leaders 
from six states in the High Plains-Ogallala Aquifer region—leaders who 
follow the vision of Ogallala Commons and build it into an operational 
community resource network. In its almost 20 years of operation, it has 
grown into a thriving organization. 

Mission 
The mission of Ogallala Commons is based on a concept called the 
commons, an idea originating in late-medieval European societies, as well 
as practices that are utilized in communal resource management around 
the world. Ogallala Commons was initiated in 1999 as a resource 
development network for reinvigorating communities in the High Plains 
region of the Great Plains and continues to function according to that 
original vision. The four core programs of Ogallala Commons are: 

1. Youth Engagement – Youth engagement programs organize events and 
connections geared toward expanding career horizons for community 
youth. 

2. Workforce and Leadership Development – Through internships and 
apprenticeships offered by our community partners Ogallala Commons 
provides participants the opportunity to see the benefits and ability to 
stay in their local communities. 

3. Stewarding Natural Resources – Education initiatives which focus on 
the sustainable use of natural resources teach communities the value 
of water, soil and the ecosystem. 

4. Rebuilding Local Food Systems - Through workshops, conferences and 
field days, Ogallala Commons works to bolster and rebuild local food 
production efforts (see Appendix 2).  

Methodology 
Ogallala Commons’ approach to leading collaborative projects is one that 
relies heavily on community participation and is driven by community 
values. Congruent with their four-part methodology (which is used across 
all programs), Ogallala Commons works to empower local champions who 
have the regional relational capital to attract and retain partners as well as 
organize local and regional resources. This four-part methodology involves 

p.  of 1 35



Rebuilding the Arkansas Valley Foodshed

(1) weaving a collaborative network of diverse partners, (2) building an 
educational outreach, (3) fostering a sense of place, and (4) rebuilding the 
commonwealth (the 12 forms of community assets which are collectively 
owned and stewarded by each community; see Appendix 3) to sustain 
human and natural communities. 

Process 
Ogallala Commons utilizes an iterative process for each project that allows 
them to begin work to improve food access, strengthen the local food 
system, and mobilize existing partners immediately while also allowing the 
coalition of partners to grow, project knowledge to evolve, and final plan to 
incorporate vital discoveries – even those uncovered at late stages. The 
ACCEL process allows projects to begin immediately while producing 
useful insights and galvanizing support among partners and community 
members as the project unfolds over time. ACCEL stands for: Assess, 
Connect, Collaborate, Educate/Empower, and Lead. Repeating these steps 
in an iterative process keeps existing work underway while providing the 
opportunity for new partners to engage without feeling they have missed 
entire stages of the work. This allows Ogallala Commons to build and 
maintain strong relationships among team members, support partners, 
constituent groups and the community at large.  
 

The Emerging Foodsheds Initiative 
Through the Emerging Foodsheds Project, Ogallala Commons seeks to 
increase the capacity of regional foodsheds while promoting opportunities 
for farmers who wish to meet the demand for fresh, locally grown, healthy 
food. In Southeast Colorado, this work includes working at a systems level 
to improve food awareness and access for schools and the general public. 
A map of the High Plains foodsheds and the individual projects that are 
currently planned or underway can be found at www.myfoodshed.org. 
Eventually, each region will have ongoing work to develop their foodsheds in 
a regionally responsive and appropriate way utilizing the partnerships and 
assets of each territory to engage in sustainable work to promote and 
strengthen their food systems. Ogallala Commons has an existing set of 
robust, engaged community partners as well as other successful foodshed 
projects to help guide this Southeast Colorado specific project.  

The Grow SECO (Southeast Colorado) Initiative 
Grow SECO is a 2019 initiative of Ogallala Commons for Southeast 
Colorado, by Southeast Coloradoans. It was forged from many projects that 
Ogallala Commons conducted within the Southeast Colorado region for 
over a decade including. Grow SECO is the “hub of the wheel” that connects 
and interweaves all of the collaborative work that Ogallala Commons and 
its partners in Southeast Colorado are doing together. One of these projects 
is “Rebuilding the Arkansas Valley Foodshed.” 
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Rebuilding the Arkansas Valley Foodshed 
Many localities in rural areas of the Great Plains region are classified as 
food deserts, or areas in which people have limited access to fresh, locally 
grown food and decreasing knowledge of preparing fresh food (Colorado 
Health Foundation, 2009). This is an ironic situation given the predominance 
of agriculture in our local economies. Unfortunately, almost all Great Plains 
agricultural production is geared towards industrialized livestock and feed 
grains production. Despite these realities, there is a growing number of 
local food producers, as well as cultural food knowledge that, if nurtured 
and supported, could offer a brighter future for local economies and public 
health. Southeast Colorado specifically exhibits each of these with a higher 
than normal poverty rate to complicate the situation.  

This project will focus on four Southeast Colorado counties along the 
Arkansas River Valley region: Prowers, Bent, Baca, and Kiowa (see Figure 1, 
RAVF Target Region). This four-county area houses around 23,000 residents 
(U.S. Census Bureau, 2018). The per capita income of three of these 
counties is below the US poverty line ($21,500) with many school-aged 
children in this region qualifying for free or reduced lunch (FRL). 
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To combat food deserts in Southeast Colorado, Ogallala Commons 
acquired a planning grant from the Colorado Health Foundation that 
supports improving community food systems in Colorado. The 9-month 
planning grant funds partner coalitions to develop initiatives that will 
increase the number of Coloradans who can access affordable, nutritious 
food in the communities (Colorado Blueprint to End Hunger, 2018). This 
partnership between Ogallala Commons and the Colorado Health 
Foundation is mutually beneficial because both organizations seek to build 
locally sustainable food systems through collaborative partnerships. As a 
result of their partnership with the foundation, Ogallala Commons will (1) 
strengthen and expand collaborative partnerships and (2) develop an 
initiative in Southeast Colorado to nurture local food systems and improve 
local food access. Local food systems are critical to assisting local 
economies to develop and thrive through support for local growers and 
healthy food access for the broader population. Achieving these goals will 
lead to improved access to local foods, as depicted in Figure 2. 

Additional support from the foundation and other partners will be solicited 
to implement the Grow SECO initiative and to Rebuild the Arkansas Valley 
Foodshed. Ogallala Commons has a robust network of community partners, 
including 65 partners in Colorado (see Appendix 4). Key partners include: 
Bent County Economic Development, High Plains Community Health, 
Southeast Colorado Hospital, Rocky Mountain Farmers Union, and local 
food pantries. 
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THE CURRENT STUDY
Ogallala Commons partnered with the Center for Rural School Health and 
Education (CRSHE) at the University of Denver to develop and implement 
locally relevant data collection procedures. Through this partnership, we 
generated the baseline data needed to develop a blueprint for the future 
initiative:  
1. We co-created instrumentation and data collection procedures for 

characterizing local food awareness/access and use in school 
cafeterias; 

2. We facilitated collaborative analysis processes to make meaning of the 
data collected; and  

3. We developed a plan for evaluating the future initiative through a future 
process and outcomes evaluation.  

This initial, formative assessment of the food environment will lay the 
foundation for the coalition’s plan to Rebuild the Arkansas Valley Foodshed 
and will be shared with the Colorado Health Foundation, members of the 
steering committee, food producers, and community members.  

Participatory Approach 
The Center for Rural School Health & Education (CRSHE) seeks to embody 
principles of community-based participatory research in all endeavors (see 
Israel, Schulz, Parker, & Becker, 1998).  In the context of this work, this 
participatory maxim (Cousins & Whitmore, 1998) allowed us to work closely 
as an initiative leader (author 2) and research consultants (authors 1 and 
3). Since our goal was to gather baseline data on food production and 
consumption within the valley, we worked together to co-create protocols 
and instruments for collecting data that would be most appropriate within 
the rural Southeast Colorado communities. Our general approach to this 
collaboration involved one of the consultants reviewing prior studies and 
research literature on topics relevant to the initiative, then collectively 
discussing a menu of options from which strategies for data collection 
were selected. As described in the initial grant proposal, we utilized Ogallala 
Commons-led programming to gather perspectives of local high school 
students (through Commonwealth Academies) and of local food producers 
(through the regional Local Llano Food Producer Summit). Our analysis of 
the data we collected within each part of the study involved analyzing the 
data independently first, then meeting to discuss our analyses and make 
sense of the findings collectively. The study design, data collection 
procedures, and instruments are described in the sections that follow.  
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Study Design  
The purpose of this study was to gather baseline data for designing a 
blueprint for a future initiative to nurture local food systems and improve 
local food access in the Arkansas Valley. In this exploratory, qualitative 
inquiry, we gathered baseline data to answer three guiding questions (as 
summarized in Figure 3): 

What is the current scope of food production in the valley?  
To understand the types of local food that are produced locally, we 
conducted a preliminary literature review and a desk review of published 
reports and guidelines for food access and awareness initiatives.  

How do food producers view consumption of locally produced foods?  
To gain insight into food producers’ perspectives of local food production, 
we used a survey (see Appendix 5) and semi-structured follow-up 
interviews (see Appendix 6). From this, we were better able to understand 
why food producers believe that locally produced foods are rarely 
consumed locally. 

How do food consumers view locally produced foods?  
To describe community awareness, access, and interest in local foods, we 
leveraged our existing relationships with schools in the region to survey 
adolescents’ perspectives of local foods through Commonwealth 
Academies (see Appendix 7) and reviewed data from a recent Healthy Kids 
Colorado survey (see Appendix 8). We also intended to gather the 
perspectives of adult-aged community members, a goal that was not 
tenable in light of the COVID-19 pandemic. 

A detailed summary of the variables, data sources, and methods obtained 
for each guiding question can be viewed in the evaluation matrix (see Table 
1). For more information on evaluation matrices, see Putting Together an 
Evaluation Matrix (CDC, 2007). 
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Food Consumers’ 
Perspectives of Local 
Food (Consumption) 

Describe community 
awareness, access, and 
interest in local foods

Scope of local food 
production 

Understand what types of 
local food are consumed 

locally

Food Producers’ 
perspectives of Local 

Food (Production) 

Describe facilitators, 
challenges, and barriers to 

keeping local food local

Figure 3. Baseline data needed to design the Rebuilding the Arkansas Valley Foodshed initiative
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We made two adjustments to our planned study in order to accommodate 
social the distancing and isolation measures necessitated by the state and 
local governments. First, we were not able to conduct focus group through 
the Local Llano Food Producer Summit planned for March 2020. In 
response, we implemented remote data collection through surveys and 
interviews using videoconferencing software (Zoom Video 
Communications). Second, though we were able to develop a plan for 
evaluating the future initiative, we were not able to solidify the indicators for 
tracking progress and success in the future process and outcome 
evaluation. This work will be possible early within the implementation of the 
initiative. 
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Guiding Questions Indicators Data Sources Data Collection
Scope of Food 
Production 
What types of foods 
are produced in the 
Arkansas Valley 
foodshed? How much 
of this food is 
consumed locally and/
or regionally?

•Descriptive 
indicators related 
to number and 
acres of farms and 
market values, 
including by crop 
type

Census of 
Agriculture 
(2017): Colorado 
State & County 
Data (volume 1), 
April 2019 

Food producers

Desk review of 
published reports 
and guidelines (4) 

Food producer 
survey (17)

Food Producers’ 
Perspectives of Local 
Food (Production) 
How do food 
producers characterize 
their current 
production of food for 
local consumption? 
Who consumes food 
locally? What 
challenges and 
barriers limit local food 
consumption?

•Production (Type, 
Use, Grants) 

•Capacity (Amount, 
Max, Viability) 

•Consumers (Sites/
Type, Use)  

•Sales (Gross, Goals) 
•Barriers (Issues, 

Strategies) 
•Non-Human 

Consumption 
•Demographics

Food producers Food producer 
survey (17) 

Food producer 
interviews (3)

Food Consumers’ 
Perspectives of Local 
Food (Consumption)  
To what extent are 
community members 
aware of local food 
options and able to 
access local foods? To 
what extent are they 
interested in local 
food? How often do 
they consume foods 
that could be produced 
locally?

•Awareness 
(Production, 
Identification, Use) 

•Access (Sites, 
Seasonality, 
Markets, Frequency, 
Distance) 

•Interest (Eating, 
Knowing, Growing, 
Career)  

•Consumption (Fruit, 
Vegetable, 
Breakfast, Hunger)

Community 
members 
-Adults * 
-High school 

students 

Healthy Kids 
Colorado Survey 
(2017)

Desk review of 
published HKCS 
report 

Literature review of 
articles (20)  

Student survey 
(46)

* Unable to collect data from adult-aged community members due to the COVID-19.

Table 1. Evaluation matrix for Rebuilding the Arkansas Valley planning grant  
(Oct. 2019-Sept.2020) 
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COMMUNITY PERSPECTIVES OF THE 
ARKANSAS VALLEY FOODSHED 
This technical report conveys findings from the one-year Rebuilding the 
Arkansas Valley Foodshed initiative that was funded by the Colorado Health 
Foundation and implemented by Ogallala Commons from October 2019 to 
September 2020. Here we identify how our analysis of the baseline data 
informed the design of the blueprint for implementing the Rebuilding the 
Arkansas Valley Foodshed initiative. We then conclude the report with a 
brief summary of how the findings from this study will be disseminated and 
used.  

Prior to collecting community perspectives of the local foodshed, we first 
turned around attention to the existing academic and ‘grey literature’ on 
programs that are designed with similar components to this initiative. Our 
initial desk review of federal and state agricultural reports provided 
statistics regarding food production within the RAVF target region (see full 
dataset in Appendix 9). We surveyed food producers in order to take stock 
of the types of crops that are produced in the region (see Appendix 5 for a 
list of vegetables, fruits, meat, and dairy known to be produced locally) and 
to understand food producers’ desired levels of capacity. Taken together, 
these data suggest that local food production is robust and is capable of 
serving the needs of institutional buyers in addition to existing buyers (local 
and corporate consumers). As a result of these efforts, we also produced a 
list of relevant articles, reports, and initiatives that can inform the 
development of this and other initiatives for increasing local food access by 
prioritizing community members’ perspectives (see Appendix 10).  

Food Producers 
To gain insight into food producers’ perspectives of local food production, 
we used a survey (see Appendix 5) and semi-structured follow-up 
interviews (see Appendix 6). In addition to providing baseline data about 
food production, food producers’ insights allowed us to understand why 
food producers believe that locally produced foods are rarely consumed 
locally. Currently, individual farmers broker one-on-one relationships with 
individual local buyers, small shops or restaurants, and farmer’s markets. 
Farmers are challenged to manage the burden of making connections and 
building relationships alongside their day-to-day farming tasks. In sum, food 
producers lack an efficient way to connect with the market or with other 
producers, suggesting the need for a mid-level aggregator.  

Develop a mid-level aggregator to connect local food producers and to 
increase the accessibility of local foods.  
A mid-level aggregator is an organizational structure for allowing 
consumers to buy sizeable quantities of produce, meat, and dairy from 
across multiple small farms within a single point of sale. As described by 
the Portland Metro Climate Prosperity Project (2011),  
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“Farmers have few opportunities to connect with local buyers beyond 
farmers markets and CSA programs. With access to a centrally located 
aggregator, individual producers can gain greater access to food buyers 
and also benefit from better marketing and packaging for largescale 
distribution” (p. 32).  

By organizing logistics for purchasing and delivery of foods across small-
scale farming operations, a mid-level aggregator streamlines access to 
local foods for individual local buyers. Importantly, it also provides a 
medium through which institutional buyers (like schools or hospitals) can 
purchase large quantities of local produce, meat, and dairy from many 
farmers simultaneously. This creates new opportunities for local food 
producers because institutional buyers traditionally rely on large-scale, 
commercial food producers to obtain the quantities of food products they 
require.  

A number of strategies have been planned for developing a mid-level 
aggregator. Nourish Colorado (formerly Live Well) has facilitated workshops 
for institutional buyers with the purpose of training them to procure and 
prepare local foods. We will partner with Nourish Colorado to support this 
work in southeast Colorado over 2021 and 2022. Furthermore, through 
financial support from the Rocky Mountain Farmers’ Union, we have 
developed an e-commerce platform for selling local food products through 
our website. The website will soft-launch in early 2021 as we continue to 
develop the underlying logistics for food delivery and pickup. To 
supplement these efforts, we will continue to host food producer summits, 
community events, and dinners for showcasing local food producers and 
their foods.  

Food Consumers 
The perspectives of local food consumers were also integral to the design 
of the future initiative. Analysis of survey data alongside data from the 
Commonwealth Academies indicated a lack of awareness of local foods by 
adolescents across the RAVF Target Region. Indeed, food producers 
identified a lack of community knowledge about local produce and 
producers as a key problem for increasing local food consumption. Though 
students’ awareness of local foods was low, they expressed interest in 
growing their understanding of the foodshed as a community asset. 
Through our student-centered events we learned there is significant 
dissonance between students’ perceived knowledge of food systems and 
their ability to demonstrate that knowledge. Future data can be compared 
with the baseline data collected through continued use of the instrument 
we developed. Longitudinal analysis of these findings will permit 
comparison of findings before the initiative with those that occur in 2022 
after it has been implemented. Additionally, this baseline data has 
highlighted a need for us to help teachers build knowledge of local foods 
with their students. 
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Develop digital resources to educate consumers about local food 
products and local food producers.  
Findings from the student survey suggest that consumers need help 
identifying local food products: only 52% of students felt confident they 
could identify local food and 47% of students never look at labels to 
determine if food was produced locally. However, 76% of the same students 
said they want to know which foods they eat are grown locally. Local Llano 
is an ongoing Ogallala Commons initiative, created in 2011, geared towards 
educating the public about local food options in the Llano Estacado region 
(see Appendix 11). In 2017 the project took great leaps forward, with 12 
new videos created about local producers—filmed by two Local Llano 
interns. The videos received 55,000 views on Local Llano’s Facebook page 
by the end of August, and their views continue to increase. In addition, 
members of the growing digital audience have made 3,134 visits to blogs 
that were posted on Local Llano from April to August 2017. With nearly 3 
years of solid gains on building an engaged digital audience across many 
miles and many towns, Local Llano was well poised to reach new heights of 
educational outreach and to build an even larger audience for local. Local 
Llano can be explored at http://localllano.org/.  

Create a Mobile Foodshed Classroom to promote local food awareness 
and access in schools across the RAVF Target Region.  
We will also continue having conversations with educators and other adult-
aged local food consumers to get an idea of how the community views our 
efforts to rebuild the foodshed. We will develop social media education 
campaigns for educating consumers and engage community members in 
community events and dinners for showcasing local food producers and 
their foods. Community members’ perspectives of these programs will 
inform how our educational efforts are working and if there are specific 
ways in which our efforts could be improved.  

Engage young people in local food marketing and sustainability efforts.  
Though nearly 70% of students said they are not interested in careers in 
farming, almost 87% said they would be interested in growing their own 
food if they were taught how to do it and it was easily accessible. Ogallala 
Commons’ Community Intern Program was launched in 2007, and since 
that time, Ogallala Commons has created over 500 internships and 
apprenticeships that provide candidates with work experience and 
professional skill building. The opportunities also help build career 
pathways for young people and adults to come back to their hometowns, 
thereby fueling the economies and skills sets of smaller communities. The 
exit of talent from smaller communities due to the lure of larger 
metropolitan areas is a critical problem that Ogallala Commons is working 
to remedy. 
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Dissemination and Use of Findings  
This initial, formative assessment of the food environment will be shared 
with the Colorado Health Foundation, members of the steering committee, 
food producers, and community members of Southeast Colorado. The 
baseline data gathered in this study was utilized to design a blueprint for 
Rebuilding the Arkansas Valley Foodshed. This future initiative is intended to 
mitigate the difficult conditions that currently diminish the number of locally 
produced foods available for local consumption. The initiative has been 
designed to capitalize on current opportunities and expand upon the 
successful conditions for increasing local and regional access to foods 
produced within the Southeast Colorado region. In short, the initiative will 
help to keep local foods local. 
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Appendix 1: The Eight-State Catchment Area of Ogallala Commons 
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Appendix 2: Foodsheds over the Ogallala Commons 
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Appendix 3: Commonwealth Academy Framework 

p.  of 15 35



Rebuilding the Arkansas Valley Foodshed

Appendix 4: Ogallala Commons Partners in Colorado 

→ Baca County Economic Development 
Corporation 

→ Bent County Commissioners 
→ Bent County Economic Development 

Corporation 
→ Biz Overdrive 
→ Black Hills Electric Utility 
→ Campo Schools 
→ Central Colorado Foodshed Alliance 
→ Cheraw School District 
→ Cheyenne Wells School District 
→ City of Campo 
→ CoBank 
→ Colorado Bank & Trust 
→ Colorado Health Foundation 
→ Colorado Workforce 
→ Community Banks of Southern Colorado 
→ Community State Bank 
→ Crowley County Commissioners 
→ Crowley County School District 
→ Daniels Fund 
→ NextFifty Initiative 
→ Eads School District 
→ El Pomar Foundation 
→ Farm Credit of Southern Colorado 
→ Fellowship Credit Union 
→ First National Bank/Las Animas 
→ First Nations Development Institute 
→ Fowler School District 
→ Fowler State Bank 
→ FUSA (Farmers Union Insurance) 
→ Gates Family Foundation 
→ Granada School District 
→ High Plains Food Cooperative 
→ Holly School District 
→ La Junta School District 
→ Lamar Community College 
→ Las Animas School District 
→ Kim School District 
→ Kiowa County Commissioners 
→ Lamar Rotary Club 
→ Legacy State Bank 
→ Kit Carson School District 
→ Manzanola School District 
→ McClave State Bank 

→ Otero County Economic Development 
Corporation 

→ Otero Junior College 
→ Otero Partners, Inc. 
→ Plainview School District 
→ Premier Farm Credit 
→ Pritchett School District 
→ Prowers County Development Corporation 
→ Rocky Ford School District 
→ Rocky Mountain Farmer Union-

Cooperative Development Center 
→ SECED (Southeast CO Enterprise Dev.) 
→ Southeast Colorado Business Retention, 

Expansion, Attraction 
→ Southeast Colorado Enterprise 

Development 
→ Southeast Colorado Power Association 
→ Southeast Colorado Small Business 

Development Center 
→ Springfield School District 
→ State Bank of La Junta 
→ TBK Bank 
→ Teller County Farmers Market Association 
→ The Colorado Trust 
→ The Girard National Bank 
→ Vilas School District 
→ Wallace Oil Company  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Appendix 5: Questions for Food Producers: Survey 
  
Notes on data collection 
‣ OC will use Survey Monkey (and possibly other tools) to facilitate data collection (suggest a 

Mobile Centric Survey in case food producers respond on devices, which will also work with 
computers) 
- Suggest a navigation option that allows students to go back if they misunderstood a 

question or hit the wrong button on a previous screen 
- It would be ideal to use a touch response format so that respondents can simply tap in 

the box for true or false for each item (if on a mobile device) 
‣ Data collection will use computers, phones, or tablet devices  
‣ Create 2 survey forms – one link will be used for distribution to those listed in the database, 

the other for distribution broadly via social media (the surveys are the same) 
‣ In the setup on Survey Monkey, set the controls so that only 1 response can be collected 

from a single computer/device 
‣ Consider including a first item that says I already responded using another link (helps us 

track participation rates)  
‣ In the thank you page, link to another page to provide their name and contact information for 

inclusion in the database 
‣ If Survey Monkey has the option, you might consider a link to download a copy of their 

responses.  
‣ Check that the estimated time to complete the survey falls under 20 minutes; consider 

having someone not familiar with survey take it to see how much time it takes. 
‣ Setup invitations in Survey Monkey that go out to the database members.  

- It is helpful to emphasize why we want this information and how we’ll use it. You can 
frame this in a way that makes the most sense to the food producers and how this work 
could potentially benefit them. 

- It is customary to emphasize that the information is anonymous (we don’t know who 
they are) and confidential (we will only use it for the purposes of describing how local 
food is produced and used within the Arkansas Valley Foodshed).  

- It is also customary to let folks know that they do not have to respond to any item and 
can stop the survey at any time and to let them know about how much time the survey is 
expected to take (you can say something like “no more than 20 minutes” or give a range 
like 5-10 or 10-15 minutes of your time) 

- Logistically, it would help to put language in the invite that they should use the link 
instead of the one on social media (let them know it is also out on social media they can 
share with folks who might not have received the link already)  

- Notify them they have X amount of time to respond and that the survey closes on X date 
- Setup 2 reminders to send out automatically based on when you think is the best time 

for food producers to answer email (e.g., not Friday afternoons; conventionally early in 
the day, particularly Tuesday or Thursday) 
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Survey Content 
Within the introductory language (which can mirror the rationale for the survey provided in the 
invitations), consider defining local and regional (see comment on item 2) since these terms are 
used throughout the survey.  

Production  

1. What food do you produce? (checklist + Other: FITB)  

Note: FITB = fill in the blank. Try to make it is easy to interact with as possible; can consider 
breaking out by vegetable types (like greens, root vegetables), about 8 per group. Can use 
pictures along with text. 

2. What approximate percentage of the food that you produce is consumed locally (within 20 
miles) and regionally? FITB)  
Note: “Regionally” needs a definition – perhaps within the Arkansas River Valley? Suggest 
addressing this at the outset (defining local and regional) since these terms will be used 
throughout the survey 

3. Do you have any grants to support the production of locally and/or regionally produced 
foods? (Y|N) 

- If yes, please name: (FITB) 

Capacity 
4. Are you currently producing at your desired level of capacity? (Y|N)  

- Please explain: (short text box) 

5. When you think about your desired level of capacity, is this the same as your estimated 
maximum capacity? (Y|N)  

Vegetables Fruit Meat and Dairy

oTatsoi oJalapenos oStrawberries oBeef

oMizuna oBeets oWatermelon oDairy

oChoi Sums oEggplant oPeaches oPork

oSwiss Chard oOkra oCantaloupe oEggs

oKale oPickles/Cucumber oApples oPoultry

oSpinach oPinto Beans oHoneydew oGoats

oCucumbers oPotatoes oPears oSheep

oGreen Beans oPumpkins oCherries oOther:

oTomatoes oSquash oPlums

oCauliflower oSweet Corn oOther:

oCelery oZucchini

oOnions oDill Weed

oChilis oCarrots

oCorn oOther:

oBell Peppers
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6. Can farmers in this region make a living by primarily producing food for local and/or 
regional markets? (Y|N) 

Consumers  
7. Thinking about your food distribution, what approximate percentage of your food goes to 

local/regional consumers? (FITB) 

8. Where do you sell your goods locally and/or regionally? Please check all that apply: 
- Farmers’ markets 
- Grocery stores  
- Food Co-ops 
- Community Sponsored Agriculture (CSA)  
- Restaurants 
- Chefs (for catering events and specialty cooking) 
- Food Banks or Shelters  
- Schools 
- Hospitals 
- Jails or Prisons 
- Other: (FITB)  

Note: Multiple screens could be useful for this item with responses grouped logically 

9. Which of these local and/or regional food markets do you currently sell the food you 
produce to? (Note: John to remove extraneous options like Dollar General and Everett Beef) 

Other: (FITB) 

Sales 

Baca County Prowers County Bent County Kiowa County

oBaca County Foods oGrasmick Inc oValley Grocery oStop & Shop Food Store

oJett's Farm Fresh oGranada Stop 2 Shop
oLakeview RV 

Campground Bait & 
Grocery

oDollar General oReyman's AG Grocery & 
Market oThanxton's Market

oLoves Country Store oFarmers Country Market oFamily Dollar

oLoaf N' Jug oSafeway oDollar General

oSpringfield Farmers 
Market oWalmart Super Center oLoaf N' Jug

oWalsh Community 
Grocery Store oFamily Dollar oWestern Convenience 

Store

oWalsh Picadilly oDollar General oMcClave Grocery Store

oWalsh Farmers Market oHannagan's Farm Market

oThe Branding Iron 
Saloon

oCounty Line 
Convenience

oEverett Beef oBeef City Inc
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10. What are your gross sales in local/regional markets? 
 $0-$500 
 $501-$1,000 
 $1,001-$1,500 
 $1,501-$2,000 
 $2001-$2500 
 $2500-$4999 
 $5000-$9,999 
 $10,000-$24,999 
 $25,000-$49,999 
 $50,000-$99,999 
100,000 or more 

11.  How often are you achieving your sales goals? 
Never 
Rarely 
Often 
Always 

Perceptions of Barriers to Increasing Local Food Consumption  

12. Please identify challenges you have faced in selling your food products to local/regional 
consumers from the list below. Select all that apply.  

1. There are no subsidies for producing food for local/regional consumers (subsidy) 
2. There is a lack of incentives to grow food that is distributed and consumed locally 

and a lack of education about incentive. 
3. I haven’t been able to get an agricultural loan (inputs/planting/resources. 
4. I don’t produce as much food as I want to or hope to produce (production) 
5. I struggle to transport food products to local/regional consumers (transportation) 
6. I don’t have many connections with local/regional consumers (relationships) 
7. I haven’t been able to sell my food products to local/regional consumers (prior 

success) 
8. People don’t want to buy my food locally/regionally because it is too expensive 

compared to alternatives (competition)  
9. Grocery stores often require Good Agricultural Practices certification, Food Safety 

Modernization Act (FSMA) license 
10. Working with local businesses and distributors is complicated and time consuming 

for local food producers  
11. Working with local food producers is challenging for local businesses and 

distributors  
12. Local food regulations (e.g., the local health department) 
13. Local, state, or federal food regulations (e.g., USDA) 
14. Other: (FITB) 

13. Please rank the challenges you identified where “1” indicates the biggest challenge. 
o Carry forward responses from previous item 
o This item should be responsive to item 12, see “carry forward responses” at https://

help.surveymonkey.com/articles/en_US/kb/Carry-Forward  
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14. How might these issues best be addressed? Select all that apply.  
1. Grants to support local/regional food production (e.g., CHF)  
2. Subsidies for water  
3. Support mechanisms for transporting food products to local/regional consumers 
4. Knowledge and/or skill development for connecting food producers with local and/

or regional markets and consumers  
5. Knowledge and skill development for being a business owner and stress 

management 
6. Knowledge and skill development for establishing and sustaining business 

relationships with local and/or regional distributors 
7. Increased number of local and/or regional marketplaces that sell locally and/or 

regionally produced food  
8. Develop local and/or regional alliances of local food producers 
9. Marketing campaign that will educate consumers about locally and/or regionally 

produced foods 
10. Someone to help establish connections between local food producers and local 

distributors and consumers 
11. Provide risk mitigation for small-scale or locally and/or regionally produced foods 

(i.e., developing Community Supported Agriculture programs) 
12. Policy advocacy for food producers 
13. Other: (FITB)  

15. Would you be interested in attending training workshops on ways to increase the amount of 
food you sell in local and/or regional markets? (Y|N) 
- If yes, please identify the trainings that would address your needs 

Food production and consumption laws 
Online marketing and social media  
Production methods specific to the climate of southeast Colorado  
Other:  

Non-Human Consumption of Food Products 
16. On average, how much of the food you produce for human consumption does not end up 

being consumed by humans? (% FITB) 

17. How often does this pose an issue for you? 
o Never, Rarely, Often, Always  

Demographic Data  
18. What is the size of your farm? 

1 to 9 acres 
10 to 49 acres 
50 to 179 acres 
180 to 499 acres 
500 to 999 acres 
1,000 to 1,999 acres 
2,000 acres or more 
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19. How old are you? 
Under 18 
18-24 
25-34 
35-44 
45-54 
55-64 
65+ 

20. What approximate percentage of your annual income comes from food production?  

21. Is farming your main source of income?  
This is my main source of income and only job 
This is one of many sources of income 
I have another full-time job 
I take on extra part-time or seasonal work on a regular basis  
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Appendix 6: Questions for Food Producers: Interviews 

The goal of the Ogallala Common’s Rebuilding the Arkansas Valley Foodshed project is to create 
a regional blueprint for making healthy food accessible, educating people on how to access it 
and improving overall community health by September 30, 2020. To create the regional 
blueprint, they will employ a non-linear, iterative strategic planning process called ACCEL 
(Assess, Connect, Collaborate, Educate/Empower, and Lead). The timeline for this project is 
October 1, 2019 through September 30, 2020 and their work is focused on the following 
counties: Prowers, Bent, Baca, and Kiowa.  

Layman’s terms: The purpose of the initiative is to increase access for locally and regionally 
produced food. We hope to do that, in part, by working with local food producers to ensure they 
can provide what they grow locally for local human consumption. The purpose of this interview 
is to understand your perspectives on how we might develop a successful local/regional food 
production market. I also hope to interview a few other local food producers to get their ideas as 
well.  
Key considerations for interviewee. The information you provide will be confidential. I will know 
what you said, but I will not share what you said with others. If I share a quote of what you said 
in a grant proposal, I will not include your name or identifying information. Your participation in 
this interview is voluntary. I’d like to record the interview just so I have a strong record of what 
you said.  
I’d like to stress that what I really want is your honest perspective on these items. There are no 
right or wrong answers; the right answer is whatever is true for you. 

Do you have questions before we begin? 
Do you agree to participate?  
Is it OK if I start recording now? 

PROTOCOL 

1. What has been your experience as a producer of local/regional food markets? 

2. What are the biggest challenges you have faced in selling your food products to local/
regional consumers? 

3. We conducted a survey of food producers last month. Survey respondents identified A few 
items as potential ways to address challenges faced by food producers. I’d like to get your 
ideas about the best way to approach these topics: 

1. Develop the knowledge and skills of food producers to better connect with local/
regional markets and consumers. 

2. Develop the knowledge and skills of food producers to establish and sustain 
relationships with local/regional distributers. 

3. Develop alliances of local/regional food producers. 
4. Marketing campaign to educate consumers about locally/regionally produced foods. 

4. I hope to [include specific programmatic idea (e.g., have a producer summit in person next 
year)]. What advice do you have for me in going about that? 
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5. I plan to write an application to the Colorado Health Foundation to improve local food 
access in our region. What should I include in this grant to make sure this is successful? Or 
what advice do you have for me in writing this grant? 

6. (optional) What advice would you give to someone who wanted to start producing food for 
local consumption in our region?  

--- 

7. Questions for survey respondents who have received grant funding (probably insert this 
between 3 and 4 above): 

A. What is your experience pursuing and attaining grant funds to produce foods for 
local consumption (e.g. FSA grants)? 

B. What advice would you have for me or other food producers in taking advantage of 
those funding opportunities? 
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Appendix 7: Questions for Students in Commonwealth Academies 
  
Notes on data collection 
• Use Survey Monkey (and possibly other tools) to facilitate data collection (suggest a Mobile 

Centric Survey) 
• Suggest a navigation option that allows students to go back if they misunderstood a 

question or hit the wrong button on a previous screen 
• It would be ideal to use a touch response format so that students can simply tap in 

the box for true or false for each item.  
• Data collection will use phones; it is important to have a few back up tablets or laptops in 

case students might be without their devices 
• Use both paper and online approaches to all questions; with the option to always use 

paper and then need to enter data using the online form (let Shannon know if you 
need help with setting up multiple entries) 

• The last set of items would be more appropriate to use in an interactive session and could 
be facilitated through a platform like Kahoot (here’s a video on the free version; details about 
reporting start around 15.5 mins with a good visual around the 18.5 mins). Kahoot can 
generate a data report.  

• Do we want to use different tools or just one?  
• Maybe break up these sections off questions into different parts of your session so that 

students do not get survey fatigue and understand the purpose and topic of the questions – 
this could be 1 survey or 2 or 3 surveys that happen at different times?  

Introductory language (Pages 1-2) (Due to screen size, suggest each paragraph is its own page)  

In today’s Commonwealth Youth Academy, we’ve discussed our community in terms of 12 
commonwealth assets, including our local foodshed. A foodshed is “the ecology and cultures 
that grow, process, market, and distribute food and food products from the local community and 
region.”  

These questions ask you to think about our local foodshed. Your thoughts are very important to 
us! We are asking these questions so we can describe how students in your school feel about 
local foods and how they are used in our community. If you aren’t sure how to answer a 
question, please ask one of the teachers for help.  

Awareness: 
In our community… TRUE FALSE
Many people contribute to our foodshed. 
OR: There are many food producers working in our community.
Farmers grow vegetables in our community.

Farmers grow fruits in our community.

Meat, eggs, and dairy are produced in our community.

TRUE FALSE

I feel confident that I can identify locally grown food.
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What percentage of food produced in our community is eaten by people living in our 
community?  

0-20%  21-40%  41-60%  61-80%  81-100% 

Access 

For each food type, select the seasons when locally grown foods are available to you: 

How often does your family get local food for meals from the following sources?   

I know about preserving summer foods for winter.

My family cans and preserves summer foods to eat during winter.

I have been taught about where my food comes from in school.

Always Sometimes Never

The stores in our community sell locally produced food.

The restaurants in my community sell locally produced food.
The farmers’ market in my community sells locally produced 
food.
Our school cafeteria serves locally produced food.

Winter Spring Summer Fall

Vegetables

Fruits

Meat

Dairy

Always Sometimes Never
Directly from growers/producers (examples: factory, sunflower 
plant, bakery)
Farmers’ market (Lamar, Walsh, Springfield)

Boxes from Truck

Community Supported Agriculture (CSAs)

Grocery store (King Soopers, Food Lion)

Retail store (Target, Walmart, Sam’s Club, Costco, etc.)

Gas station

Gardening

Hunting
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How often… 

Do you have easy access to locally grown food -  

How far do you travel to obtain locally grown fruits and vegetables for your home?  
0-15 mins 16-30 mins 31-45 mins 46-60 mins more than 1 hour  

Interest 

Please indicate how likely you would be to do the following if it were easily accessible  

For each question, please indicate whether you agree or disagree. 

Always Sometimes Never

Does your family eat locally produced food?

Do members of your community eat locally produced food?

Does your school use locally produced food?

Do you look at food labels to see where your food comes from?

Yes No

At home?

At school?

Always Sometimes Never

Grow your own food if you were taught

Eat only locally grown or processed food

Agree Disagree

I am interested in knowing which of the foods I eat are produced or grown in 
our community.
I am not concerned about whether the food I eat comes from nearby or far 
away.
I would feel good about growing some of my own food.

I wish stores would carry more fruit, vegetables, meat, and dairy that is 
produced locally.
I am interested in pursuing a career in local farming, food processing, food 
service, food delivery, or food retailing.
I wish my school cafeteria would serve some foods grown by local farmers.
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Appendix 8: Healthy Kids Colorado Survey (2017) 

Table 15. Percentage of students who ate 
fruit one or more times per day in the past 
seven days  
Sample = 817 in region; 34,681 in state 
36.7% in region; 42.2% in state  
Hispanic/Hispanic White at 31.9% 
White at 41.9% 
Multiple/Hispanic Other 38.8% 

Table 16. Percentage of students who ate 
fruit two or more times per day in the past 
seven days  
Sample = 817 in region; 34,681 in state 
28.7% in region; 31.8% in state  
Very slight decrease with age (30.5% 15/
younger, 28.3% 16-17, 26.8% 18+) which 
tracks with state trend (34.4%, 30.2% and 
25.6% respectively). 
Hispanic/Hispanic White at 24.7%; White 
33.0%; Multiple/Hispanic Other 33.1% 

Table 17. Percentage of students who ate 
vegetables one or more times per day in the 
past seven days  
Sample = 401 in region; 17,320 in state 
42.4% in region; 44.2% in state  
Hispanic/Hispanic White at 35.1%; White 
50.9%; Multiple/Hispanic Other 37.9% 

Table 18. Percentage of students who ate 
vegetables two or more times per day in the 
past seven days  
Sample = 401 in region; 17,320 in state  
29.0% in region; 30.1% in state 
Hispanic/Hispanic White at 25.4%; White 
33.5%; Multiple/Hispanic Other 33.0% 

Table 19. Percentage of students who ate 
breakfast on all of the past seven days  
Sample = 813 in region; 34,652 in state 
39.4% in region; 37.2% in state 

Table 20. Percent of students who went 
hungry in the last 30 days sometimes, most 
of the time, or always because of lack of 
food at home  
Sample = 384 in region; 21,649 in state 
18.3% in region; 14.1% in state 
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Appendix 9: Scope of Food Production in the Arkansas Valley 

National Agricultural Statistics Service. (2019). 2017 census of agriculture: Colorado state and 
county data (volume 1) (AC-17-A-6; Geographic Area Series, Part 6). United States Department of 
Agriculture.  

Farms and Land Use   

Unit State Baca Bent Kiowa Prowers Region % State

Farms number 38,893 667 274 388 472 1801 4.63%

Land in farms acres 31,820,957 1,471,783 734,630 1,091,807 1,011,291 4,309,511 13.54%

Average size of farm acres 818 2,207 2,681 2,814 2,143 2,461 300.89%

Median size of farm acres 67 960 400 895 643 725 1081.34%

Farms by size:

1 to 9 acres 6,404 5 23 7 18 53 0.83%

10 to 49 acres 11,579 17 12 5 30 64 0.55%

50 to 179 acres 8,017 85 71 69 82 307 3.83%

180 to 499 acres 4,486 147 49 65 81 342 7.62%

500 to 999 acres 2,622 90 26 55 87 258 9.84%

1,000+ acres acres 5,785 323 93 187 174 777 13.43%

Total cropland farms 25,061 538 156 315 392 350 1.40%

acres 11,056,259 742,370 93,280 676,329 525,180 509,290 4.61%

Harvested cropland farms 19,287 253 98 167 249 192 0.99%

acres 5,916,737 (D) (D) (D) (D) - -

Irrigated land farms 17,162 91 92 21 185 97 0.57%

acres 2,761,173 45,519 38,828 2,740 88,311 43,850 1.59%
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Market Values and Sales  

Unit State Baca Kiowa Kiowa Prowers Region % State

Market value of agricultural 
products sold (see text) $1,000 7,491,702 114,083 60,817 65,468 310,045 137,603 1.84%

Average per farm dollars 192,623 171,039 221,962 168,731 656,875 304,652 158.16%
Crops, including nursery and 
greenhouse crops $1,000 2,238,862 52,394 16,433 40,491 62,809 43,032 1.92%
Livestock, poultry, and their 
products $1,000 5,252,840 61,689 44,385 24,976 247,236 94,572 1.80%
Estimated market value of land 
and buildings:

Per farm dollars 1,315,440 1,729,456 1,850,149 2,122,946 1,726,199 1,857,188 141.18%

Per acre dollars 1,608 784 690 754 806 759 47.17%

Estimated market value of all 
machinery and equipment

Equipment $1,000 4,559,965 98,912 45,607 63,184 104,214 77,979 1.71%

Average per farm dollars 117,337 149,867 166,448 162,846 220,792 174,988 149.13%

Farms by value of sales:

Less than $2,500 dollars 18,989 302 103 172 181 190 1.00%

$2,500 to $4,999 dollars 3,420 20 5 10 14 12 0.36%

$5,000 to $9,999 dollars 3,266 18 13 9 14 14 0.41%

$10,000 to $24,999 dollars 3,444 41 26 25 43 34 0.98%

$25,000 to $49,999 dollars 2,387 58 20 51 40 42 1.77%

$50,000 to $99,999 dollars 2,070 70 26 25 40 40 1.94%

$100,000 or more dollars 5,317 158 81 96 140 119 2.23%
Government payments (see 
text) farms 8,948 560 141 318 357 344 3.84%

$1,000 198,697 19,467 1,854 10,450 9,185 10,239 5.15%
Total income from farm-related 
sources farms 13,659 290 115 188 237 208 1.52%

$1,000 314,654 12,474 2,662 5,753 4,845 6,434 2.04%
Total farm production 
expenses $1,000 6,851,155 120,288 50,086 60,496 270,441 125,328 1.83%

Average per farm dollars 176,154 180,342 182,796 155,917 572,968 273,006 154.98%
Net cash farm income of the 
operations farms 38,893 667 274 388 472 450 1.16%

$1,000 1,153,897 25,737 15,247 21,175 53,634 28,948 2.51%

Average per farm dollars 29,669 38,586 55,647 54,575 113,631 65,610 221.14%
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Livestock and Poultry 

Unit State Baca Bent Kiowa
Prower
s Region % State

Cattle and calves inventory farms 14,914 251 147 114 147 165 1.10%

number 2,812,306 55,493 27,518 17,980 96,398 49,347 1.75%

Beef cows farms 12,407 238 143 109 128 155 1.25%

number 806,216 26,091 16,269 10,371 (D) - -

Milk cows farms 583 6 4 4 1 4 0.64%

number 169,423 7 8 10 (D) - -

Cattle and calves sold farms 12,024 235 132 109 124 150 1.25%

number 3,045,915 50,391 20,686 13,153 160,819 61,262 2.01%

Hogs and pigs inventory farms 1,227 - 2 3 4 3 0.24%

number 737,663 - (D) (D) (D) - -

Hogs and pigs sold farms 1,393 1 3 3 5 3 0.22%

number 3,313,271 (D) (D) (D) (D) - -

Sheep and lambs inventory farms 1,731 2 7 6 8 6 0.33%

number 414,672 (D) 211 126 116 151 0.04%

Layers inventory (see text) farms 5,919 18 30 9 18 19 0.32%

number 4,536,917 476 403 381 338 400 0.01%
Broilers and other meat-type 
chickens sold farms 312 - - - 2 2 0.64%

number (D) - - - (D) - -
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Selected Crops Harvested 

Unit State Baca Bent Kiowa Prowers Region
% 
State

Corn for grain farms 2,312 73 44 172 79 92 3.98%

acres 1,306,283 49,206 12,066 209,854 29,416 75,136 5.75%

bushels 185,592,354 5,660,274 2,094,138 28,901,833 4,283,514 10,234,940 5.51%
Corn for silage or 
greenchop farms 751 10 6 23 23 16 2.06%

acres 151,466 1,441 298 5,395 4,606 2,935 1.94%

tons 3,768,684 22,074 5,778 132,047 103,041 65,735 1.74%

Wheat for grain, all farms 3,014 182 36 256 140 154 5.09%

acres 2,067,098 133,845 3,547 233,352 122,289 123,258 5.96%

bushels 88,276,724 4,012,111 215,168 11,989,239 4,761,603 5,244,530 5.94%

Durum wheat for grain farms 7 - - - - - -

acres 1,585 - - - - - -

bushels 138,089 - - - - - -
Other spring wheat for 
grain (see text) farms 70 - 1 1 - - -

acres 11,460 - (D) (D) - - -

bushels 720,204 - (D) (D) - - -

Winter wheat for grain farms 2,955 182 35 255 140 153 5.18%

acres 2,054,053 133,845 (D) (D) 122,289 128,067 6.23%

bushels 87,418,431 4,012,111 (D) (D) 4,761,603 4,386,857 5.02%

Oats for grain farms 95 1 2 4 1 2 2.11%

acres 6,285 (D) (D) 387 (D) - -

bushels 445,283 (D) (D) 35,257 (D) - -

Barley for grain farms 272 1 - - - - -

acres 65,346 (D) - - - - -

bushels 8,076,587 (D) - - - - -
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