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The major objective of this report is to determine if and how the 

beet cow and ca.lf producers in Choctaw County, Oklahoma., could adjust 

their operations for greater economic returns. 

A survey was taken or the eha.ra.cteristic management practices of 

twenty cow and calf beef producers in the county. Results or this survey 

indicate tha.t many different management practices can be adjusted fo.r 

greater economic returns. 

Examples are given of possible increased potentials by adjusting 

present pasture management and f'eeding practices. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Purpose of the Study 

The major purpose of this study was to determine whether and how 

additional financial returns can be obtained by cow and calf producers 

in Choctaw County, Oklahoma.. 

In accomplishing this aim, it was deemed necessary to obtain inf or­

ma.tion from producers in the county on such items a.a cattle inventory, 

per cent of the cattle registered, types of pasture available and their 

carrying capacities, present storage and feeding facilities, amount of 

labor used tor different size herds., the usual feeding 1. ::::actiees, a.nd 

the usual marketing program. 

Information obtained by the survey was used in identifying needed 

adjustments in cow and calf programs in the county and in economic poten­

tial for pasture and feeding adjustni.ents. The findings were ©.."})ected to 

be applicable to similar beef programs in other counties of southeastern 

Oklahoma. 

Need for the Study 

In observing the usu.al management practices carried on by CCl(.{1 and 

calf producers in Choctaw County# indications were that profitable 

adjustments could be made. It appeared there was a. need for more factual 
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inf'onna.tion concerning the production of stocker am feeder calves vernus 

fat slaughter cru.ves or baby beeves. Also possih:!.li.t.:l,;as of increasing 

economic returns through improved m.a.nagm.ont pr~ctiees in pasture produc­

tion and ut.ilization ap!X}ared possible. 

In this area with over 44 inches annual rainfall, yields above the 

average for the state in both pg, stures and h::>.y crops can be obtained with­

out the additional cost of irrigation. 

A large :number of feeder calf producers indicated to the writer that 

they believed the buyers of their light-weight calves were obtaining high 

profit on them. or they would not continue the practice. They also felt 

that they did not know ex.a.etlywhat to do about it. 

More farmers in Choctaw County operate beef cattle than any other 

enterprise. Returns from beef production constitute the major agriculturtl 

income. This importance of the beef enterprise to a. large nu..rnber of 

farmers in the county adds to the value of this study. 

Use of Inforr:iation Obtained 

The inf orma.tion and observations in this survey will be useful in 

helping the cow and calf producers adjust ·!;heir programs toward greater 

economic returns. Demonstrations of improved practices by the better 

producers in different areas and v--<1rious herd sizes will, perhaps, give 

the greatest educational returns. 

The recommended improved management practices, as deter.m.ined through 

this study, could also be helpful to county extension workers, bankers 

and other lending agencies,. feed dealers, irocl'.'l.tional o.ericulture instruc­

tors, and all other persons serving tho catt::.~;e:in. 



The :findings tram this survey could be used in educational programs 

throughout areas where they are applicable.. With the :media cf rad.io, 

television, newspapers, and educationaJ .. meetings concerning beef cattle 

1nanagement a..'1.d pa~ture values, the findings and recommendations could bo 

:made available to more beef cattle producers which should bring a'bou.t 

increased knowledge to be used in adjusting their in.di v:i.dual programs. 



CiiAPl'ER II 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

Selection of Respondents 

In order to get a. good c1•oss-section representation of beef produ­

cers in the county, those in the sample were selected to represent 

(1) different areas of the county and (2) d.ifferent size he:r>ds. 

In compiling a list of producers to be sampled, assist1:mce was 

received from the local veterinarian; sale ba:r.n manager, Farmers 

Home Administration supervisor:, hankers, and loading cattlemen of tbe 

county. 

Development of Questionnaire 

The initial questionnaire form was developed with the assistance .of 

.staff' I1embers of the Departn'lfmt of Ag.dc:ultm:'iial Eeonoo:tics, Oklahoma State 

University. A 11pre-test 11 of the questionnaire was per:fonned by interview 

of two operators, and the tim),l que.stionnaire was developed by use of 

inf.or.mat.ion obtained by the experienee (Appendix). 

Survey Procedure 

In addition to the two operators interviewed in t.he pre-test, the 

survey in~'dded eighteen producers with different herd sizes.. The survey 

was completed during the spring of 1961. 
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Method ot Presenting the Data 

Upon completion o:r the survey, the questionnaires were divided into 

four groups by size 0£ cow herd as .foll<7''1t:u 

Grou;e !!.tt';.cy; Number of. Cow·s 

35 a.n1 under 

~6 to 50 

51 to 125 

125 and over 

Tb.ere were five produc.ers per group. 

28.4 

42.0 

68.6 

226.5 

Intormation and comparisons througl1out the report will be ma.de on 

the five farms in ea.eh group. As an example, when only one respondent in 

a particular group owns 40 acres or bottom land, it will be shown as 

bottom. land 8 ac (1). The 8 acres is the average acres of bottom. land 

owned by the five respondents reporting bottom land owned. Where all five 

respondents are represented in an average., oo number in parentheses will 

follow. Both the range and the avera.ee size of Cot'li herd will he shown in 

the tables .. 

An inventory of all cattle on hand January 1, 1961, was obtained 

from each producer, and th:ts in!'ornn tion was compiled and presented as 

Table I of this report ... 

Inform1. ti.011 on various operations obtained through the questionnaires 

has been compiled and is presented in table and. discussion form.. Some 

categories have be.!:iln averaged in percentages. Results of opinion questions 

aak.ed the producers have been $Uil1lllarlzed and discussed in the sect.ion to 

which they relate. 



CHAPTER III 

P.aESENTATim~ OF SURVEY DATA 

lee£ Cattle Inventory 

Average em,1 herd size of the beef producers surve;red in this study 

ranged :from 2e.1. for the smallest to 226. 5 for the largest (Table I), 

The few yearling steers ·Carried through t,he winter a.re mostlJr handled by 
. · 0,rr'eN 

the large operators. Also, large operators have cows that calve mor¢n 

the tall· as indieated by a 57 per cent calt crop as of January- 1, 

nwmnoRY OF BEEF CATTLE OlJ THE FARl! AS OF JANUARY 1; 1961 
BY SIZE Qli"' COW F.EPJ) Affil DY CLASS OF CATTLE. 

Size of Cow Herd 
I 

Ola.ea ot Cattle 35 Be Under 36 to 50 51 to 125 125 & Over 
c2s.4, ,42) I. 

(6$.6.} (226.5} 

Oows 2s., ... 42 68.6 226.5 

rleifers. 

2 yr. Replacement 1.2 (2) . 2.0 (2} ll.4 (4) 19.4 Cs). 

l yr •. Replacement .. 6 (1) 4.6 (2) :;.o (2) 18.6 (3} 

S~eers (Yearlings) o.o 1.0 {l) o.o 21.4 (3) 

CalV"es (Under 1 Year) 10.4 9.2 (4) 18.0 (4} 130 .. 0 

Bulls 1.0 1.a :;.o 9.0 

Cows per Bull 28.4 2:3 • .3 22.9 25.2 

Galt Crop on Hand 
l/1/61 (Per Cent} 36 21 26 57 

Per Gent of Replacement 5 15 20 16 Heifers to Cows 
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Number of cows per bull varies little between different size operatoro. 

Small operators save fewer replacement heir )rs. This indi-cates they pu..r-

chase more of their replacements. 

TAB!E ll 

PER CENT OF REGISTERED CATTLE BY CLASS OF CATTLE 
AND SIZE OF CCYil HERD 

Size of Cow Herd 
Class of Cattle .35 & Under .36 to 50 51 to 125 125 & Over 

(28.4) (42) (68. 6) {226.5) 

Cows 2S 12 .8 10 

Heifers ll 10 1.0 13 

Calves 17 32 2.0 8 

Bulls 100 77 73.0 100 

The smaller operators own a higher per cent of registered eot1s 

('l'able II). They also had more money invested per cow. The producers with 

51 to 125 cows owned the poorest quality cattle and they seemed to consider 

CJ.ua.lity less important than the other producers as evidenced by their low 

percentage of registered breeding stock. 

The majority of all operators used :registered bulls and commercial 

Cat'1S in their operations. The producers with 126 or more cows had 100 per 

cent of their bulls registered am only 10 per cent of their cows were 

registered. These producers tend to handle most of their registered cattle 

similar to thalr commercial cattle with only the best being maintained a.s 

breedingreplacem.ents tor the commercial herd. 
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Land Resources Inventory 

Acreages of the total land resources operated by kind of land and 

tenure are given in Table III. 

TABLE Ill 

LAND RESOURCES BY TENURE AND KIND OF LAND OPERATED 
AND BY SIZE OF C(llf HERD, TWENTY BEEF PRODUCERS 

IN CHOCTAW COUNTY 

Land Resources 

Total Acres Operated 

Owned . 

Rented 

Acres by Kind or 
Land Operated 

Bottom Land 

Good upland!/ 
Poor Upl.and,l?/ 

otbeiY 
Acres of land 

Operated per Cow 

35 & Under 
(28.4) 

303 

182 (4) 

121 (3) 

12 (1) 

146 (4) 

80 (4) 

65 

10.6 

Size of Cow Herd 
36 to 50 
(42) 

400 

364 

36 (1) 

62 (4) 

192 

72 (3) 

74 

51 to 125 
,.68. 6) 

949 

692 (4) 

257 (2) 

238 (3) 

350 

222 (4) 

139 

lJ.8 

12.5 & Over 
(226. 5) 

2001 

1703 

298 (1) 

836 (4) 

899 (;) 

8 (1) 

258 

s.s 

l !I Good upland was the more fertile, leas steep, open acreage. 

2 '!!/ Poor upland was the shallow, leas productive, open acreage. 

y Other includes wasteland, woodland, conservation reserve land, 
and farmstead . 

l w. B. Baek and Verner B. Hurt, Potential for Agricultural Adjustment 
and Devel.o ent in the Ouachita Hi lands ot Oklahoma, Oklahoma A cul­
tural Experiment Station Bulletin B-582 in process of publication~ 1961~ • 

. 2Ibid. 
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In the group with .35 or less cows, one resrJ011dent operated entirely 

on rented land which greatly affected the grou.p proportion o:i"' rented to 

total acres. In the other groups., only 4 of 15 operators rented laud and 

the proportion X'ented was much lower.. The producers who o1'med a higher 

per cent of their land usually 011med nore bottom and good upland.. This 

fact ·.-:a.s clearly ShOT.vn by t.he fewer aeres of land operated per COvJ' by 

these produee:t""s. 

The group with 51 to 125 eows operated 13.8 acres per eow. This 

probably indicated that, a larger per eent of their acres were less pro­

ductive than those in the other groups. The proportion of' bottom to total 

land increased from the small to the large size of operations.. Usually, 

rented land was low-er in quality than O\·ffted land. 

Inventory of Feeding and Storage f;:.=..eilities 

· All four groups had adequate hay storage ft1.cilities for present oper­

ations mrd had potential for some expansion. In general, facilities for 

grain storage -!!:a adequate only for present operations. of the ten 

larger operations had gi .. ain storage facilities, but only six of the ten 

smaller operations had facilities .for storage of grain. Only one of the 

twenty respondents had silage storage f,3.cilities, and they were unused. 

Only one farrne1• had complete :f'acilit,ies &WJ.ilable for feed lot opera­

tion. Four others ha.ti fattened calves beyond creep feeding in the past, 

but their facilities were tet'lporary and no longer usable. Creep feeding 

facilities were a".railablc to sixteen of the respondents. 
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Capital Investment 

Capital invcmtrn0nt information shO't'rs that larger cow he1-ds tend to 

have lfiss invested per covr unit (Table IV). I:n the group with less than 

36 cows, two respo:ndents had loss than 10 thousand dolla.rs :i.nvested. 

to 50 cows seemed to ha:ve ve:e;y close to the sam,1 tJ,m.ount invested. Ea:.eh 

very lot!. 

'lhous;i..nd 
i.,:11ars 
.. ~ 

0 to 10 

10 to 50 

50 to 100 

100 " !0);, Over 

'r1113LE IV 

CAPITAL Iti1/1JS'l'r,lli:Iif~21Br SIZE OF cow m:Erw, 
T'Uii1l!l'Ifi BE.EF PRODUCERS IN CHOCTAW comm 

Size of Ca:,r Herd 
•) Under· .36 50 51 ~ to to 125 125 & over 35 

(28.l~.} (42) (68.6) (226.5) ,.....,_...,,.....w ~ 11 - ..... -775ll;'i 

2 0 0 0 

3 5 2 0 

0 0 2 1 

0 0 1 4 

Total 

') 
t'v 

10 

3 

r ::> 

~ l:ncludes· land., buildings., livestoi;.~?,::, and :m2chi:nery .:Jirmoo.. (Does 
not inclad<:: rented land.) 

The .group with 51 to 125 cows varied considerably i:n their total 

i:nvcstment,s. O:t the two respondents with lowe1 .. invest;-nents (10 to 50 

thousand dollars), one operated rented land wh.ile the other owned mostly 

poor upland. 'i'he one respondent with. ovor 100 thousand dollars invested 
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01-med 2100 acres, and he was in the process of enlarging his herd exten-

sively. One respondent in the group with 126 or more cows was int.he 

50 to 100 thousarrl investment c,itegory. This rather small investment for 

the large size of herd was caused by his operating a relatively large 

portion of rented land. 

Land Use 

'l'he suu:m:1.ary of land use indicated some of the prod1.icers with 50 or 

less cows did not have cropland or hay meada"'rs. 

TABLE V 

SUMMARY OF LAND USE; BY SIZE OF C~l' HERD 

Land Use 

Cropland 

Pasture 
Improved 

Pasture, 
Uniwnproved 

Pasture, Woods 

35 & Under 
(28.4) 

10 (2) 

94 (4) 

122 

J.l.ieadows, Native 12 (3) 

W:.1.stel.and .3 (3) 

Woodlru:rl 57 

Farm.stead 5 

Conservation 
Reserve 

TOTAL 

Size of Cow Herd 
36 to 50 51 to 125 

(42) (68.6) 

4 (1) 

84 ('4.) 

199 

32 (.2) 

7 (2) 

10 

44 (2) 

2 

18 (1) 

400 

130 

158 (4) 

325 (4) 

100 (2) 

17 (2) 

21 

108 

10 

949 

126 & Over 
{1-:,, "') ;:;.o.,. 

302 (4) 

753 

519 (3) 

169 (2) 

18 (2) 

1as Ot) 

20 

32 (1) 

2001 
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The 10 producers in the two smaller groups had onl.y :3.3 acres for 

the limitations of e:nl.a:rging or improving on any existing feeding programs 

until adjustments in grain, roughage, and pasture production can be made. 
/';. . .,.,I .')_ J~ ., 
. ;,{',~i'l,,<fA/ 

All 1in the group with 51 to 125 cm1s had cropland, and it averaged 

130 .acres per farm. Only 15S of 483 o.eres of their pasture land, or 23 

per cent, were improved. With most of their crops sold for cash and 77 

per cent of their pastures unimproved, adjustments in their pasture a1'rl 

grain production and feeding programs could be made. Also., t.liis group had 

considerable acreages of wasteland (21 acres per farm) and woodland (108 

acres per fam) which may add to their economic potential for land use 

adjustments. 

The group with 126 or more cows had four operators with cropland and 

two with large acreages of native meadow. Both land uses tot,_u 471 acres 

which is over two acres per cow. · This group bad 753 acres of' improved 

pStst-ure, or over three acres per COif. This group was doing a much botter 

job of land use management. 

Informa:t.ion on acreages of pa.st'Ul"e by type, length of grazing S$1.'i.son, 

and cr.1,rrylng capacities for the different groups is presented in Ta.b1e VI. 

The acres in each type of pasture represent the total acres reported by 

all the respondents in each group. 

The rate or six acres per C<M on bottom land pasture in the group 

with less than 36 cows seems out of line with rates reported by other 

groups. This was caused by some pasture belonging to this group being 

moued and harvested for bay once dlll'ing the lush growing season. 



1Jottoin I.and 
Improved 

Unilnp!'Oved 

Upland ... Good 
Improved. 

Unimprowd. 

Unland - :Poor 
• Improved · 

llnimpJ"OVed 

t,Jood r:a.sture 
UrJ.mptov«l 

Ti?TAL PASTUfiE 
P'Bt: COW 

TABLE VI 
'.PAS'rtJRB. TIPI~ AND .. FB,ODUCT.·:t. ON BY L!i'.MOTH OP .00/'tZnJG 

SEASOU, RA TE f'Th'.U ttCRiiV I A!lD S!Z8 OF cn1 HElm 

~ to i2~ ' ' - :I~ i Mr' ''' 

, .. o (l) 7.0 6.o 

370 (S) a.o 3.1 

190 (;l) 6.6 4.l 

100 (l} $.5 ,.o 
44!> C4) s.9· 6.1 

s.o 

Acree Mos. 

290 (4) e.2 

aate 
Per 
Acre 

:2., 

l.30 (l) "/ .O ;.o 
600 (4) 1.0 5.4 

395 (3) 5.7 6.6 

160 (l) 1.0 5.0 

1., 

{68!__~) (226 

Acree Mos. 

250 (2) 9.0 
220 (1) 7,0 

510 (4) :t·""? 
.-;,, ·,~: :: 

600 (3; -·. '"l 
{;;.,:; 

$0 ft'\ -, 7.0 

ass (4) 6.,,7 

9~) {¢;) "'{;2 

10.0 

Rate 
Per 
Acre 

2,0 

s.o 

2.e 
s.s 

3.0 
9.e. 

20.0 

Acres Rate 
Moa. Per 

llere 

1700 cs, 7.6 2.2 

10;; {2) 7.3 4.s 

_ 19s; (2) s.o 4.2 
1540 (2) e.o s.7 

.,., 
IJ,/ ?ate per acff refer, to the nu.mbG-r or .~.CNS re~µi.red to c-arr:, one ::::itiN arttirial .ttr· months iniieiated 

on table. 

· Rf Portions of this pastl.a'e were $lso ueed n.s ha;y cro!its• 

sf }!etin1ates on ea~ne capa.city of this grotiJ:- a.]'Ypea:1:•00. to b~ high co,:npar-ed to estimates made by wJJ.ny 
farmers. 

I"" 
~ 



be caused by more poor upl1:1nd being :i.11 pastures tmd loss than o:ne ac:t"e 

of' iE1proved pasture per cow. 

In the group 1rdth the herd size of 36 to 50 cows, only 420 of 15'75 

( ;I ' • • zH:res 2o per cent) o:f theu• 1)3.Stures were J.¥Hprovoo. UH,h rn.or;t of their 

:L11proved nc:res i:n the bottom, the total pastu:re JKn' cm:r tre,s 7. 5 acres. 

'The group with 51 to 125 CO!irn had. the least, mrmm1't of' improved pas-

tur·e (790 of 3440 total tieres, or 23 per eent). This group also had ft 

woods pasture and poor upland made up 51 per cent of this group's .uv&:!J.able 

the r<2.thel." large a.m.ount, of pasture per cc,w (10 aeres). 

In the group with 126 or more cmrs, 3765 of 6360 acres (o:r· 59 J)er 

cent) of their pasture was improved. Forty-five per cent or 2735 acres 

was bottofl:1 land c1nd 55 per cent, or 3525 acres, was good upumd. 

Only 5. 6 acres o.f pasture was needed pe:t" 

t.he four groups. Nhe:re cattle were held on the same pastures year-round, 

longer· grazing periods were indicated. Hc,.,rever, i:r1 most of these cases 

Considerable space in the questionnaire was allotted i't,r obtair.ing 

info~mtio:n on crop ac:t•eages ~li:Ii production; hO'iimver, only a l::hnit0d aoount 

of ini'orm,,1.tion on these items .-ms ol1tai.ned f'l"Oiri tho producers. 
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In the groups t'lith less than 36 a.:nd 36 to 50 cows, there t-ms 110 (.';l"&in, 

forage sorghum, or alfalfa hay crops shailr.n as produced. Only on.o :respcmcikrnt 

of each group produced native grass hay-. ln the group less than 36 

cm,1s, two indicated production ol' legur1c ruid x·our ind:i.eatod productio:n 

of other £..'!"'ass hay. In the !,:,l'.'OUp with 36 to 50 cows,. two indicated produc­

tion of other grass hay. Of the ten respondents in these two smalle:r si2,e 

herd groups, only five r·aised sufficient roughage to aid in a f12ttezd:ng 

progrrun. arJ.d none raised grain although fou.r indicated ·!;.hey could. 

In the group with 51 to 125 coi;r-s, three producers :raised some corn, but 

only one raist.ld grain sorghums and forage sorghmms in the past three ;rears. 

Four- indie.._qte,d they do not raise sufficient .g)."ai:n to a:i.d in f att(·n'rl.ng th0ir 

cal Vfc:ls while the other respondent only ra.1.soo. n p.)rtion of the ru<1ount neiz'l.ioo. 

In this group., two &1"1id nnt1.ve l1H38.dow he.y., two had alfalfa ha,y., three held 

other legu.m.e hay., and two had other grtiss hay. Indications a.re that all 

five of the respondents in this e~up raised suff:i.cie:nt rou~agr~ or could 

have it available to aid in a fattening proga1n. 

In the group with m.o:re thi".tn 125 cows, three producers h0.d coo."n, three 

had grain sorghu.m, o.nd one had small gra:tns. then asked if th0y raised 

enotigh grain t.o fatten their calves., o:ne answered 11yes.,n ti:o said ilp:irt of .i:r.P 

and two said "no. ti Three inrlicated they could have raised enough g.cai:n, tJhilo 

tiro said "no." Two respondents of the group nati:ve meadow hay, threo 

had alfalfa hay, and one had other grass ha;7.. ll.11 .r:tve oi' this ,g,-roup f'olt 

that they were raisiing sufficient roughagE'1 to nid. in a f'u..ttlc'ming p:rograJ/!. 

Feeding Practices 

In most beef herds in Choctaw County, winter feeding star-tf'J a.botit Doce:i..<1-

ber l and ends about April l. During the eit:;'ht moni;hs from April 'l~o Dece:;;,fi'_::e1.•, 
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little feeding is practiced or needed. 

Operators of different size herds varied little in their feeding pro­

grams.. Producers feeding grass hay as winter roughage aver.aged feeding 

about 1000 pounds per cow-. 11then legur.ae hay was used in td.nter feeding., only 

about 1200 pounds per cow was fed. In most cases., bulls were fed a.bout one­

fourth re.ore roughage than was fed to cows, a.nd yearlings were fed about one­

fourth less. Seventy-five per cent of the calves o.te hay with the cows or 

received no hay. Producers 11"ith more fa.11 coJ.ves usually provided some uxt.ra 

hay for the older calves in the later ttlntor months. 

All but one of the producers fed. some type protein during the wi..nter 

feeding program.. Annual amounts of protein supplement per cow varied f'ro:m 

70 to 250 pounds. The larger amounts were fed by "the producers feeding a 

cotton seed meal and salt mixture year-rotmd. Where legume hay was used ao 

the main source of rou(g:lage, less protein "Was fed. Bulls usuru.l;r received 

more protein than did cows due to earlier feeding of them in the fall and 

to their more greedy eating habits when fed idth the cows. 

Eight producers fed 2 to 3 pounds per cow per da.y of a conimercial gr-ain 

cube containing 20 per cent protein. Four respondents raised grain and fed 

it to their cows. These operators usually fed .3 to 3.5 pounds per day of 

corncob meal or rrmize per cow. The other eight producers did not feed grain 

to their cows. lfost bulls we1-e fed from 4 to 10 pounds of grain per day £or 

approximately 120 days. Usua.lly the producers with m.ore cattle fed the more 

liberal amounts of grain. 

Seven of the producers did not feed minerals other than salt, and four 

o:f these failed to have it available at all tim!';ls.. The thirteen produ:cers 

reeding complete minerals and s&l. t free choice did not k."11~'\f the extra ari101mts 
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f'ed, but they did feel it w,is important to have it avlltilable at all 

times. 

In the creep feeding operations, the two SUk"l.ller size herd groups 

had. seven producers who creep fed and t.h1~ee who did not. Of' th.e ten 

producers with the larger size herds, four do not creep feed. Only one 

pre,ctices creep feeding annually, while five carry on semi-cr~p feeding 

pro,grcJzns or creep foe.d sometimes hut not every ye.rr:. 

The producers 1rith the smaller herds tend to follow a set 

program, but the proou.cers of larger herds adjust their prograrns to lxxtter 

fit their f'eoo. supply and market ou:tlook. 

'I'hG twenty respondents wet•e asked: 11If you are not fatte:ning any 

of your calves, why?11 Reasons and the number of' tiines indicated ,~re as 

followsr3 

· Ofi'-farm emploJ>mE:mt and lack of time • • • • • • • • • • 

Lack of' facilities ••••• •· . . . • • • . . . . 
Lack of money and don •t want to go in debt • . . . . .. . 

·- . . . . . . . . .. . . . .. . 
Too old . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . ·• . . . . 
J plan to when I get fixed ( soon) . . ... . . . . . ... 3 

Feeder .calf mrarket the past 3 years too e,ttraetive t.o 
gam.b·le it . . • . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . l 

.3 Some respondents gave more than one ree.son. 
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In .e;eneral, the sm.iller producers felt they needed more calves bafore 

a. feeding p1•0.gr.arJ would pay.. 'lbe larger producers :felt they needed to 

raise the feed and provide better facilities before going into a feeding 

program .. 

Results indicated that 80 per cent of the respondents did not raise 

enough grain to fatten their calves, 15 per cent :raised enough to feed 

most of their calves, and only 5 per cent, or one respondent, raised suf-

ficient amounts for fattening needs. 

Although only one operator raised enough grain for his feed needs, 

eleven indiea.ted they could.; It is believed by tbe writer that a. portion 

ot the respordents were thinking in terms of creep feeding their calves 

and not ~:'i") - . ;.(t'.',ttening to heavier weights when respcmdi..'l'lg t-0 the question 

about producing their needed grain. 

· Fifty per cent of the producers felt they could buy the feed to f'at.ten 
4.,.t . 

their calves with a profit. Ten per cent indicated they could buy part of - .. 

the feed needed., while forty per cent were sure feeds could not be pur­

chased if a profit were t.o be made in a fattening program. 

In. general, the prices ea.ch producer f-elt he could pay tor various 

feeds ranged very close to present market prices: ear corn at $1.10 per 

bushel., grain sorghum at 01 .. ,0 to fil.60 per hundred weight, and eoro.mereiaJ. 

teed mix at from i12.;o to ~}J.00 per hundred weight. 

tv'hen questioned if they could provide pa.sture for calves between wean­

ing am starting in a feed lot, 14 respom.ents indicated they eould., three 

cottld not, and the other three would soon be able to do so. 

Eight producers believed the practice of gazing their calves on good 

pasture between weaning and the f"eed. lot uould pay, five producers did not 

kn& for- sure, and seven .felt it would not pay. 



19 

Eighty-five per cent of t.he respondents believed they could pr•ofit­

ably fat.ten their calves on good pasture with grain self-fed. 

Sixteen producers believed that fall cal v~.s are best suited for a 

fattening pr<>gz-am.. The .main advantages given for !all calving were: 

1. Calves a.re large enou.&:1 to utilize pasture to the fullest and. 

will be larger when they go on feed. 

2., Usually., feeds a.re cheaper when .calves are ready t,o wean and 

!"eed. in the late smmier. 

3. Weather is more suitable for feeding (late SU1l'lfiler through early 

\'rl.nter). 

Four producers believed that spring calves are better suited for a 

.fatterd1"lg progr:am-~ Their r~asons for preferring spring calves were: 

1. Ca.l ves start out and ~1 off better. 

2. 1So creep feed is needed., 

3. Hit best markets ( planning to e ell in summer) • 

Tables VII and VIII are used to shw the variation in labor required 

among group$ with differ0nt size o:f herds. Table VII sho.rs the labor 

required per cow £01.• different jobs performed. A definite inverse correla­

tion e::id.sts bet.ween size of herd and amount of labor required.. Tho mmllest 

he.rd group haA the largest. total labor per cm.1 of 2.Sl ten-hour da.;ys. The 

next-. size herd group ha.d 1.23 ten-hour days per cow-:~ and the largest herd 

g;N.>Up (126 or more cows) averaged .74 ten-hour days per cow. 



H~rd Size & Average 

0 - 3.5 (28.4) 

36 - 50 (42.0 

51 ~ 125 (68.6) 

126 & over (226.;) 

, 

TABLi VII 

Nm.mm OF 10-HOUR DAYS OF LABOR REQUIR1ID FOR 
PRESR\NT PRACTICES AND SIZE OF OPERATIONS 

BY S!ZB QF COW ?ERD!i . 

Avera.ge Total Number of 10-Hour Days· Jv .Practie es sJ Repair 1 
Feed.in . ,Mgnt. of Cattle O EJa.int. St 
Per Cow Per Cow Per Cow 

1.19 1.12 .5s 

0.60 o.65 .35 

0.49 o.;6 ~17 

0 .. 29 0.36 .os 

All Labor Per 
· Average Cent 
Per Cmv Hired 

2.81 6 (1) 

1.61 ,4 (1) 

1.23 26 (3) 

0.74 61 

!/ Eatima.tes apply to size of herd and practices as reported i111 earlier ta.bles of questionnaire. 

l2/ Includes w:i.pter feeding, creep feeding of calves, and any fattening operations reported ea.:rl.i..er 
a.s nusua.111 operations .. 

s/ Includes movement of cattle about farm, buying and selling, administering medicines, etc. 

g/ Includes only expected. annu.al labor applied to l'.'<3pair and/or maintain livestock facilities. r..> 
Exclude$ any constructing of'. n~w f,9.cilities. o 
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Very llt.tle labor was hired by 'the small herd operators while,, in 

the larger herds, the operators hired a :much. higher per cent of re(,iuired 

labor. The group with 126 or more eotm hired 61 per cent of ·their labor 

while the group in.th 35 to 50 cows hired only 4 per cent. 

A num.ber of' comparisons can be made on labor used for different size 

CO"iT herds in Table VIII., 'lw.o signifieant eWi1paritsens are the mont,,Uy­

to-te.ls per cO'.a .and the total hours r$Guired for ooch pra.etiee under differ­

ent size of cor.1 herds. The group with less than 35 ca,ts had a yearly labor 

use of ll hours per em,x for feeding while the gr.oup i-r.i:f:.b m.01:-·e ·l:,it.a"!,n 125 em-rs 

used only 2.9 hour•s per year per cow. It is interesting to note t.hat almost 

four eot1S in the large herd size could be hand.led with the labor used per 

eaw in the small herd size. 'I'he small herd size had a labor re;ildrement 

per cow of 28.1 hours per year while the large herd oize required only 7 .4 

hours of labor per cow .for one yae.r. 

One reason for ditferencea in labor needs pe-.e cow, in different size 

herds :is that it takes as much tiroo to drive t.o a ~sture to observe ,o 
or even 100 cows as it does to cheek on 2'5. , In i,TRi:nagement or avo-n feeding, 

less time per cow is spent. 1;dth the larger size herds because of ·the time 

used in preparation :f'or t,be various jobs perfor.rILed. 

The annual. repair and maintenance L~.bor required per eo-"r varied con­

siderably. 'l'.'hose with more th{lll 125 cows used only 0.9 hour 1·fuile those 

with less thar1 35 ccms used 5.9 hours. Opera.t.ors or the larger herds 

oi,.rned. better land with more productive pastures, thus less fe:nee per cow 

was needed. Also, the operators of the larger herds tended to have fences 

r-equiring less repair and maintenance .. 



TABLE VIII 

HOURS OF LABOR REQUif1,ED BY HONTH.S COi:J FOR 
PRESEF!T P~IACTICES AND BY SIZE OF' COU HEEDS 

Size or Herd AV'En.AGE HOURS OF' LABOR MOt\lTH PER ClROUP Totals 
and Practices Ja.11. E'eb. i~. ~tpr. Mc1.y Jun. Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. rfov. Dec. Totals Per 0cm' 

X 

22 & Under (28.4l, 
Feeding 44 43 40 18 16 16 16 14 17 19 32 40 315 11.0 
I'1@l'rt. or Cattle 22 24 28 28 26 26 ~),, ..,,o 26 JO 28 26 318 1L2 
Repair-Jlaint. 17 15 17 13 10 e a s 8 10 ,,. -, 167 5 •. 9 

TOTAL 83 $2 85 59 52 50 50 4.f!; 55 57 ~e 91 EjOO 

Per Cow 2.92 2.ee 2.99 2.07 1.83 1..76 1.76 1.69 l.93 2.00 3.09 3.20 --- ·,;;,.., 1 
p{.(:),$ 

16 to 20 t1±.2} 
11eeding 36 36 ;32 13 14 12 ll,, ll: 12 3li, 252. 6.0 
filgm,t. of Cattle 22 22 22 2,4 21 20 21 20 22 28 2$ 276 6.5 
Repair-l::faint. 12 10 14 13 13 13 ~ 18 12 12 14, 151 3.6 

TOTAL 70 6S 6g 50 48 4,5 l:,'7 54, 52 63 74 679 
Per Cow 1.66 L61 1.61 1.19 1.11:, 1.07 1.11 • 1. l.23 1. 1. '?6 ~-,- R:I 

l2 to 122...,(6$.6). 
I'eedh1g 56 56 4g 22 10 14 10 14 10 3L;, 338 4.9 
h'.g,"'nt. of' Cattle 36 36 38 :34 24 26 26 26 32 i.1,2 40 386 5.6 
Repair-t:'?.ird:, • 10 6 2l:. 12 4. 4 6 6 6 1r1, 12 20 120 l. if: ',I 

TOTAL 102 9€3 110 68 3g l;4 42 44 4.2 60 106 
1.48 1.J.i,,2 1.60 .99 .55 .61.} .61 .6b, .61 .9'7 1.13 1.5.1_,, -Per Cow -- 12.3 

126 & Ove_r !226. il 
Feeding 112 112 112 34 Fl./ 26 27 25 31 36 662 2.9 ~o 
£~Igmt. of Cattle 62 62 7$ 66 rl2 72 76 80 64 f330 3.6 
i:?,epa.ir-Iifairi:t • 14 22 30 22 12 u~ 12 12 22 16 11~ 16 206 .9 

TOTAL 193 196 220 114 104 112 111 1"' .. 123 127 114, ] .. { 14, 1698 _.1-:, -Per 63 .S6 .97 .50 .l1,5 .l,,9 .l{j 5n • 5ii .56 t:Ff .76 ,..,,.. .. ..., 7-l~ .o· $ V o';:hl 

~ 
---~ ~-~ M'l"_lil'.,_.711!-W AAO'F$ 7H~~-.:trn !'77' ~= ~~ 



i1arketing Practices 

Some aspects of the marketing program.reported by four groups of 

beef cattle producers in· Choctaw County are presented in Table IX. 

TABLE IX 

l\iIAEOCETUJ'G PRACTICES BY SIZE OF coiv HEP.D 
OF BEEF PftODUCERS IN GHOCTAtJ comm 

Marketing Program 35 & Under 36 to 50 51 to125 

- (28.4) (~) {68.6) 

Avg. Ages or Galves 1..'3 mo,. 8.3 1110. 6.6 mo .. Sold 

Avg. Weig.ht -steers 473/1 474# 431# 
Avg. Weight-Heifers l,/57# 444# ti.07# 

Avg. Ages Cows Sold 10.4 yrs. ll . .3 yrs. 11.2 yrs. 

Avg. Weight - Cot-rs 915# 780# f!({()#: 

Avg. Age Bulls Sold 5.6 yrs. 7.2 yrs. 6.e yrs. 

Loetltio:n of Yarkets 

Calve.a 
Central 1 0 0 
Locally 4 5 5 

126 & Over 
(226.;) 

8.2 mo. 

476# 
450# 

11.0 yrs. 

9'55# 

8 .. 0 yrs. 

~ 

!f Portions of the calves from the cow herd group 126 & ovetr were 
niark:eted dire-ct to feeder buyers and delivered loc.,;tlly. 

The ages aiid weights of both cows ~:.1d. c.i)..ves reported in ea.eh of 

the different herd size groups were similar. 

The group with 51 to 125 cows sold their calves at youn,_~er ages 

than did the other three groups. Three of the respondents in tho 51 to 



125 crn1 herd size had their herd calving year-round; therefore., their 

calves were :m:1:rketed throughout the ye,ar., 

Bulls ln the lare;er size herds were kept longer., indicating the 

practice of rotati:ng bulls within the herd., where;;,1.r.,; the bulls in sm/atllr"r 

herds were replaced more often. 

Lcea.l markets were used almost exclusively 'by the emiY 

ators th1"oughout Choctaw County. One responder.rt. in the [f',rOUp with less 

than 36 cows did market p&rt ot his cal vt:s i."1 the central i:n 

City end so.11e of the respondentl; with more than 12.5 cows so:met:imes wnr·­

lceted d:i.rect to feeder buyers. }light:7-:five per cent of thE, herds repor·t­

i:ng were pr,3t'kx:1i.iruintly Herefords uhile only- 15 percent, o:,;ere Angus. L-0c~,l 

markets t,endecl t<> discrimi!'mt<.-1 against black c;_;;,lves, t.hus 'two of the 

three .An&,1\lS breeders attempted to market either direet or a.t central mar­

kets. 

Older cows we:t·e lighter in weight when marketed.. The r;:,roup with more 

than J25 cows sold the heaviest caws at 955 pounds. 

Adjustr11EIITt Problems and Possible Potentials 

Addi tion:::J.l information obtained. 'lr,hile int.0r,ii.e.1ine; the twenty pro-

r-tnd occupational t::tatus of' each respondent seemed 

Of the five respondents in t,he 35 und under cow· h~rd group, two ·were 

over 55 years of age and draw retirGment ch1~cks., two wore less thnn l{,5 

years of age and were employed full time off the farm, and one t·m,s between 

45 e,nd 55 years cf age and devoted 135 ten-hour da;rs to his S-t!!!'il.l herd of 

35 cows. 'l'h€-: lat,ter operator ts wife v.Yas ,:1 school te;:icher 1.u::ul provided. 
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off-fa,rm ineorn.e needed to supplement th(, income from the small cattle 

enterprise. The 135 ten-hour days sho-vm by 0this small operator r,::dsed 

the a·11erage labor requirement fo:r. this group considera,bly. 

Of the fi ,,-e :respondents in t,he group 11dt.h 36 to 50 cows, two were 

over 55 ;y-ears of age with one retired and one e.nploy,id full t.ime:, one t-.ra.s 

l,5 to 55 yea.rs of a,ge and 1:-1:,1s receiving additional income froxn the censer-

vation reserve program., and faro tfere less than 45 ye.-,ws age and full-t:une 

~.ployed off the farm.. Indieationf'l were that on$ of the younger respon­

dents in this group had hopes of enlarging cnou@1 ·Go be &ble ·to cease work­

ing of.f the farm, while the others a.ntieipa:ted little change in this respect. 

Of the five respond.en.ts in the gt"C>U!J -with 51 to 125 cows, two 1".l'ere 55 

of :J,ge. O:ne of these did cu.stom. hay baling for- additionctl income 

uhile the other raised crops for ea.sh.. The other three respondents v.rere 

m'rler 45 years of' age, am each raised Cl'Ops for ea6h. One oi: the three 

had e, psrt-tL'1'!.e i'arm. iusura,nce agenc;y-. One other t"J"as full-time em.ployed. 

tho other relied 011 fa1?m income alone. 

Of the five !"f3spori.dents in the gr-oup with 126 cows ,:m:d over,, two were 

and other sold. soine hay and received inc\'l':.ne fro1n conservation reserve 

pa:yinents. The other three producers with the larger size herds were 

years of age. One of t.hese was employed full tiiuo (vice pres:i.de:nt 

other young producer had cash crops and was t,he only responde11t with 

income .frorri a feed lot enterprise. 

Since correnerciDJ. f'eeding of calves in Choctaw County could be pos­

sible in the future, the following question was asked: nrr a commercial 
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feed lot wn,s a.vail!":1.ble locally, v't'.:mJ.d you be interested in using i t'?U 

Eight oi'' the :respondents indicat,ed definit.e interest, six were not inter-

e~ted, mid s:ix. were inte:rested in the costs be:f:ore deciding. 'l'hree of 

feeding his calves and selling quality fat calves. One i:rldicated he 

ttould have to improve his qu.ality before he wou.ld be interested, and the 

other producer who w.-1s not interested was feed.in.g his calves :nm1. 

Seven producers fed no minerals other t!:1a11 salt. According to 

11orrison., past:ures grown on phosphorus and C,:Uciu.m de.t'iciont soils :may 

cause serious results in livestock unless this deficiency is eorrected,. l{, 

Calcium and phosphorus deficient soils are comrno11 in ChocteJrJ County, 

especially on the poor upland soils. In most easer. ·where t\ farm ope:;rator 

fails to feed minerals to his livestock he usually does not. have a good 

fertilization :prog.cam. In this ease all seven producers feeding no mineral 

other than salt oper.;tte more poor land 't<,dth relatively lou y-lelding pas-

tures. '1'his practice of f'eeding complete minerals .:u.ong , .. Jith salt indicates 

rather clearly the need for some e.'1.d.juetments in even mi:nor i1!£in.Ligement, 

practfoes in the production of beet cattle in Choctaw Co-n.nty. 

the producers wH,h less than 35 cows, hro believed their oper·a:tions 

vrere too s:m,,311 for feeding to be prof'1 table , one indicated. it would tnlrn 

too :much tJ..me, one said he would enlarge and tr;y feeding if 

.and one stated it would be best to feed his calves 1mti1 they were about. 12 

to 15 months of .1ge. The latter individual stated he could use a maJd,I1um 

of pasture arrJ. a minimum of grain fU'ld produce .211 000 to 1000 pound y<:2.:rB.nt,1; 

. VGI'Jl GCQllOWical1y. 

-"~---.... ---· ------~--" 
4Fran..!.s: B. i1Iorrison, Feeds and ~~~3:llL (22nd ed. Clinton., I,,.,:J;:;;,, 195{,), 

p. 95. 
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. or the producers 1.dth 36 to 50 cows, three indicated that off-­

fa:nn emplo~xr.ent left too little time for developing and operating a 

feedir.g pt"ogram., one producer said health and age prevented him fro.'Il 

feeding;; and one felt that creep feeding the et.tlf up to 8 or 9 :months 

could produce baby beeves at more profit than selling lighter feeder 

cclves. 

Of' the producers w-1.th 51 to 125 cows, t110 said age kept them ·rrom. 

fattening their calves, Oiiie indicated he could make more:money creep 

feeding his type calves and selling them as .fat slaughter calves than 

he could by selling lighter feeders, one believed that faed with pas­

ture was perhaps the best profit maker, and one believed he could 

increase his income most by raising the feed and fattening all his 

calves. 

In the group with more than 125 cows., three believed it paid to 

fatterr a.t least part of their calves (heifers, light-"w1Teight ealves, and· 

better q:uality calves) as long as they re.ised their olm .feed. These 

three planned. to feed more as they became able to raise more grain. Ona 

inclicated he could not raise his own grain for feeding at home but he 

could malce mox•e profit by feeding his calves throui1 a com.mereia.1 feed 

lot than he eou.ld by selling as feed~rs. One other believed that if 

heifer and steer price spreads remain over 2(ft per pottnd, he could. more 

J;>l?Ot'ita.bly" feed the heifers. 

Only one respondent indicated no adjustmon·l:,s should be made in hi& 

present. livestock prograr.1. Advanced age and heol.t.h seemed to be rea­

sons tor this producer being satisfied. Indicated adjustments needed 



b;y- I1ur1her of responses gi'1ren by producers 1irore as follows: 

Improve pastm: es • • • • • • 11 or 55% 

. . . ,.. .. . . • 10 or 5015 

. . . 9 or l 5"'1 l.j, · ;ll 

L~prove breeding stock. • • • • • • • Ji ·• • 8 O!' 40% 

. ~ . • •. {I, • 0 l:, o-r 2(]/.~ 

•. -¥••·•• . ·- . ·• . . 1 or 

more cattle per acre, better p.1,stures will dec~rease foed c1x,ts, can 

increa,see income per calf'. 



CHAPTER IV 

POTENTIAL OF SELECTEn KUIDS OF ADJUSTMENTS 

Some of the need for adjustments in the management of beef cattle 

enterprises in Choctaw County were'identitied by analysis of infor.mation 

from. 20 producers. Adjustment needs ifl.dieated by a high per eent of the 

resporrl ents in the survey were improvement of pastures and cha.nge in 

feeding progrmns. Because of their importance to the beef producers of 

the county, these two adjustment needs were selected as examples for use 

in demonstrating possible economic returns from the improvf".m:ents. 

Pasture Development 

Pasture is the .foundation of economical beef production; it commonly 

furnishes much cheaper feed than harvested crops. As pointed out by 

l11Iorrlson, unless the beef herd is- maintained on good pasture during as 

large a. pa.rt of the yea:r as possible, the costs will generall.y be high 

a.rd t.he profits much red:u.ced. 5 

Over 52 per cent of aJ.1 p!l,Sture land used by the tu·enty respondents 

in the survey was unimproved. This imicated that farm.ere in Choctaw 

County did not al.ways recognize the productive poten~ials of pasture, and 

:m.any g;a.ve little attention to portions of' -their pastures. 

In recent years advancements have been made in :many areas of the 

5 Ibid., p. 731 .. 
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state in. the general adoption of pasture improvement practices. In a· 

survey conducted in southeastern Oklah~, potential production for 

:improt"ed pastures with average management practices were as f'ollat'lst 6 

Acres Needed Per Animal. Unit 

Bottom land ..... . . .. " . .. . . . .. . .. . . 3.0 

C-ood upland • • • • • • • • • • • • • .. • • • 3 .4 

Poor upland • • • • . . . • • • • • . . . •· . 
At these rates, a surplus in hay can be obtained during p3riods of 

lush growth to use for wintering the animal units as indicated. These 

grazin~ rates were used t.o esti.m..qte the potenti&.l production. of different 

kinds of land in Choctaw County (Table X). 

Coi.:1.pa.t>isons of reported pasture yields to potentials available under 

averag,3 man;:i,ganent praetices indicate much improvement is possible. The 

relatively lw production .from the unimproved pa.stures suggests tha,t 

ir;,1p1•oving these pastures to their econorJ.ic potential mu.y provide the 

major possibility of increasing incai11e fro;r '.'.'eef' production in Choctaw 

County. 

Costs and returns from improving the unimproved pastures in differ-

ent COW' herd sizo groups were estimated as shown in Table XI. 

6E,ack and Hu~, (in process of publication, 1961). 



TABLE X 

INFOIU'JATION GIVEN BI Tt~N'l"'l BEEF PRODUCERS AS TO TOTAL ACRES, 
tmJGTH & GR.4.ZL1G SEASORJ, RATE PER ACRE AtID. POTmuT!ALS 

FOR DI:PFEF/Et-JT TYPE PASTURES 

... Avg. P.roduction ftoan 20 Producers Reporting PotenMx~l ~oduotioJii' 
Pasture Type ·· · · · . ·17·· . . """"""'f'ute for Avg. Raf.e f'or Above 

Acres Months P.at~ !,1o:nths Praetiees · A':g. Practices 

Bottom Land 
Improved 2;360 1 I:"> .o . 2.2 9.0 3.0 2.0; 

Unimprove4 1275 7.2 4.s 

Upland - C"Ood 
Improved 2995 8.0 3.s 9.0 3.4 3.25 

Unimproved 3010 7.7 7.0 

Upland - Poor 
Improved 130 8.1 3.0 9.0 4.s 4 . .30 

Unimproved 1695 6.2 8.2 

!/ Rate refers to the number of acres to carry one :mature a.r:dw.al for the months indicated. 

~ Determined from data presented by Ea.ck and. Hurt., (in process of publication, 1961). 'i!l 



Size of Cow Herd 
Pasture Tne 

Less than 32 Cows: 

Ck"iod Upla...vid 
Unimproved 

Poor Upland 
UrrlJ!lproved 

TOTAL 

}.6 ~o 50 COWf!"i 

Good. Upland 
Unimproved 

Pool' Uplam 
Unimproved 

TOTAL 

~ to 125 Cows: 

Bottom Land 
Unimproved 

Good Upland 
Unim:proved 

Poor Upland 
Unimproved 

TOTAL 

TABLE XI 

ESTIMATED nicr..EASED HICOME POTE~'fIAL BY DEVELOPIMG 
illJ!MPROVED. PASTURES., AVERAGE !M.NAGElffi:!X'.T J'.1111.011:CES 

A~JD DIFFEHEN1' SIZE OP COW HE~DS . 

·---------------------- c,,,,_:,.:-..-~ ---- -~ .fiate ,,_ 1 
Present!/ Potential.lat Increase 

5-<t09 

6.5:; 

xx 

12.96 

5,68 

xx 

5.13 

17.09 

9.74 

Xlt 

s.37 

13 .• 92 

xx 

26.47 

12.19 

xx 

10.99 

30.00 

26 .• 71 

xx 

J.28 

7 .• 39 

10.67 

13 .• ,1 
6.so 

20.01 

5.86 

12.91 

16.97 

35.7h 

Cost of ,. 1 
Increase,£, 

146.68 

34.3.54 

!~90.22 

463.20 

304 .. 94 

768.14 

169.8!~ 

524.96 

660,.06 

·13;4.e6 

Return from.ii I 
Increase .!, 

23a.42 

537.18 

775.60 

9a2 .• 04 

472..4$ 

· ·1454-.52 

4.2;.,96 

900.41 

1222.03 

·2548.40 

Net 1 Ineom~ 

91.7L~ 

193.64, 

2f•5· ~·~ Q;:,.\ •-.J~\ 

51$.$4 

167.54 

6t'V ,:td. Cth..,.:> 

2.56.12 

37;.45 

561 .• 9''1 

1193.54 )S 



TABLE XI ( CONTIIWED) 

Size of Cow Herd 
Pasture Type 

Rate .1 
Present!" ___ --~ l:'ote:n_t_i-"''\l,~ __ Increase. 

Cost of. cl 
. Inoraas~ 

Return fromd 1 
Increase :::.t 

1'8et . y 
Income 

126 or More Cows, 

Bottom Lai1d 
Urdmproved 26.74 52.75 26.0l . 814.46 1a90.67 1076.21 

Good Upland 
Ur..i:r,1proved 2.3.90 63.$2 b.. ':,2 ~£1,.,, "':' l?.>.04,.32 3265.23 2060.91 

'l10TAL 

!I 
w 
g/ 

xx xx 70.93 201$.78 ;155.90 ,, .3137.12 

Anim.a.l units grazed nine months as related to pastures shown in Table VI. 

Potential animal units grazed irl...1:1e m.onths e..e shown in 're-ble x. 

Cost of increase wa.s .figured at $3.86 per acre improved. I.rnpz-ovement o:r :pastures included; 
preparing seed bed., application of 2 tons lime per acre., sprigging Bermuda grass, fertilizer 
cost and cost of application, discing or harrm1ing, and clovers and lespedez.~ cost plus seed­
ing. The average cost per acre of this establishment program in Choctaw County &s :figured tw 
the Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Office is: 
1.2,t§ll Cost ... ~f.38,00; Agricultural Conservation Progam Pament - $22 .. 60; Fa.rmet" Cost - $15.40. 
These cost fi.gures include a.ll expenses other than depreciation of equip'Tl.ent and are very 
similar to establishment costs as :reported in previously mentioned survey. It is felt that 
the initiaJ. establishment ~'ill last 12 years and the establishment cost amortized at 6% inter­
est for this period amounts to $1 .. $4 per acre per year.. An a.nnu.-'ll ch.n.rge of ~2.02 per acre 
for .fertilizer brings the total cost per acre per ye.--1r to /;}3.86. 

g/ Return per cow figured at ~72.69 as deter.mined b;r ~ck and Hurt,. (in preeess of publication, 
1961). 

SP,/ RJet returns to labor, forage production, 1~ar:,ture., and maru::gement. 
\JJ 
\,I,) 



Development of all unimproved pastures to their potential produc-

tion under average mana,gement practices could ,&rive a t;re:mendous increase 

in income to the beef cattle producers in Choctaw County 0:able XII). 

TABLE XII 

smt,:m.RY OF INCREASED U~COME POTl!~JTIAL BY DEVELOPnJG 
UNIMPROVED PASTUHES, AVlmAGE MANAGElYLENT PFlACTICES 

tlND FOUR HERD SIZE GROUPS 

Present 
Herd Size 

Potential 
Cow Increase 

Potential Net Income Incre.:'lse!/ 

36 to 50 (42) 

51 to 125 (68.6) 

126 & Over (226.5) 

Average per Group 
(91.37 Catts) 

10.67 

20.01 

35.74 

70.9.3 

Per Herd Per Cow 

285.38 26.74 

6$6.38 34.29 

1193.54 .33.39 

3137.12 44.08 

1325.60 34.62 

§;/ Net returns to laho:t·JI forage production., pa.sture production and 
manage.11ent. 

The average siz1& herd for the twenty producers in the survey was 

91.37 cows. They could increase the carrying capacity of their far.m.s by 

34.34 cows ju.st by developing their unim:proved :pastures to their poten-

t,ial under aver.age managem.ent practices. Hotiever, greatly increa,500. 

capital investment ~r farm would be necessary to deire.lop the pasture and 

in.crease the cow herd by this potential. YJy making this h1crease in 

investment, income to labor, management, pa,sture and hay production per 
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herd. wou.ld i:rie:rease by .~bout ~}1325.60. With .twsum.ed continu;.1tion of."" 

curreYri feeding p:t'actices thrtt include very little gr.'.lin ai'id protein, G.h~ 

incor:is fro::u t:his iucr·easi:Xi roughage production would be very hig'h pe,r 

fu.:rm. Addit:tona.l incremEJ:?tts in inc01ne (!ould be expected with change i:a 

feedfr1g practices 1dth respect to grain protein. 

neveloµwsnt of 100 r.:ier cent of these tmimprov1:1d pastures to· their­

pote:n-l;ia.l proba.bly carn.'tot be accomplished under present distribution of 

property :rights. Opera.tors are unlikely to establish perfil&X!ent pc1sturen 

on rented land. Also., if the larger operat,ors establish i:mproved pas­

ture on a large number of acres, the Agrieultur&,l Conserv~tion payme:n:ts 

would be a lirn ... i.tation. Currently, there is ~, limit to how much the 

Ag:Hcu1tural Co:nservation Prograra will assfat any one fa:t,rrer. Hot:JEnrer., 

regardlf1ss of the limitations, !l.mch pasture developm.ent could take place 

in Choctaw C.ounty. 

Feeding Adjustments 

fifty p1s,T con·r. of the beef producers surveyed in Choeta,,,,r County 

incticnt<S'd that adjustnents irnre needed in their feeding practices. .,\n 

aet.ual feedi11g practice carried out by one of the :respondents is pre­

sented: in 'l'a:ble XIII. Cattle fed by this operator were heifer calves 

out of first-calf heifers t.hett were too light to sell at the normal mar­

keting time and wex·e thus 11oarried over0 ood :fe,~ later. The ·t:-:rriter' 

recognizes that these lightweight heifer calves (288 pounds) are far below 

the iwerage (439 poUic"'lds) rt,porled in the stwvey •. HO"wever, because only in 

this c;roup was complete i:nfo:rma,tion a:vailahle., this !"cooing program was 



Information on the producer's practices a.nd results is as e.x.per­

ieneed in respect to weights and teediug amounts. The weights were 

obtained thl'.'Ottgh a per!ormance beet testing program.. 'The producer had 

home-grc~m grains [!;l"O'IL'l'ld and mixed., and he was able to keep accurate 

records on feed. used. 

The record on 20 heifer calves was as follows: E.ar tags were 

ple,ced in each calf'' s ear at birth and the dates were recorded. These 

birth dates were averaged and figured as December 24., 1958. In measur­

ing production of the cows, each ea.l:f was weigj,ed on July?.4, 19$9. 

These weights at seven months of age averaged .2$8 pounds. Follor.dng 

weani.11.g on July 24, the heiters were maintained on Bermuda grass pasture 

until i\fovember 15 when they started receiving four pounds of ground ear 

corn per day-. On December 15 they were started on rdxed a.lfa.1.ra --Johnson 

grass hay at the rate of six pounds per day. This feeding was :maintained 

until April 15, 1960, and they consUilled a total cf 600 pounds ear corn 

and ?20 pounds alfalfa - Johnson grass mixed hay. Su...-ty pounds of a .32 

pGr cent protein supplement, and 20 pounds of COll]zplete Th'.ineru1 were fed 

du:r.i:ng the year. On April 15, the heif'er.s wi~re again placed on good 

Benn:ada grass - Johnson grass - lespedeza pasture with one yearling to 

each 1.5 acres. 

On Cc·i;.obcr 26, the heifers were taken off pa.sture and placed on dry 

l.ot feectlng. At that time they weighed 650 pounds. The heifers were 

just oirer 22 months of age at that time. The dry lot feeding rations 

consisted of 90 per cent ground corn .cob meal and 10 per cent eo.nmereial 

supplement with .32 per cent protein. With the price of corn at tl.10 
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per bushel., thr:;1 price of protein supplement at (}h,.00 per 100 pounds., 

cl.rid a cos't of 35 ce:n.ts per hundred for 6T:i.nding and 1.1'.L'tlng grain, the 

total grain l"ation cost was ~ls:2.19 per hundred weight. Poor quality 

hay fed at 3.5 pounds per day completed the ration. 

The twenty heifers were fed .tor 97 days and sold on Pchruary, 1, 

1961, at an average of 8'71 pomids. They gained 221 pourid,s for the 97-

day feeding period which was an average of 2. 25 potmds gain per head 

per di'1y. With a feed conversion of 7.3 pounds of gr·,d:n and two pounds 

oi' hay te one pound gain, feed cost &1:nounted to 17. 5 cents p0r pound of 

gain. 



Birth Date --
tJeani~ 

Ci T 

Date 

Weight 

7 /24/59 -n/15/59 

4/1,/60 -10/26/60 

Jfsed P~. Yearling Hei,fer/Y 

(}rain 
11/15/59 - 4/15/60 

Hi.\'y 
12/15/59 • l}/15/60 

Protein Supplement 
frorn Heanil1g to 
::"'Ot?-d Lot 

Cooplete M:tnerals 
from. lieiming to 
Feed Lot 

10/26/60 

V~lue "@ $18.42 b / 
per- lG'Of/: -

'I'ii..BLE XIII 

FOR Tt~!Eti'I'Y HEIFEFtS AS RffiPORTIID 
IlJ CHCC:'l'.iU1 COUWT'l. 

Data 

7/'21.,,/59 

288 lbs. 

llO days 

190 days 

600 lbs. 

720 lbs. 

60 lbs. 

20 lbs. 

Cost or 
Returns 

11.10 · 

6.,o 

2.40 

.60 

!Jet fY 
Values 



Averages 

Feed in Dry Lots/ 
Grain Ration for 
97-Day Feeding 
Period 

Hay for 97-DB¥ 
Feeding Period 

Date 

!I WeigJit 

Value@ $19.& !?11 
per 100/I · 

TABLE XIII {CONTINUED) 

Data 

1.613 lbs. 

:;88 lbs. 

2/1/61 

871 lbs. 

Cost or 
Returns 

2.91 

.39 

Net ,.,./ 
Values!!. 

y Net ineomes are returns to labor, management, and cow, cost. 

!?I Ve.lues placed on the heifers at their dii'.f erent weighta, grades 
and dates involved were obtained by averaging prices reported 
in the Livestock and Meat Statistics Bulletin tfo. 230 and Sup­
plement for 1959 to Statistical Bulletin No. 2.30. 

sf Pasture charges are .figured at $20.Jt.O per animal unit per year 
as reported by T. E. Tramel and D. W. Parvin, An fi<conomic 
Appraisil ot Beef Cattle Produc~PU in ~ortbeast aud East Cen­
tral HJ,g,sies;t:ppi, Agricultural Experiment Station Bulletin B-1.,..9'11' 
(Miesissippi State C:ollege, 195:3), p. 14. 

§/ Feed prices were: Corn - $1.10 per bu.; Commercial protein Sl..>p­
plement - $4.00 per 100#; Ha.y - $18 per ton; Grain fed yearlings 
- $1.SS per 100/I and complete minerals .... $3.00 per 100#. Amotmts 
of feed were actual as reported by producer. 

!/ Sa.le wei~t is the actual pay weight following 2 per cent shrink 
deduction. · 
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An alternate feeding program is illustrated in Tabl.e XIV. The same 

type calves wer~ used in the proposed and actual feeding programs to giw 

better com.parisons. The .first possible adjustment in the actual feeding 

program. is change in the weaning weights or 288 pounds at seven m.ont,hs 

ot age. These weifjlts are extremely light compared to the averages of 

439 pounds for a.11 heifers reported in the survey.. Various factors infiu .. 

enee the need f'or creep feeding. It has been said, ncreep· feeding is 

more apt to be profitable it the herd consists or numbers of first-calf 

heifers or old cows, if drought or mud reduces the forage available as 

winter pasture, ·or if the spread between standard or lJ)Od and choice grad­

ing ealves is considerable.n7 

Years ago, beef cattle usually were two or three years of age before 

they were fattened for market. Now, the cattle raised for beet are gen­

el:'ally fattened as they grow. such cattle are fat.tened for marketing at 

10 to 18 months o:t age as "baby beeves" or "fa.t yearlings.•• Some a.re 

even sold for slaughter at weaning time or soon afterwards as ttheavy fat 

.c;:alves,. 08 

1,1orrison states further that, the pronounced change in the age at 

which beef cattle a.re slaughtered can be traced to two factors: (1) the 

consumers1 desire for rather small cuts of beet and beef 'Which is tender 

and has a minimum of waste fat, and (2) cattle fattened when young pro-
9 

duce much more economic:al gains than those which are older. 

7. Roscoe R. Snapp and A. L. Nairmann, Beef Cattle (5th Edit.ion,. Waw 
York; 1960), p. 522. 

i\.1orrisor1., p. 692. 
9.,.,,_ • .;;i 
• J.u'.l.u. 
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TABLE XIV 

PROPOSJ1'D I G PROGRAM FOR HEIFERS 

Averages Data Coat or Net !J 
Returns Values 

Birth Date 12/24/58 

Weaning 

Date 8/24/59 

Weif}ltY 401 lbs . 

Value @ $23. 90 95 .84 per 100/J 

Creep Feed 

At 2. 50 per 183 
100# 628 15. 70 

Calf Minus so.14 Creep Cost 

Paatur Charge 

/24/59 ·-10/21+/srJzl 60 days 1. 70 

Feed on PaetureS,/ 

8/24/59 -10/24/59 60 days 

5# Grain Sorghum :300 lbs. 6.00 
per day 

Complete Mineral 3 l bs . .10 

Gain on Pasture!Y 84 lbs . 

Weight. 10/24/59 485 lbs . 

Value 22 . 70 !/ 
per 100# 110.10 

Calf Value - 102.30 Pasture Gain Cost 



,4 / 

F'eed . i.n Dr::r Lot;;v _...,, ... , ..... 17--
Grd:;.1 }~tion for 
100-D(W Feedi.ng 
period., 14.3#/Day 

for 100-Day 
Ji'er,:eding Period, 
2 lbs .. per Day 

Date 

t1eight 

Value . ~ ~~20. 50 2./ 
per 10.,# . 

TABLE XIV ( CO!'.ii'rilUJED) 

1430 lbs. 

200 lbs. 

2/J/60 

705 lbs. 

'.31~32 

110.50 

Norrison, p. 73'7, repo1•ts expected additional gains per d~r 
from creep feeding are • .38 with 1.50 pounds per day average :for 
non-creep fed calves. C-Tain used is 9,.03 lbs. per' pound of 
ge,in. Creep :fed calves were worth @1.21 more per htmdred weight 
at weaning time. 

p/ Same as £/ in Table XIII. 

y W. C. F.!lder, Hayne W. Huffine, and Byron H. Lake, Pasture Man-
a. -ement. and Fora e Cror:1 Production Studies· Pro ess Renort, 
~, Processed Series P-36'.3, Okl:,1lt0Tri.a State U:niversit~v, 1961), 
p. lli. 

g/ Inform..ation on feed lot gains, feed needs, and other related 
data 011 this type was obtained in Morrison, p. 717. 

2/ Valmis placed on the heifers were obtained in thG Livestock and 
r-!eat Sfa.tisties Bulletin no. 230 and Supplement f'or 1959. 

!./ IJet incomes a1"e returns to labor, management and cow cost. 



Because of the light wea."'ling weights in the actual feeding pro­

gram, it was propooed to creep feed the calves. Seven months is con­

sidered an early weaning age with these type calves; thus, calves were 

weaned at eight montht;. i.n the proposed plan. The pasture feeding on 

grass gi vea an addi tiona.l profit in the proposed plan. It appears ·t.11at 

the caJ.,res· may make more profit for the producer if sold at this time 

of'f pasture and grain. Only ~}8.20 additional. income for la1:ior, risks, 

and fo.dJities was obta..ined from the :LOO...day :feeding period. If grain 

were high in price, one may not feed in the dry lot; but if. gra.it.1s 

were plentiful and cheap,. returns could be higher by dry-lot feeding. 

t10t returns at weaning in the two feeding pians were $65 • .'.38 for 

the actual and fyioo.14. :for the proposed. Th:e actual program had a ~t,90. 73 

per head ,ralue at 22 months of age while the proposed progr~ gave a 

!;102 .. 30 ca,lf at 10 months of age. 

Adjustments on management pmetices other th.e.n pasture detrelop:n.er.dr, 

and feeding could give further econamie returns. Calves could be grouped 

for more effective marketing by adjusting the breeding programs... Better 

sires could give immediate increa.see in selling price per pound in mny 

b~f hE>,rds in Ohoetaw County~ other adjusttients could be profitable in 

both feeding and pasture progrmns. Greater utilization of existing pas­

tures by rotation grazing., mowing., and other practices would. give addi­

tional income wj;th little expense to the operators. 



SUMtm.RY At:tt> CONCLUSIONS 

The major objective ·Of this study 1rras to determine i.f and hm-r the 

beef eoN and calf' producers in Choctaw County could adjust their oper­

ations £or greater economic returns. A survey of 20 producers was 

conducted to provide basic data for the study. Producers included in 

the sample were selected to represent small to large size herds and 

different areas of the county.. Problems and limitations to potential 

adjustments such as age, heal. th, and avail.able time were obtained in 

somo interviews. 

ll..fter cam.pletion of the survey, results were tabulated and presented 

by different cow herd size groups. Comparisons were made between groups 

in the discussion of data. 

Large operators practiced fall calving to a greater extent than 

did the small operators. Sm.all operators owned a higher per eent 0£ 

registered cows+ Large opera.tors maintained a. small per cent of t"Gtgi.s­

tered cows to produce :replacement breeding bulls for their commercial 

herds. 

?.iare mn.all size producers rented a higher per cent of their land. 

The smaller producers used their cattle enterprise as additional income 

to their off-farm jobs. Larger producers owned a higher per cent of 

good upland and bottom land than did the smaller size groups. 

Storage facilities were adequate for roughage but lacking for grain. 



Silage ·tma u'flh,.,-x,rtant. (mly one ot 20 producers bad teed lot .facil­

ities. Eighty per cent of the oper~tors ha,, creep feoo.ing facilities. 

lm.restm.ent, . :r.er cow decreased as the size of the ber:d increased. 

!,lor<~ rented land a.l.lowoo lower investment per cow. Opera.tors with 

small herds invested more in tho eo-.r1 unit ruli less in wachinery than 

ctl.:t the larger operators. 

Percentages of cropland and hay production decreased with dec.rease 

in tiize or oparati<ms. Ibre ope:rators could raise grain. J\cres of pas­

ture per cat-1 varied f1'(ltl 5.6 to 10 .. 0. · More pastures on good land "t:.tere 

improved tban was the case on pot>!' 1am. 

tJinter feeding st..~rted about December 1 and ended a.bout April l. 

Feeding progranis dif'fered little between ditterent size herds. F~rs 

who raised grain tended tG feed more gr-a..1.D. fhall herd operators ·with 

.off-fm:"'w inco."Re practiced creep feeding each year wbile large hem oper­

ators trl.thout ort-£am. hicoo1e ,·1djll$ted their ereep f'eeding programs with 

v~tion in i'eed prices. 

C.Ousiderabl.]1 rno.t"'e la.bot• was used per Cffi1 in the small size herds. 

Almost fOlll" Cffl<rs fran the largest herd could be handled with the labor 

needed for one ecw in tho ~est size herd. Less pastut•e acreage per 

ca.1 contributed to less :roocir1,g per cow £or the larger operations. 

Large herd oper~tors hti.d bettor fences and, therefore.,. less tnaintonance 

costs. S'llall size operotore hired lit.tle or no labor while the largest. 

si3e op,el!'ators. averaged hiriii'Jf!. over 60 per cent or their need.ea labor. 

fi lt..tr:;,ta proportion of all cattle raised in Choot,'lt:r County was sold 

through tho looal auction rn.~.ret. 01ily the l.s2rnest opei"D.to-rs with higp 

qual.i"£y cal.ves were nblo to sell on oontroct. Only one opsr1'itor out of 
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twenty hauled his calves to a central mark:et in 1960. 

Results of th.i.s study Ll'ldicated t;.ba.t adj'U6tments in opera:tions· have 

potential for increasing economic returns to the beef' producers in.Choctaw 

Count,y. 'Tha survey results indicated further that many far.:ners in the 

. county- did not aJ.i.1ays recognize the economic potential of' pastur"e improve­

ment.. The w:.:-iter believes that improved pasture m.anagen1ent can contrib­

ute more toward increasing income to the beef producers of t.he county- than 

any other single adjustment. 

Production of 11baby beeves" or ttfa:t yearlinge 0 should give g,Teater 

eeononi.c rettn•ns than present programs. Feeding calves to heavier. weights 

will not be a major beef enterprise until. :rn.ore grain is produced in. the 

area. 

Age, health::, limited. time because of off-farm employment" and fear 

of going in debt are some of the £actors limiting the expansion and ad­

justment of many beef producers in Choctaw County. 

Results of demonstrations on ~proved management praetiees could 

dispel the fear some operators have of going in dabt, and also they could 

have an influence on lending agencies of the possible economic potentials 

to various size of operations. 

Nineteen of the 20 respondents in this survey recognized that ad­

justments should be made in their operations. Six different needed 

changes were listed a. total of 33 times. The ·wri te:r eon eluded from this 

ird"or.in.a.tion that most beef producers realize they need to adjust their 

managem.en!:. programs. :kfost operators know which adjustments need to be ma.de .. 

Motivation of the producers and the required increase in -capit&l invest­

me:nt seem to be the big 1 :,,'c'Jblems. Demonst,rrttions 0£ improved management 

~ctiees by the b6tt.er operato:t"S in diffm·cR1t are,3,s and various herd 

sizes 'Will; perhaps; provide the greatest motivating influence., 
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APPmmIX 

Cow a.nd Calf Beef C;.:1t tle Program. 
Choctatr County, uklahoma · 

!,and Dess;r-iption 

1. 
2. 

Bottom land Goocl Upland~-- Poor Upland ·-

J. 
0:ropl,,.nd Pasture Improved Pasture Unimproved ----N,1ti ve lila.steland Woodland · 
li'ar.mstea:d 

·~~ 

4, .. ---Land owned Land Rented Total La.nd ------ ----~· ~-----
'.J?o!:~ Capi!,a.l Irrvestmen~: · 

Includes Land, Buildings, 
Livestock & Machinery 

(1) ;!f,10,000 to $50,000 __ A __ _ 

(2) ~~50 10 000 to ~;100,000 
(:3) $100,000 over ---

Crop Acreages and Production 

-- -- PRODUCTION /ACRE ACRES PLAtJ'fED AVERAGE 
19.58 1959 1960 1958 1959 1Q60 YIELD/ACPJt 

Corn 
~ 

Grain Sorghums 

FoY'aPe 
~.·~5 

Sorghums 

S1m1ll Gra..ins I - ~ 

i'Ja:tive l).1eadow 

Hay Crop-
Alfalfa 
Hay Crop ... 
Other Legumes 

'lal(o;,a;1 

Hay Crop -
Grass i 
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Usual Pasture Use and Grazing Rates: 

Type Pasture Acree Length of Grazing Number of Ani:maJ. Units 

. 

lnventorz of Be-ef Cattle: (January 1,.. 1961) 

Type Cattle Commercial Registered Total 

Cows Spring Calving 

Cows Fall Calving 
-

Replacement Heifers 

Yearling Heifers 
. 

Yearling Steers 

Bulls 

... 

Usual Feeding Practices .Per Head: 

Kind of Feed Cows Calves Yearlings others 

Ha:v; ' 
Kind 
Dates Fed 
Lbs. ner Dav 
Lbs. ner Year 

other Rouma.DAt 
Kind 
Dates Fed 
Lbs. ner Dav 

1--=-- .,_ 
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Cows Calves Others 

Kind 

.Hinerals • 

..,...n !l~~,.m~•-,,._.,_tw"'•----------,.,. ______ ·---------------·-----------

f:!rty '}t-o:ra.1161 Ca:pitc:lty ________________ ... ~------------------

·~·-----------------
Capa.eU.y: _______________ _ 



June 

Estimated Average Humber of 10-Hour Days of Labor Req~7ed 
For Present Practices and Present Size of OperationS:J 

52 

_:~~--t--~-~----·-----~--- .. , ___ _ 
P,_1.u_. "'-1r;_1_s .. _~--~--"',__,."·----·=t· ·. ·. ··.-.·. a ::"" .. --,·--+-·-- . September -;~ 
October 

December 

gj estii11~tes apply to size of herd and practices as reported 
in earlier tables of questionnaire. 

!:/ Includes wintei'." feeding, creep feeding of calves, and any 
:fattening operations reported earlier as 11usuaP1 oper}:tions. 

gj 1uc1udes movei11ent of cattle about fa.rm, buying a:nd selling, ad­
minist.eri:ng medicines, etc. 

§} Include only expected annual labor applied -to repair and/or 
mrdntain livestock .facilities. F.xclude, any eonot.ru.cUng of 
~ facilities. 
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Marketing: 

(1) Breed ------ (2) Usual Calving Dates ____ _ 

(3) Age Calves Sold ____ _ (4) Waitt1t Calves Sold.: 

Steers Heifers ------ ------ (5) Age Caws Sold ____ . 

(6) Weight Cows Sold _____ _ (7) Age Bulls Sold ____ _ 

(8) Number Cattle Fattened ------ (9) Age Fat Cattle Mar -

keted ------ (10) Wei~t Fa.t Cattle Sold: Steers ____ _ 

(11) ·when a.re Fat Cattle IJ!'..arketed? Calves Heifers -----
Fed Cattle ----- (12) Where Marketed? Calves 

Fed Cattle -----
other Information: 

1. Do you creep feed your calves? __ ...._ ______ _ 

2. 1£ you are not now fattening any of .your calves, have you ever? 

3. !f you are not fattening any of your calves, why? _____ _ 

4, .. Do you raise enough grain to fatten your calves? _____ _ 

5. If you do not raise enough grain to feed your calves,; could 

you? -------
6. Do you raise sufi'icient rcughage to aid in .fattening your calves'? 

7. Could you provide pasture between weaning and starting in feed 

lot? Do you thin.!{ it trould be ad1dsable? ______ _ 

8. Do you feel you could fatten your calves on pasture with grain 

!3elf fed? ------
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Other Infonnation (Continued.l: 

9. Do you feel you could buy the feed to fatten your calves and 

make a profit? __ _ If yes, what prices could you norinally 

afford to pay for the various feeds?_. ____________ ~--==-~------
10. If a commercial feed lot wall available localiy, would you be 

interested iu using it? _____ _ 

11. Are you now fattening any of your calves? If so, are 

they heifers steers,_ or both_, ? If 

so, are they fall calved .. · ----- or spring calved ____ ? 

In your opinion are sprin~g ___ or faJJ ______ calves best 

suited for a fattening program? Why-? ____________ _ 

12. Would you give me your personal opinion on fattening your 

calves vs. selling as feeder calves? ___________ _ 

1.:, .. Do you think aey changes should be made in your present live-

stock program? If yes,. what changes?.· ... -------



Grade & Dates Le~h Weight 

Year Feeding 
Begin End Period Begin 

19_ 

19_ 

' . 
19_ 

19 -

19_ 

Quantities Describe 
By Kinds ot Feed Lot 

End Feed Fed Facilities 

-

Investment 
or 

Feed Lot 
Facilities 

V, 
V, 
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