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FREFACE

‘The major objective of this report is to determine if and how the
beef cow and calf producers in Choctaw County, Oklahoma, could adjust
their operétions for greater economiec returns.

A survey was taken of the characteristic management practices of
twenty cow and calf beef producers in the county. Resulbs of this survey
indicate that many different management practices c¢an be adjusied for
greater economic returné;‘

Examples are given of possible increased potentials by adjusting
present pasture management and feeding practices.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Parpose of the Study

The major purpose of this study was to determine whether and how
additional financial returns can be obtained by cow and ealf producers
in Choctaw County, Oklahoma.

In accomplishing this aim, it was deeméd necessary to obtain infor-
mation from producers in the county on such items as ecattle inventory,
par cent of the catile registered, types of pasture available and their
carrying capacities, present storage and feeding faecilities, amount of
labor used for different size herds, the usual feeding : ractiees, and
the usval marketing progran,

Information obtained by the survey was used in identifying needed
adjustménts in cow and calf programs in the county and in economic poten-
tial for pasture and feeding adjustments. The findings were expected to
be applicable to similar beefl programs in other countisz of southeastern

Uklahoma,
Hleed for the Study

In observing the usual management practices carried on by cow and
ealf producers in Choetaw County, indications were that vrofitable

adjustments could be made. It appeared there was a need for more factual



information concerning the production of stocker and feeder calves versus

fat slaughter calves or baby beeves. £4lso possibililies of ineressing
ececonomic reburns through improved mansgowent nractices in pasture jreﬂya~
tion and wbilization appreared possible.

In this ares with over 44 inches anmual rainfall, yields above the
average for the state in both pastures and hay crops ecan be obtained with-
cut the additionsl cost of irrigation.

4 largs mumbsr of feeder calfl producers indicated to the writer that
they believed the buyers of their light-weight cslves were chbtaining high
profit on them or they would not continue the practiece. They also felt
that they 4id not know exacily what to do about it.

¥ore farmers in Choctaw County operabte beef eattlie than any other
enterprise, EReturns from beef production constitute the wajor agrienitural
income. This importance of the beefl enterprise to a large numbser of

farmers in the county adds to the value of this study,
Use of Information Obtained

The informstion and observations in this survsey will he useful in
helping the cow and calf produccrs adjust their nrograms toward greater
economi¢ refurns. Demonstrations of improved rractices by the better
producers in different areas and warious hord sizes will, perhaps, give
the greatest eduecational returns.

The rcecommended improved management practices, as determined through
this study, could alsc be helpful to county extension workers, bankers

and other lending agencies, feed dealers, wvoestionzi arriculture instrue-

tors, and all other versons serving the cabtls




The findings from this survey could be used in eduecational programs
throughout areas where they are applicable./ With the nedia of radio,
television, newspapers, and educational meetings concerning beef cattle
management and pasture values, the findings and recommendations could be

24

made available to more beef cattle producers which should bring about

increased knowledge to be used in adjusﬁing their individual programs,



CHAPTER II

METHODS AND FROCEDURES

Selection of Respondents

In order to get a good cross-section representation of beef produ-

fout

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

(1) different areas of the county and (2) different size herds.

]

In compiling s list of producers to be sampled, assistonce was
received from the local veterinarian, sale barn manager, Farmers
Home Administration supervisor, bkankers, and leading cattlemen of the

county.
Development of Questionnaire

The initial cuestionnaire form was developed with the assistancs of
staff nembers of the Department of Agricultural Eeonomics, Okléhama State
University. A "pre-test® of the qusstionnaire was performed by interview
of two operators, and the final cmestionnaire was developed by use of

information obtained by the experiernce (Appendix).
Survey Procedurs

" In addition to the two operators interviewed in the pre-test, the
survey inciided eighteen producers with different herd sizes. The survey

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

Upon completion of the survey, the questionnaires were divided into

four groups by size of eow herd as follows:

Group Aver:pe Number of Cows
35 amt under 28.4
36 to 50 42,0
51 to 125 68.6
25 ind over 226.5

There were five producers per group.

Information and comparisons throughout the report will be made on
the five farms In each group. As an example, when only cone respondent in
a particular group owns 40U acres of botltom land, it will be showm as
bottom land & ae (1). The 8 acres is the average acres of botton land
owned by the five respondents reporting bottom land cwned. Yhere all five
respondents are represented in an average, no mmber in parentheses will
follow. Eoth the range and the average size of cow herd will be shcwﬁ in
the tables.

An inventory of all esttle on hand January 1, 1961, was obtained
from each producer, and this information was compiled and presented as
Table I of this report.

Information on various operations obtained through the questionnaires
has been compiled and is presented in table and discussion form. Some
categories have been averaged in percentages. Results of opinion questions
asked the producers have been summarized and discussed in the section to

which they relate.



CHAPTER III
PAESENTATION OF SURVEY DATA
Beef Gattle Inventory

Average cow herd size of the beef producers surveyed in this study
ranged from 22, for the smallest to 226.5 for the largest (Table I),
The far yearling steers carried through the winter are mostly handled by

OfF e
Also, large operators have cows that calve morg/in

the large operators.
the 31l as indieated by a 57 per cént_calf erop as of January 1.
TABLE I

IVVONTORY OF BEEP CATTLE OFf THE FARM AS OF JANUARY 1, 1961
BY 81725 OF CGW HERD AMD UY CLASS OF CATTLE

Size of Cow Herd

Class of Cattle 35 & Under 36 to 5C 51 to 125 125 & Over
(28.4) (12) _{68.6) (226.5)
Covis 28: 42 68.6 226.5
Helfers
2 yr. Replacement 1.2 (2)4,‘ 2.0 (2) 1.4 (&) 19.5 (3)
i yr;.R@placamenﬁ .6 (1) &.6 (2) 3.0 (2) 18,6 €3}
Steers {Yearlings) 0.0 1.0 (1) 0.0 235 (3)
Calves (Under 1 Year) 10.4 9.2 (1) 180 (4)  130.0
Fulls 1.0 1.8 3.0 9.0
Cows per Dull 23,5 23.3 22.9 25,2
/e e dont) 36 2 26 57
Per Cent of Replacement g 15 20 14

Heifers to Cows

4
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Number of cows per bull varies little between different size operators.

Small operators save fewer replacement heif ws., This indicates they pur-

chase npore of their replacements.

TABLE II

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

Size of Cow Herd

Class of Gattle 35 & Under 36 to 50 51 to 125 125 & Cver
(28.4) (42) (68.6) (226.5)
Cous ' 25 12 .8 10
Heifers S 11 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 cows
(Table 1}, 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
cuality 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
cows in their operations. The producers with 126 or more cows had 100 per
cent of their bulls registered and only 10 per cent of their cows were
registered. These producers tend to handle most of their registered cattle
similar to their commercial cattle with only the best being maintained as

breeding replacements for the commercial herd.



Land Resources Inventory

Acreages of the total land resources operated by kind of land and
tenure are given in Table III,
TABLE IIX
LAND RESOURCES BY TENURE AND KIND OF LAND OPERATED

AND BY SIZE OF COW HERD, TWENTY BEEF PRODUCERS
IN CHOCTAW COUNTY

Size of Cow Herd

B 2 e - Rl sl o
Total Acres Operated 303 400 949 2001
Owned 182 (4) 364 692 (4) 1703
Rented 121 (3) 36 (1) 257 (2) 298 (1)
Acres by Kind of
Land Operated
Bottom Land 12 (1) 62 (4) 238 (3) 836 (4)
Good Upland®/ w6 (4) 192 350 899 (3)
Poor Upland®/ 80 (4) 72 (3) 222 (1) 8 (1)
other®/ 65 T 139 258
mm “ 10.6 9.5 13.8 8.8

1l
a/ Good upland was the more fertile, less steep, open acreage.

y Poor upland was the shallow, less productive, open acmgo.z

¢/ Other includes wasteland, woodland, conservation reserve land,
and farmstead.




In the group with 35 or less cows, one respondent operated entirely
on rented land which greatly affected the group proportion of rented to
total aeres. In the other groups, only 4 of 15 operators rented land and
the proporiion ?enied was much lower, The producers who owmed a higher
per cent of thelr land usually owned nore bobtom and good upland. This
fact was clearly shown by the fewer acres of land operated per cow by
these producers,

The group with 51 to 125 cows operated 13.8 acres per cow., This
probably indieated that a layrger por sent Gf thelr acres were less pro-
duetive than those in the other groups. The proportion of bottom to total
land increased from the small to the large size ef operations. Usually,

rented land was lower in quality than owned land.
Inventory of Feeding and Storage Facilities

‘All four groups had adequate hay storage facilities for present oper-
ations and had potential for some expansion. In general, facilities for
grain storage are adecuate only for preéent;cperations. Tine of the ten
larger operations had grain 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 facilities, and they were unused,

Only one farmer had complete facilities available for feed lot opera-
tion. Four others had fattened calves beyond creep feeding in the post,
but their facilities were tewporary and no longer usable. Creep feeding

facilities were available to sixteen of the respondents.



Capital Investment

Capitel investment information shows that larger cow herds tend to

have less invested per cow unit (Table IV). In the group with less than

2

['#AN

36 ceus, two respondents had less than 10 thousand dollers invested,
These were prodominantly coperators of rented land. Less noney was  ine
vested in machinery and more in eattle by this group. FProducers with 36
to 50 cows seemed bo have very ¢lose to the same smount invested., ¥Hach

owned the wajority of his land, Machinery ianvestment for the group was

very low,
TARLE IV

CAPITAL ﬁvﬁsTMEﬁTé/EX'SIzE‘UF GO HERD,
TWENTY BEEF PRODUCERS IN CHOCTAW COUNTY

sizge of Cow Herd

Thousand R .

- Alaps 35 & Upder 36 to 50 51 to 125 125 & Qver Totsl
(28.4) {&2) (68.6) (226.5)

0 vo 10 2 _ 0 G 4] 2

10 Lo 50 3 5 2 0 10

53 to 100 0 O 2 1 2

100 & Over o o i 4 5

a/ Inclndes lamd, buildings, livestock, and machinery owned. (Does
not inelnde vented land,)
The group with 51 to 125 cows varied considerably in their total
investaents. Of the two respondents with lower investments (A0 to 50
thousand dollars), one operated rented land while the other owned wostly

woor upland, The one respondent with over 100 thousand dollers invested
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owned 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 in the
50 to 100 thousarmd investment caﬁegory. This rather small investment for
the large size of herd was caused by his operating a relatively large

portion of rented land.
Land Use

The summary of land use indicated some of the producers with 50 or

less cows did not have cropland or hay meadows,

TABLE ¥

SUMMARY OF LAWD USE BY SIZE OF GO UERD

Size of Cow Herd

Land Use 35 & Under 36 to 50 51 to 125 126 & Over
(28.4) (42) (68.6) (126.5)

Cropland 10 (2) L (1) 130 302 (4)

Pa;j:;;‘jm 9% (4) 8 (&) 158 (4) 753

festars, o 122 199 325 (&) 519 (3)

prov

Pasture, Woods 32 (2) 180 (2)

Yeodows, Native 12 (3) 7 {(2) 17 (2) 169 {(2)

Wasteland 3 (3) 10 21 18 (2)

Woodland 57 Ly (2) w08 188 (4)
- Farmstead 5 2 10 20

Copservotion 18 (1) 2 (1)

TOTAL 303 KOO 949 2001
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The 10 producers in the itwo smaller groups had only 33 acres for
grain and hay production, or 3.3 ceves per farm. The two groups had 178
acrss of improved posture, or 17.0 acres ner farm. These facts emphasize
the limitations of enlarging or improving on any exdsting feeding pProgrong
vntll adjustments in grain, roughage, and pasture preducblaﬂ can be made.

ﬂf:?j’.’»rﬂ,w fooid

A117in the grcup with 51 to 125 cows hod cropland, and it averaged

130 acres per farm, Only 158 of LB3 acres of their posture land, or 23
per cent, were improved. With most of their crops sold for cash and 77
pey cent of their pastures unimproved, adjustments in their pasture aid
grain production and feeding programs could be made. Also, this group had
considerskle screages of wasteland (21 acres per farm) and woodland (108
atres per farm) which may add to their economic potential for land vse
ad justments.

The group with 126 or more cows had four operators with cropland and
two with larpge acreages of nabive meadow. Both land uses total 47l acres
which is over two a20res per cow. This group had 753 acres of ilmprovo

or over three acres per cow. This group was doing & much betier

job of land use manngement.

&

Information on acresges of pasture by type, length of graszing season,
and carrying capacities for the different proups is presented in Table VI.
The acres in each type of pasture represent the total acres reported by
all the respondents in each group.
The rate of six acres per cow on bottom land pasture in the group
with less than 36 cows seens out of line with rates reported by other
groups. This was caused by some pasture belopging to this group being

mowed and harvested for hay once during the lush growing season.
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Toe 8.0 acres of 2ll type pastures per cow was rather high and secned
to be caused by more poor upland being in pastures and less than ene asers
of improved pasture per cow.

In the group with the herd size of 36 to 50 cows, only 420 of 1575
acres (26 per cent) of their pasiures were improved, With most of their
improved acres in the bottom, the total pasture per cow was 7.5 acres.

The group with 51 to 125 cows had the least amount of improved pas-
ture (790 of 3440 total acres, or 23 per vent). This group alse had a
total of 900 acres in woeds pasture with very low corrying capacity. The
woods pasture and poor upland made up 51 per cemt of this group's aveileble
pasture, and large amounts of these pasture types undoubtedly accounted fop
the rather large amount of pasture per eow {10 acres).

In the group with 126 or more cows, 3765 of 6360 acres {or 59 per

cent) of their pasture was improved. Forty-five per cent or 2735 acres
was bottom land and 55 per cent, or 3525 acres, was good uplawd. o poor
upland or woods pasture was present for this group. Theée Figures choy
rathier clearly that the operators in this group do have better land aveil-
able for thelr beef eattle programs than do opsrators in the other groups.
Ouly 5,6 acres of pasture was needed per . For this mroup.

There seemed te be very little difference in lengbh of grasing amons
the four groups. Yhere cattle were held on the same pastures year-round,
longer grazing periods were indicated. Horever, in most of these cases
the carrying copacity was lower.

Considerable space in the cuestionnsire was allotited for obtaining
information on erop acreages ayd production; however, only a limited asmount

of information on these items was obtained from the producers.
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In the groups with less than 36 and 30 to 50 cows, there was ne gralin,
forage sorghum, or alfalfa hay crops shown as produced, Ouly one respondent
of esch group produced native grass hay. In the group with less than 36
cows, twe indieated production of legumé hay and four indicated produetion
of other grass hay. In the group with 36 to 50 cows, two indicated produc-
tion of other grass hay. OFf the ten respondents in these two smaller size
herd groups, only five raised sufficient roughage to aid in a fabtieuing
program and none raised grain although four indicated they could.

in the group with 51 te 125 cows, three producers raised some corn, bub
only one raised grain sorghuns and forapge sorghums in the past three years.
Four indiecated they do not raise sufficlent grain to aid in faottening their
calves while the other respoadent only raised o porticon of the amount nesded,
In this group, two had oative meadow hay, two had 2lfalfa hay, three had
other legume hay, and two had other grass hay. Indications are that all
five of the respondents in this group reised sufficient roughage or could
have it avzilable to aid in a fattening program.

In the group with mere than 125 cows, thres producers had corm, three
had grain sorghun, and one had smell grains. ihen asked if thoy raised
enough grain to fatten their calves, one answered "yes," two said Ypart of it¥
and two said "no.¥ Three indiecated they could have raised encugh prain, while
two said "no." Two respondents of the group had native meadow hay, threeo
had alfalfa hay, and one had other grass hay. All five of this mroup felt

thot they were raising sufficient roughage te aid in a fatlening program.

Feeding Practices

In wost beefl herds in Choctaw County, winter feeding starts about Decem-

ber 1 and ends about April 1. During the cight months from April to Decerber,



little feeding is practiced or needed.
Operators of different size herds varied little in thelr feeding pro-
prams. Producers feeding grass hay as winber roughoge averaged feeding

about 1800 pounds per cow. When legwse hay was used in winter foeding, only

W

about 1200 pounds per cow was fed. In most cases, bulls were fed about one-
fourth wore roughage than was fed to cows, and y@arling:‘were Ted abontiome»
fourth less. Seventy-five per cent of the calves ate hay with the cows or
received no hay. Producers with more fall calves usually provided some wxbra
hay for the older calves in the later winter months,

411 but one of the producers fed some type protein duving the winter
feeding program. Annual amounts of protein supplevent per cow varied from
70 to 250 pounds. The largsr amounts were fed by the producers feeding o
cotton sced meal and salt mixture year-round. VWhere legume hay was used ag
the main source of roughage, less protein vas fed. Pulls usually reeeived
more protein than did cows due to earlier feeﬁiﬂg,ﬁf then in the fall and

to their more greedy eating habits when fed with the ecows.

T

Tight producers fed 2 to 3 pounds per cow ?er day of 2 cormercial graiv
cube containing 20 per cent protein. Four rospondents raised grain.and ted
it to their cows., These operators usually fed 3 to 3.5 pounds per day of
corncob meal or malze per cow. The other elpht producers did not feed grain
to their cows. Host bulls were fed from L to 10 vounds of grain per day for
approximately 120 days, Usually the prodocers with more eattle fed the nore
1ibéra} amounts of grain.

Seven of the producers did not feed winersls other thon salb, and féur
of these failed to have it available at 211 times. The thirteen producers

feeding complete minerals and salb free cholce did not koow the extra swounis
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fed, but they did feel it was important to have it available at all
- tines.

In general, the yearlings being wintered were malntained as rewlace-
ments and wore fed prain and protein rations for wmaxdmun growth.

In the creep feeding operations, the two smaller size herd groups
had seven preducers who creep fed and thrse who did not. Of the ten
producers with the larger size herds, four do not ecreep feed. Only one
practices creep feeding annually, while five carry on seni~creep feeding
programs or creep foed sometimes but not every year.

The producers with the smsller heirds tend to follow a seot managonent
program, but the producers of larger herds sdjust thelr programs to bolier
it their feed supply and market outlool.

The twenty respondents were asked: "If you are not fattening any
of your calves, why?" Heasons and the nunber of times indicated are as
follows:B

Off-farm enployment and lack of $i7€ ¢ « v ¢« ¢ o o 2 ¢ o &

Tack of £acilities . v ¢ o v ¢ o ¢ ¢ ¢« o s o s 6 s 0 e s 5

Lack of money and don't want Yo go indebb o o v o v & « &

Iack of home-grown gralils < o o o o = ¢« ¢ o « « 2 ¢« o+ 3

Y

?00 old K J - . L J - - * L] - - L »* - » R ] L) - L 2 - - - L - -
I plan towhen I get fixed (S060) + ¢ v ¢ » ¢« o o » « « 3

Feeder calf market the past 3 years too abiractive to
gdlnblclt-.b.o.---on...‘aoc-.o‘-

Sone respondents gave more than one reason.
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In general, the smaller producers felt they needed wore calves before
a Yeeding program would pay. The larger producers felt they needed to
raise the feed and provide better facilities before gbimg into a feeding
Prograd.

Results indicated that 80 per ¢ent of the respordents did not raise
enough grain to fatten their calves, 15 per cent raised enough to feed
most of their calves; and only 5 per cenlt, or one respondent, raised sul-
ficient smounts for fatbening neéd&. |

Althoﬁgh only‘enelaperatof raised enough grain for his feed needs,
eleven indicated they could, It is belisved by the writer that a portion
of the respowlents were thinking in ierms of creep feeding their calves
and not ol Jotbening to heavier welghts when responding to the guestion
about producing their needed grain, ‘

biFiTty per cent of the producers felt they could buy the feed to fatten
tﬁeir'calves_éggh 8 prafit. Ten per cent indicated they couvld buy part of
the feed needed, while‘forty per cent were sure feeds cbulﬁ not be pure
chased if a profit were to be made in o fattening prbgrém.

In geneval, the prices each producer felt he could pay for varicus
feeds r&ngéd very ¢lose to present market prices: esr corn at $1.10 per
bushel, zrain sorghum at $1.50 to $1.60 per hundred weight, snd comercial
féed mix at from $2.50 to $3.00 per hundred weight.

ihén questioned if they could pravide rasture for calves between wesn-
ing amd sﬁarting in a feed lot, 1L respondents indicated they could, three
neaﬁld not, and the other three would soon be able to do so,

Eight producers believed the practice of grazing their calves on good
pasture between weaning and the feed lot would pay, five producers did not

Inog for sure, and seven felt it would not pay.
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Bighty-five per cent of the respondents believed they could profit-
ably fatten thelr calves on good pasture with grain self-fed.
Sixteen producers believed that fall calves are best sulted for a
fatberning program. The main advantages given for fall cslviag were:
1. CGalvss are large enéugh to utilize pasture te the fullest and
will be larger when they go on feed.
2. Usually, feeds are cheasper when calves are ready to wean and
feed in the late swmer.
3. Weather is more sullzble for feeding {(late summwer through ecarly
winter).
Pour producers believed that spring éalves are bothter suited for =
fattening program. Their reasons for preferring spriag calves were:
1. Galves start out and grow off better.
2, To creepn feed is needed.

3.  Hii best marksts {plonning to sell in suwmer).
Labor

Tables VII and VIII are used to shew the waristion in I&Eor recuired
anong rroups with different size of herds. Table VII shows the labor
requirved per cow for diiferent jobs performed. A definite inverse correla~
tion exists between size of herd and amount of labor reguvired. The smallest
herd group had the largest total labor per cow of 2.8l tem-hour days. The

next size herd group had 1.23 ten-hour days per cow, and the largest herd

groun {126 or more cows) avoraged .74 ten-hour days per cow.



TABLE VII

HRER OF LO-HOUE DAYS O“ LAROR HECUIRED PR
PHESENT TRACTICES ARD SIZE OF OPERATIONS
BY SIZE OF COW H:a.mﬁ/
Average Total Number of 10-Hour Days

;E/ Practices / Repair a7 #11 Lebor Per
i , S Peeding Mgmt, of Cattle~ Maint. = CAversse Cent
Herd Size & AVEraga Per Cow Per Cow . Per Cow Per Cow Hiped
36 - 50 (L2,0  0.60 0.65 35 0 L6 B )
51 - 125 (68.6) 0.49 0.56 17 1.23 26 (3)
126 & Cver (226.5) 0.29 0.36 .08 : C.Th 61

EBotimates apply to size of herd and practices as reported in earlier tables of guestionnaire.

Includes winter feeding, creep feeding of ca1ves, and any fattening operations rercrted carlier
as Yusual' operations.

Inclvdes movement of eattle about farm, buying and selling, administering wedicines, ete.

Includes only exrpcted anvmal labor applied to ropair and/or meintain livestock facilities.

Excludes any comstructing of new faeilities.

-0



Very little labor was hired by the small herd operators while, in

the larger herds, the operabors hired » much higher per cent of regnired

4

labor. The group with 126 or more cows hired 51 per cent of their lubor
while the group with 35 to 50 cows hired only 4 per cent.

A yromber of comparisons can be made on lsbor used for different size

covr herds in Table VIII, Twe significant eompariscrns ore the mouthly
Hooals per cow and the total hours reguired for sach practice wnder differ-
ent sipe of cow berds. The group with less than 35 cows had a yearly labor

use of 11 hours por cow for feeding while the group with move thon 125 cous

v

uged only 2.9 hours per year per cow. It is intercsting to note thet almmogt

D]

four cors in the large herd size could be handled with the lobor used per
cow in the small herd size. The small Lerd size nad a labor reguirement
per cow of 28,1 hours per year‘while the large herd sige recuired only T.b
houre of labor per tow for one year.

{ne reason for differences in labor nseds peor cow in different size
nerds is that it takes ss mmeh time to drive e s pasture Lo observe 50
or even 100 cows as it does to check on 25. .In managenent or oven feeding,
less time per cow is spent with the larger size herds hoeawvse of the tine
used in preparation for the various jobs performed.

The anmal repair and maintenance labor recuired pey cow varied econe
siderably., Those with more ﬁhan’125 cows used only 0.9 hour while those
with less than 35 cows used 5.9 hours. Operators of the larger herds
oned better land with wore productive pastures, thus less fence per cow
was needed. Alsc, the operators of the larger herds tended to have fences

reguiring less repair and wmaintenance.



HOURS OF TABOR REQUIRED BY TUnTﬁq AMD PIE
PRESENT PRACTICES

TAELE VIII

AND BY S5IZE

5 OF GOL

COi FOR

HERDS

Size of Herd
and Practices

Jan.

Feb,

AVERAGE HOURS OF LAECE T¥ WONTE PEh GROUP
OCto R Y

Aug

En®

Sep.

Totals

Totals Per Cow

35 & Under (28.4)

Feeding

Hegmb, of Cattle

Repair-iaint.
TOTAL

Per Cow

36 to 50 (42}

Feeding

Hegnt, of Cattle

Repair-w; ink.
TOTAL

Par Cow

5¢ to 125 (65,6)
FPaeding
Ygnt. of Cattle
Bepaiv-tiaint. -
TOTAL
Payr Cow

126 % Over (226.5)
Feeding
Hgmt, of Uattle

Depair-Halnt,
TOTAL
Poyr Cow

IV
22
17
83
2,92

36
22
12
70
1.66

56
36
10
102
l.x8

112

62
.14
+83
.83

43
2
1z
&z

2,88

36

22

18

68

1.61

56

98

12

112

62

22

196

86

Mar. 4pr. Hay

KO 18 16
286 28 26
17 13 10
85 59 52
2.99 2.07 1.83

32 13 1L
22 2 21
14 13 :

68 50 L8

1.61 1.19% 1.1k
L& 22 i
38 34 24
24 iz &

110 63 38

1.60 .99 .55

e 3% 26
76 58 66
30 22 12

256 114 10k

G750 WAL

1.07 1.1

26

T

12
112

Jun. Jul.
16 16
26 25

g 8
50 50

1,76 1.76

12 1k
2 oz
13 1z

L5 N
3

1 10
26 26
& 6
hi, L2

- éi% . él
27
72

111
o5

R

1.69

- |

14
26
L&

ol fd oy NG
Ry 43

A5 e
[N 2]

17 19

20 28
g 10

55 57

1.93 2.00

1 12
22 28
18 12
5l 52
26 1.2%

10 18
pei 32
& 10
b 60
B 87
25 31
76 g0
22 16
123 127
-5£§- 056

B B
o

el

Ay 6

i3

Ewy!
i~ ¢

cud oG CF D
S o o

. fod

315
318
167
£00

SO

252
276
151
679

a oy

il
386
120
N

662
830
206

1698

b fodd
Pl
3 O

74 o G O
'Y - -
NS

[
b
.
b.J

3
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tarketing Practices

Some aspects of the marketing program repoerted by four groups of

beef cattle producers ln Choctaw County are presented in Table IX,
TABLE IX

BARKETING PRACTICES BY SIZB OF GOW HED
OF BEEF PRODUCERS IN CGHOCTAW COUNTY

¥arketing Program 35 % Under 36 to 50 51 t0125 126 & Over
(28.4) (42) f68.6) _ (226.5)

Avg., Apes of Galves ] . : -
Sa§g e 7.3 ©o. 8.3 wo. E.6 w0, 8.2 mo.
Avg, Helght - Steers L34 LLE L3L¥ L76H
Avg. leight -leifers L5 babd - ROV - A50#
Avg. fpes Cows Sold 10.4 yre. 11.3 yrs. 1l.2 yrs. 11.0 yrs,

Avg,. tielght - Cows G15# TEOF 8708 955F
Avg, Age Pulls Sold 5.6 yrs. 7.2 yrs, 6.8 yrs. 8.0 yes.
Location of Markets

Lalves

Central " i _ 0 0 3
Iocally L 5 5 , %)

a/ Portiocns of the calves from the cow herd gmoup 126 & over were
marketed direct to feeder buyers and delivered locally.

The ages and weights of both cows andl calves reported in each of

the different herd size groups were similar.

2
&

(¥

The groap with 51 to 125 cows sold thelr calves at younzer apes

4,

then did the cther three groups. Three of the respondents in the 51 to
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125 cow herd size had their herd calviug year-round; therefore, their
calves were marketed throughout the year.

tudls in the larger sisze herds were kept longer, indicating the
practice of rotatiag bulls within the herd, vhereas the bulls in smallor
herds were replaced more often,

Loeal markets were used almost exclusively by the cow and ¢alf oper~
ators throughout Choctaw County. One respondent in the group with less
than 35 cows did market part of his calves in the central serlkel in Okiahown
City =nd some of the respondents with more than 125 cows sometimes mar-
keted divect to feeder buyers. Highty-Tive per cent of the herds report-
ing were prodominantl; “Eeréxords wvhile only 15 peresnt were Angus. Local
markets tended to diseriminate against black calves, thus two of the
three bngus breeders attempmcd to marfet either direet or at central ma
kets, |

f”dcr cows were lighter in welght when marketed. The group with more

than 125 cows nold the heaviest cows @t 955 Douzds.
Ad justment Problems and Possible Potentials

Additional uiormatloa obtained while interviewing the tweaty pra»
duneers fegarding age and occupational }katus of each respondent secmed
significasnt vhen considering proposed changes in mapagewent practices,

f the five respondents in the 35 and under cow herd group, two were
over 55 vears of age and draw retivoment checis, twe were less than 45
years of age and were employed full time off the farm, and one was bstweon
45 and 55 years of age and devoted 135 ten-hour days to his small herd of

35 cows. The latter operator's wife was a schiool teacher end provided
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off-farm income needed to supplement the :anomé from the small cattle
enterprise. The 135 ten-hour days shown by this small operator raised
the sverage labor recuirenent for this group considerably.

Of the five respondents in the group with 36 to 50 cows, two were
over 35 years of age with one rebired and one employed full time, one was
L5 to 55 years of age and was receiving additional income from the conser~
vation reserve program, and tuo were less than 45 years of age and fuli~time
enployed off the farm. Indieations were that one of the younger respon-
dents in this group had hopes of enlarging enough to be able o cease work-
ing éff‘ the farwm, while the others anticipated little change in this respect.

0f the five respondente in the group with 51 to 125 cows, two were §5
years of age. One of these did custom hay baling for additionsl incone
while the other raised crops for cash. The other three respondents were
wxier L5 years of age, anl zach raised crops for cash. One of the three
had '2 pari-time farnm insurance agency. One other was full-time employed
and the other relied on farm income alone.

Of the five respondents in the group with 126 cows and over, two were
betue sﬁ};ﬁ and 55 yoars of age. One had additional dncoms fron cash erops
the other sold some hay and received incame from conservation reserve
nayments., The other three producers with the larger size herds were
under 15 years of age. One of these was emploved full time {vice president

of o b

<

ank), Ome had some cash crops aleng with 2 small business, The
ather young producer had cash crops and was the only respondent with
income from a feed lot anterprise.

Since commercial feeding of calwves in Choctaw County could be pos-—

gible in the future, the following question was asked: PIf a commercial
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feed lot was available locally, vould you be interested in using it7?®
Eipght of the respondents indicated definite interest, six were not inter-
ested, aud six were interested in the costs before decxdlna. 'Three of
the six who were not interested were over 55 yoars of aze, one vas éreep
Teeding his calves and selling cuality fat easlves. Une indicated he
would have to improve his Qﬁality before he would be interested, and the
other producer whe was not interested was Foeding his calves now,.

Séven producers fed no minerals other than salt, Accordiﬂg teo
Horrison, pastures grown on phosphorus and calelum deficieont soils may
causé serious results in livesbtock unless this deficiency is egrrected.&
Caleium and phosphorus deficient soils are common in Choctaw County,
especially on the poor upland soils. In most cases where & farn operator
foils to feed minerals to his livestock he usually dess not have a pood
fertilization program. In this case all seven producers feeding no minersl
other than salt operate mors pmor.land'with relatively low yielding pag-
tures. This practice of feeding complete minerals along with salt indiecates
rather clearly the need for some adjustments in even sdinor monagement
practices in the production of beef caltle in Choctaw Csunﬁy.

Of the producers with less than 35 cows, two believed their operations
were too small for feeding to be profitable, cre indiecated it would take
too much time, one said he would enlsrge and try feeding i¥ he were younger,
cand one stated it would be best to feed his calves until they were about 12
to 15 months of age. The latiter individuwal stated he could use a mascimun
of pasture and & wminimum of grain and produce an 800 to 1006 pound yearling

vepry cconowically.

b o e s . . ..
Trank B. lorrison, Feeds and Teeding (22nd ed. Clinton, Ious, 1956),

95,




Of the producers with 36 to 50 cows, three indicated that off-
forz enployment left too lidtle time for developlng and operating &
feedinge mogram, one producer said health and age prevented him from
feeding, and one felt that creep feeding the eall up to 8 or 9§ months

could produce baby beeves at wore profit then selling lighter feeder

Of the producers with 51 to 125 cows, two sald age kept then from
fattening their calves, one indicated he could make more woney creep
feeding his type calves and selling them as fat slaughter calves than
he conld by selling ligﬁ%erﬁfeederé, ore believed thot feed with pas-

ture was perhaps the best profit mesker, and one believed he eould

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

ot
)
gl’a
&

0
o

%5
ot

sith more than 12% cows, three believed it paid to

3

fatten at lesst part of their calves (heifers, light-weight colves, and

Fed

betber guality calves) as long as they reised their own feed., These

o

threo planned 4o feed morve as they became able to raise more grain. Onse
indicated he could not raise his owm grain for Teeding at home but he
eould make more profit by fesding his calves through s comercial feed
lot than he could by selling as feeders. Une cther believed that if
hoifer and steer price spreads ramin over 2¢ per ?ound, he ecould more
profitably fesd the heifers.

Only one respondent indicated no adjustaents should be made in his
present livestock progras. Advanced aze and health scemed Lo be rea-

sons for this producer being satisfied. Indicated adjustments needed



by number of responses given by producers were as
Improve PASTWES o v o o « o« » » = o « 5 o o

Adjust feeding prografs o o o v v s o v o o

ke adjustments in breeding

Improve breeding stock « ¢« « o ¢ o « « o o
iﬂOI‘C}aSe .s\.*'\.‘:’.'fl SiZie e w @ » ¢« % ¥ ® & ® » e 9w

iﬁ@&i bigttlar i’lel * * @ L * LI - L . % ®

3

2%

followss

.11 or 55%

. 10 or 50%
« 9 or h5%

. 8 or LOZ

. 1 or 5%

Sowe of the reasons given for these nesded adjiustments wers: carry

aore catile per acre, better pastures will decrease feed costs, can

better utilize pastures, ¢aa sell hoavier calwos,

incresses iucome per calf,



GHA.L XEE‘* IV
POTERTIAL OF SELECTED KIMDS OF ADJUSTMENTS

Some of the need for adjustments in the management of beef entile
enterprises in Choetaw County were identified by analysis of information
from 20 producers. fAdjustment needs indicated by & high per cent of the
respordents in the survey were improvement of pastures and change in
feeding programs. Because of their importance to the beef producers of
the county, these two adjustuent needs were selected as examples for use

in demonstrating possible economie returns from the improvements.

Pasture Developuent

1)

Pasture is the foundation of sconomical beef produetion; it commonly

[

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

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

large o part of the yesr as possible, the costs will generally be high
5

ard the profits much reduced,

&3
tob

Over 52 per cent of 21l pasture land usged by the twenty respondents
in the survey was unimproved. This indicated that farsers in Choctaw
County did not always recognize the productive potentials cf pasture, and

many gave litile attention to portions of their pastures.

in recent years advancements have been made in many aress of the

“Ibid., p. 731,

29
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state in the general adoption of pasture improvement practices, In a
survey conducted in southeastern Oklahoma, potential production for
improved pastures with average management practices were as followss

Type of Land Aderes Needed Per Animal Unit

EO‘btﬁmlm‘iﬁ....s.»a....-:.-o-. 3&0
Cﬁ)ﬁclllpl?d’ide..'......--.;... 3-1-&

Poor upland & o 4 s « o 5 2 o 2 8 6 0 0w o o b8

#

At these rates, 2 surplus in hay can be obbained durinz periods of

lush growth to use for wintering the animsl units as indiecated. These

Compnrisons of reported pasture yields to potentials gvailable under
average mansgement practices indicate much improvement is possible. The
relatively low production from the unimproved mastures suggests that

&

Improving these pasiures to thelr economic pobtential may provide the

najor possibility of incressing income fron “eef productiorn in Choctaw

osts and petarns from dmproving the unimproved pastures in differ-

ent cow herd size groups were estimated as shown in Table XI.

£ _
0. - . . . o et
Fack snd Hurt, (in process of publication, 1961).
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”mductionp-/

Avg; Preduction fras 20 Producers Repopting

Pasture Iype 2/ v Fabe 7or Lvz.  HAte Iov Above
Acres Honths Rager Yonths Proctices Avz, Practices
Eotbom Land
Improved 2360 7.5 2.2 g.0 3.C 2.05
Undmproved 1275 Te2 4e8
Upland - Cood
Improved 2995 8.0 3.8 G.0 3.4 3.25
nimproved 3010 b7 7.0
Upland - Poor
Lﬂpx"avei‘i 13@ 5.1 300 90@ Lt.g\ 17030
Unimproved 1695 6.2 &2

a/ Eate refers to the number of aeres to carry onc mature aﬁwj,l i‘er uhe wonths ,md1 cated,

b/ Oetermined from data presented by Fock and Burt, (in process of oublication, 1961).



TABLE XI

TIAL BY DEVELOPIEG
CAGEMERT MEACTICES
(G

ESTIMATED INCREASED THOOME POTEX
UNINPROVED PASTURY
AND DIF

Size of Cow Herd Jﬁt@ Gost of Return from, Fet g
Pasture Type Present? Potentle,l-/ Increase Incre:—z,sem Increase ../ Incones
Less than 35 Cows:
Good Upland , o ‘n s o
linjmproved _ 5.09 o837 Se 28 146,68 . 238.4L2 Q1.7
P A U f_....'d FRRN ] 7 S 5 25
oor plamd 6.53 13,92 7.39 343,54 537.18 193.6%
TOTAL xx xx 10.67 590,22 775,60 205,28
26 to 50 Cowst
Cood Upland , . o e ; —y
"";ﬁimgriﬁeﬁ 12.96 26,47 13.51 463,20 982,04 518,54
Poor Yolamd ' . ' - ' . '
Unimproved 5.68 12,18 6.50 304,94 L72,48 16754
TOTAL bwi bled 20,01 T58.1L 154,52 686.38
51 to 125 Cows: '
Bottom Land 4 7
Unimproved 5.1 10.99 5.85 169, 8, 425,96 256,12
{-oocd Upland o .
z}nimpmved l? . 09 30; OD 12 [} 91 52& L} 96 900 Qb‘l 375 -1.',5
Ul arx ,
P°§§im§§ﬁd 9. 7h 26,71 16.97 660.06 1222.03 561,97
TOTAL x¢ X% 35,7 - 1354.86 2548,40 1193.54




TABIE XI (COMTIHUED)

Size of Cow Herd Rate Cost of _ Boturn from ., / et ;/
. . tﬁ/ k 19 ¢/ d
Pasture Type Prosen Potenticl™  Inerease . Ineyeas Inerease Incomes
126 or More Cows:
uOttO“ Land A N '
Unimproved 26.7h © 52,75 25,01 E1lh. 46 1890.67 1076.21
Good Upland . L mo C e SR y na NP
Unirproved 2.90 wiSe e NG 120k .32 3265.23 2060,91
POTET, XX XX 70.93 2018.78 5155.90 3137.12
2/ Animal units grazed nine months as related to pastures shown in Table VI,

ee

Total Cost - $38,00; Agrlcultural fonse

c

Potentizl animal units grazed nine months zs shown in Tzble X.

Gost of increase was figured at $3.25 per acve i.pr ed. Improvement of pastures iacludeds
preparing seed bed, application of 2 tons lime per acre, sprigring Bermuda grass, fertilizer
cost and cost of appllcatlen, dlbﬂlﬁ? or Qﬂrrﬁwzn nd elovers and lespedeza cost plus seed-
ing. The aVﬁrage cost per acre of this es llsbment program in Choctaw County as Timured Dy
the zgrlcultaraT g mbileatien and Consery. t on Office iss

rvation Program Payment - $22,60; Farmer Cost - $15.40,
These cost figures incliude all enses othar than deprseistion of eguipnent and are very
similar to establishment costs as reported in pfavwouwlf mentiocned survey. It is felb that
the initial establishment will last 12 years and the establishuent cost amortized at 6% inter-
25t for this period amountis to $l.8L per atre per year. An annual charge of $2.02 por acre
for fortilizer briungs the total cost per crrs per yvesr to $3,86.

g I 3

Feturn per cow figured at §72.65 as determined by Back and Murd, {(in process of publication,

1961).

sture, and @y

et returns to labor, ferag




3k

Development of all unimproved pastures to their potential produc—
tion under sverage ransgement practices could give a tremendous increase

in inecome to the beef cattle producers in Choctaw County (Table XII).
TABLE XII

SUMMARY OF INCREASED INCCME POTENTIAL BY DEVELOPING
UNIMPROVED PASTURES, AVERACE MARAGEVENT PRACTICES
AND FOUR HERD SIZE GROUPS

Present Potential Pﬁtential Net Income Increase®’
Herd Size » Cow Increase Per Herd Par Cow
35 & Under (28.4) 10,67 285,38 : 26,74
36 to 50 (42) 20,01 686,38 34.29
51 to 125 {68.56) 35.74 1193.5% 33.39
126 & Over (226.5) 70.93 . 3137.12 14, .08
Average per Jroup a%.34 1325.60 3L 62

(91.37 Cows)

g/‘ Net returns to labor, forage production, pasture production and

management.

The average éize herd for the twenty producers in the survey was
91.37 eows., They could inerease the carrying capacity of their farmns by
3.3 cows just by develcping their unimproved pastures to their poten-—
tial under averégevmanagement practices. However, greatly incressed
caplial investment per farm would be necessary to develop the pasture and
increase the cow herd by this potentizl. By making thiz increase in

investment, income to labor, management, pasture and hay production per
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herd would increase by about $1325.60. With assuned continuation of

S

current feeding practices that include very little grain and protein, the
inceme fyon this increassd roughage production would be very ﬁigﬁ ner
farn, Additional inerements in income could be sxpacbted with ehange in
feeding practices wiﬁh respech to graln and protein.

Developsent of 100 per cent of these uﬂiﬁproved p&stures‘tm'%heir
potenﬁial probably cannot be accomplished under present distribution of
property rights. Operators are unlikely to establish permerent pastures
onn rented land, Also, if the larger operators establish improved pas-
ture on o large mimber of acres, the Agricultural Conservation payments
would be a limitation. OCurrently, there is p liwit to how wmuch the
Agricultural Conservation Program will assist any one Tarmer., However,
regardless of the limitstions, much pasture development could take place

in CGhoctaw County.
Feeding Adjustments

Pifty per cent of the beef producers surveyed in Choctawr County

indicated that adjustments were needed in their feeding practices, An

2 »
ac

tual feeding practlee carried out by one of the respordents is pre-
sented in‘Table {I1T. Gattlelfed by this operator wers heifer calves

out of first-calf heifers thot were too light to sell at the normal mar-
keting time and were thus “carried over? and f£od later. The writer
recognizes that these lightweight heifer calves (288 pounds) are far below
the average (439 pounds) veported in the survey. However, because only in
this group was coamplete information svailable, this feeding nrogram was

used as an exanple.
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Information on the producer's practices and resulis is as exper-
iencad in respect to welghts and feeding amounts. The weights were
obtained through a performance beef testing vrogram. The producer had
home-grown graivns mround and mwixed, and he was able to keep aecurste
records on feed used.

The reccrd on 20 heifer calves was as follows: Far tags were
placed in each calf's ear st birth and the dates were recorded. These

birth detes wore averaged ond figmred as December 24, 1958, In neasur-

l".h

g production of the cows, each calf was welighed on July 24, 1959

These weights at seven months of age averaged 288 pounds, Following
weéniﬂg ot July 24, the heifers were maintained on Bermuda grass pasture
until Wovember 1% when they started receiving four pounds of ground ear
corn per day. On December 15 they were started on mixed alfalfs -Johnsos
arass haj'at the rate of six pounds per day. This fseding was maintained

unbil Appil 15, 1940, and they consumed a total of 600 pounds car corn

aliaifa - Johnson grass mixed hay. Sixty pounds of o 32
per cent nrotoin supplement and 20 pounds of complete minersl were fed

during the year. Ot April 15, the heifers were again placed on good

2 grass - Johuson grass-lespsdeza pasture with one yearling to

L“J

Un Debobor 26, the heifers were taken off pesture and placed on dry
1chb feeding. At that time they welghed 650 pournds, The heifers wers
just over 22 months of age at that time. The @ry let feeding rations
consisted of 90 per cent ground corn cob meal and 10 per cent commercisl

supplement with 32 per cent protein. With the price of corn at $1.10
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per bushel, the price of protein supplement ab $4.00 per 100 pounds,
and a cost of 3% cents per hundred for grinding and mixing grein, the
total grain retion cost was $2.19 per hundred vieigh’é. Poor quality
hay fed at 3.3 pounds per day completed the ration.

The twenty heifers were fed for 97 days and sold on February 1,
1961, at an average of &71 pounds. They zained 221 pounds for the 97-
day feeding period which was an average of 2.25 pounds gain per head
per day. With s feed conversion of 7.3 pounds of grain and two pounds
of hay to ons pound gain, feed cost, amounted to 17.5 cents per pound of
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TAELE XIIX

e
A

N

WENTY HEIFERS AS REPORTED
T IN CHOCTAW COUNTY

Avrata o aks CGSt oy Net af
AVErages Data Returns Values*‘/
Birth Date 12/2h /58
Weaning

Date T/21/59

Veight 288 lbs.,

Value @ §22,70 :
Pasture ﬁhargeﬁ/

7/2L/59 -11/15/59 110 days 3.08

L/15/60 ~10/26/60 190 days 5,32
Feed Per Yeorling Heiferg/

Grain

11/15/59 « L/15/60 600 1bs. 11.10

Hay _

2/15/59 « L/15/60 720 1bs, 6.50

- Protein Supplement

from Veaning to 60 1bs, 2,40

Foed Lot

Complete Minerals

fron Wesning to 20 lbs, 60

Feed Lot

‘ Wed oht
10/26 /60

per 100# =

6504

119.73



TABLE XIII (CONTINWUED)

Cost or et
Averages Data Returns Values™

Feed in Dry Lotg/

@réin Ration for
97-Day Feeding 1613 1bs, 35.33
Period

Hay for 97-Day : ' o
Peeding Period 388 1vs, i

Sule
Date o 2/1/61
Hei ghtg/ 871 lbs,

Value @ $15.82 1/
per 100§ ~ 172.63 134,39

ﬁ/ let ineomes are returms to labor, managenent, and eow cost.

b/ Values placed on the heifers at their different weights, grades
and dates involved were cbiained bty averaging prrices reporied
in the Livestock and Meat Statistics Bulletin HNe. 230 and Sup-
plement for 1959 to Statistical Bulletin No. 230,

g/ Pasture charges are figured at $20.40 per animal unii por yeor
as reported by T. E. 1ramel aﬂd,ﬁ. w. Parv1n,_An_g§gngm;g,
) '___ ol A f t § 7\ 3 R 2

k iissl VT,"J'Agxlculturalvﬁxpﬁrixeat Qt&tlea<ﬂu3?ct1n z~l97,'
(ElSSlssippl State Callege, 1953), ». 4.

d/ Teed prices were: Corn - $1.10 per bu.; Comnereial protein sup-
plement - $4.00 per 100f; Hay - #12 per ton; Grain fed yearih%@
-~ $1.85 per 100# and complete minerals - $3 00 per 1004, Amounts
of feed were actual as reported by producer.

g/ Sale weight is the actual pay weight following 2 per cent shrink
deduction.
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An alternate feeding program is illustrated in Table XIV. The same
type calves were used in the proposed and actual feeding programs to give
better comparisons. The first possible adjustment in the actuval feeding
PrOgran is change in the weaning welghts of 282 pounds at seven months
of age., These welghts are extrenely light compsred to the averages of
439 pounds for all heifers reported in the survey. Various factors influ-
ence the need for cfeep feeding. It has been saidP "Oreep foeding is
more apt to be profitable if the herd consists of numbers of first-calf
heifers or old cows, if drought or mud reduces the forage»availab,e as
winter pasture, or if the spread between stgndard or pood and choice gradf
ing calves is considerable.”?

Years ago, beef catile usually were two or three years of age before
they were fattened for market, Now, the catile raised for beef are gen-
erally fattened as they grow. Such cattle are fattened for marketing at
10 to 18 months of age as "baby besves" or "fat yearlings." Some are
even sold for slaughter at weaning time or soon afterwards as “heavy fat
calves.“g

Yorrison stabes further that the pronounced change in the age at
which beef cattle are slaughtered éan be traced to two factors: (1) the
conswaers! desire for rather small cuts of beef and beef which is tender

and has a minimum of waste fat, and (2) cattle fattened when young pro-
9
duce much more ¢conomical gains than those which are older.

-
%hﬁscoe R. Snapp and A. L. Newmann, Beef Cattle (5th Edition, Now
Yorle, 1960), p. 522.

&, .
Hdorrison, p. 692.

2P
Tibid.



TABLE XIV

PROPOSED FEEDING PROGRAM FOR HEIFERS

Averages Data g“tl . 7:;:
Birth Date 12/21/58
Weaning

Date 8/24/59

weignt? 401 1bs,

Value @ $23.90

per 100f 95.8,
Creep Feed

At $2.50 per 183 days

100# 628 1bs., 15.70

Calf Minus

Creep Cost 80.14
Pasture Charge

b

8/2/59 -10/24/59% i L
Feed on Pasture’/

8/24/59 =10/24/59 60 days

5# Grain Sorghum : .00

per day 300 1bs 6

Complete Mineral 3 lbs. .10

Gain on Pasture®/ & 1bs.
Weight, 10/24/59 485 1bs.

Value @ $22.70

per 100§ e/ 110.10

Calf Value - 102.30

Pasture Gain Cost



TABLE XIV (CONTINUED)

Averages Data Gost. or et g
£ Heturns Values

Feed in Lry Latgf

Grodn Ration for :

100Dy Feeding 1430 1bs. 31.32
pericd, 1h.34#/Day ‘ _
Hay for 100-Day

Teeding Period, 200 1be., 1.80
2 1bs. per Day

K

Date 2/3/60
Vieight 705 1bs.

Value @ $20.50 3 B
per 1004 & L4t 53 110,50

o

Horrison, p. 737, reports expected additional gains per day
from creep feeding are .38 with 1,50 pounds per day average for
-non-creep fed calves, OCrain used is 9.03 lbs. per pound of
gain., Creep fed calves were worth §$1.21 more per hundred weight
at weaning time. ‘

Same as g/ in Table XIII.

W, €. Elder, Yayne W. Huffine, and Byron ¥. Lake, Pasture Man-
spement and Forage Crop Production 3tudies; Progress Report,
nggé (Processed Series P-303, Cklahoma State University, 1961},
P" L

e

d/ Information on feed lot gains, feed needs, and other relatod
data on this type was obtained in Morvisom, p. 717. "

¢/ Values placed on the heifers were obtained in the Livestoek and
Meat Statistics Bulletin Ho. 230 and Supplement for 1959.

i/ ilet inecomes are returns to lahor, managenent and cow cost,



Because of the light weaning welghts in the actual fesding pro-
gram, it was proposed to crecp ieed the cslves, Seven wonths is cone
sidered an early weaning age with these type calves; thus, calves warse
weanécl at eight months in the proposed plan. The pasture feeding on
grass gives sn additional profit in the preposed plan. It appears that
the calves may make more profit for the producer if scld at this time

off pasture and grain. Only $8.20 additionsl income for labor, risks,

and Faeilities was obtained from the 100-day feeding peried. If grain

were high in priee, one may wnol feed in the dry lot; bat if graius
were plentiful and cheap, returns counld be higher by dry-lot feeding.

Het returns at weaning in the two feeding pL.ms were U6H5,%8 for
the actual and 580,14 for the propssed. The sctusl program had o §90.73
per head value at 22 months of age while the preposed program gave a
$102.30 calf at 10 months of age.

Ad Jjustments on management practices other than posture development
and feeding could give further economic returns, Calves could be grouped
for more effective marketing by adjusting the breeding vrograms. Hetter
sirves could give irmediate increases in selling price per pound in many
beei herds in Choectew County. Otheor adjustments could be profitable in

L

both feeding and pasture prograus. Grezter utilization of oxisting pas-
tures by rotation grazing, meowing, and other practices would give addi-

tional income with little expense to the operators.



CHAPTER ¥V

SUMIARY AND CONCLUSIOES

e major objective of this study was to determine 1f and how the
beef cow and calf producers in Choctaw County could adjust their oper-
aticns for gresier economiec returns., A survey of 20 producers was
conducted to provide basic data for the study. Producers included in
the sample were selected te represent swall to large size herds and
different areas of the county. Problems and limitations to potential
adjustments such as age, health, and availsble time were obtained in
some interviews,

After coupletion of the survey, results were tabulated and presented
by different cow herd size groups. Comparisons were made bebween groups
in the discussion of data.

Large operators practiced fall celving to a greater extent than
did the small operators. Small operators owned a higher per cent of
registered cows. .Largﬁ'gperatcrs maintained a small per cent of reglise
tered cows to produce replacement breeding bulls for their commercial
herds. |

tiore small size producers rented a higher per cent of their larnd.
The smaller producers used their catile enterprise as additional income
to their off-farm jobs. Larger producers owned a higher per cent of
good upland and bobtom land than did the smaller size groups.

Storage facilities were adeguate for roughage but lacking for grain.

b



$ilage wos whimportant, Oy one of 20 producers had feed lot facil-

Zighty per cont of the operators ha. creep feeding facilities.
lovestaent ver cow decreased as the size of the herd increased.
Fore repbed land allowed lower investwent per cow, Operators with
small hords invested wore in the cow undt and :Less in vachinery than
did the larger operators.

Pereentages of cropland and hay production decreased with decrease

in size of operations. Hore operators could ralse grein. forss of pas-

s

&

nro por eow varied fron 5.0 to 10.0. YHore pastwres op good land were

iomroved then was tho case on poor land.

Hinter fecding started sbhovt TDecember 1 and ended aﬁout April 1.
Peeding prograns differed little between different size herds. Farmers
whe roised grain tonded to feed more grals. Smaell herd operators with
off-fay incoms practiced creep feeding each yoar while lavpe herd oper-

ators without off-fare luncone cdjusted thelr creep Tecding programs with

-

wvaristion in feed pricuss.

Lorsiderably more labor was used per eow in the anpll size herds,

Alwonst fowe cows from the Jlarsgest herd could be hondled with the lakor

needed for one eww in the smaliest size herd. Less pasture acreage per

cen conbributed to less fencing per eow for the larger opoerations.

Lorge herd operators had bettor fences and, therefors, less mainbtonance
eosts. Small sisce operstors hired Jittle or ne lsbor vhile the largest

s

size operators averased hiviue ovar 60 por cent of their weeded iabor.

~re proportion of all cattle raised in Choectaw Courby woes acld

throvgh the lopal suetion miriet. Only the larsest operators with high

4o sell on conbtract., Only one opscator out of

&

rand ity eolwes were oklo



prenty havled his calves to a centvel markel inm 19460,

Besults of this study indicated %ihmb adjustusnbs in operabtions have
potential for increasing cconomic reburns to the beel prodvcers ia. Choctaw
Couaty. The suprvey results indiecated further that wany farmers in the
county did not always recognize the economic poitential of pasture improve-
ment. 7The writer believes that improved pasture nmanagensnt can contrib-
ute more btoward increasing income to the beef producers of the couaty than
any other single adjustment,

Production of %baby beeves' or ®fat yearlings® should give grestoer
ecoporric reburns than present programs., Feeding calves to heavier weighis
1311 not be o major bheof enterprise until more 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 factors limitinz the expansion and ad-
justment of many beef producers im Choctaw County.

Results of demonstrations on improved management practices could
dispel the fear some opérators have of going in debt, and alsc they could
have an influence on lending agencies of the possible economic potenﬁialﬁ
to variocus size of operations. |

Hineteen of the 20 respondents in this‘survey recognized that adf
justments should be made in their operatiﬂﬁb. Six different needed
changes were listed a total of 33 times. Thetﬁriter conclunded from this

inforaation that most beef producers realize they need to adjust their

programs. iost operators know which adjustuments need to be made.

Hotivation of the producers and thne recguived increase in capital invest-

menb seen to e the bilg : coblems. Deronstretions of improved management

P

rraztices by the bebter operators in 4iff

and vavious herd

sizes will, perhaps, provide the greatest metivating influences
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APPENDIX
QUESTIONNAIRE

Gow and Calf Beeof Cattle Program
Choctaw County, Uklahoma -

Thpq g eyt
TEETL oY
! [N,

Land Description

1. Dottom land Good Upland - Foor Upland

2. froplqad _ Pasture Improved Pasture Unimproved

3. swslewe, Native Wasteland . Woodland '
Farmstead ' '

4. Land owned Land Rented Total Land

Total Capital Investment: | (1) $10,000 to 50,000
Includes Land, Buildings, {2} $50,000 to $100,000 N
Livestoek % Machinery (3) $100,000 over

Urop Acreages and Production
ACRES PLANTED PRODUCTION /ACEE AVERAGE

1958 1959 1960 1958 1959 3940 1 YIELD/ACRE

Gorn

Grain Sorghums

Forage Sorginms

Small Grains

Yative Yeadow

Hay Crop - .
Alfalfs

Hay Crop =
Other Legumes

Hay COrop -
Grass

Fae
w3



Usual Pasture Use and Grazing Rates:

Leres

Length of Grazing

Tumber of Animal Unitsv

Type Pasture

Inventory of Beef Cattle:

{January 1, 194L)

w3

ype Cattle

Commercial

Registered Total

fows Spring CGalving

Cows Fall Calving

Replacement Leifers

Yearling Heifers

Yearling Steers

Bulls

Usual Feeding Practices Per Head:

Kind of Feed

Cows

Calves

 Yearlings | Others|

9.
- nady

K
XYy

Kind

&

|

Dates Fed

ILbs. per Day

ihs, per Year

Other Rousghagesl

Kind

Dates Fed

__ Lbs, yer Day




Vsunl Feedine Practiecce Yer Head {Continued):

[
5
Q@
by
o
i
8

Conrs Galves Yourlings

Cthers

Crainsg

Dates Fed

ibs, ner Day

{
&

by rer Tesr

Protein Supplene

Kind

Lbs, ver Year

Uinerals:

Lbs. por Year

2 ®

Inventory of Feed Storage and Feed-lot "secilities:

oy Storvage Uapaeiby

Srain Jborage Copnelby

r Larn Storage Dapselty

(22
P2 N ¥

20y ¥ ;. s ? g L LA, SV
c2 Storage Capaciby

>

Yeood-lot Pacil

2nn Copacliby




W
a%]

Estimated Average Wumber of 10-Hour Days of Labor Beguired
For Present Practices and Present Size of Operat.m'l-n/

Repsir &

. HManagenent Yimd

Month eedln“““/ ¢ /| faint. of Total Percent

. of Cattle -— I"enceg, Q/ Hired
Bldes, Ete.

JAnUAYY

Eebrua,

Yarch

4
Aupust

September

Oetober

Hovember

Decenber

LPa Py
¥ f3

RS IR

g/ Hake estimates apply to size of herd and practices as reported
in carlier tsbles of questionnaire.

g/ includes winter Teeding, creep feeding of calves, and any
Fattening operations reported earlier as "usual® opeocrations.

¢/ Includes movement of cattle &bouu farm, buying and selling, ad-
ministering medicines, ete.

g/ Include only expected amual lshor applied to repalr-and/or
maintain livestock facilities. Exelude any construciing of
new facilities.



Marketing:

(1) Breed (2) Usual Calving Dates

(3) Age Calves Sold (L) veight Calves Sold:
Steers | Heifers (5) A4ge Cows Sold__

(6) Ueight Cows 3old (7) Age Bulls Sold

(8) Tumber (attle Fattened (9) Age Fabt Cattle Moy -
keted (10) Weight Fat Catile Sold: Steers

Feifers - (11) Vhen ave Fet Catile Marketed? Calves

Fed Cattle (12) tWhere Marketed? Calves

Fed Cattle

Other Information:

1. Do you creep feed your calves?

2. If you are not now fatiening any of your calves, have you ever?

3. If you are not fatbening any of your calves, why?_

L. Do you raise enocugh grain to fatten your ealves?

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

you?

6. Do you raise sufficient reughage to aid in fattening your calves?

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

lot? Do you thivk it would be advisable?

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




Other Information (Continued):

femd
QO
*

13.

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

make a profit? If yes, what prices could you oo

zll;‘;’

SO

afford to pay fer the various feeds?

If 2 comsercial feed lot was available locally, would you be

interested in using 1%7

Ave you now fattening any of your calvaes? ___ If so, are
they heifers ‘ steers Lorboth % If
so, are they fall calved . Or spring ealved 7
In your opinion are spring or fall ealves best

suited for a fattening program? Why?

Would you give me your persomnal opinion on fattening your

calves vs, selling as feeder calves?

Do you think any changes should be made in your present live~

3

stock program? If yes, what changes?

Why?




Investment

K of
L-g,t.h Quant Deseribe .
o ety L.;-t’ Pl;:ili‘tiu
& g Faeilit
- Bg‘ood Fed
End
Grade & Dates B i —
Perdi
End
Year Begin
5
-, T
3.
L T
19 ...

134
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