
Mississippi State University Mississippi State University 

Scholars Junction Scholars Junction 

Bulletins Mississippi Agricultural and Forestry 
Experiment Station (MAFES) 

4-1-1960 

An economic evaluation of alternative methods of beef An economic evaluation of alternative methods of beef 

production in the prairie area of Mississippi production in the prairie area of Mississippi 

Tramel E. Thomas 

Donald L. Mott 

C. E. Lindley 

Follow this and additional works at: https://scholarsjunction.msstate.edu/mafes-bulletins 

Recommended Citation Recommended Citation 
Thomas, Tramel E.; Mott, Donald L.; and Lindley, C. E., "An economic evaluation of alternative methods of 
beef production in the prairie area of Mississippi" (1960). Bulletins. 213. 
https://scholarsjunction.msstate.edu/mafes-bulletins/213 

This Article is brought to you for free and open access by the Mississippi Agricultural and Forestry Experiment 
Station (MAFES) at Scholars Junction. It has been accepted for inclusion in Bulletins by an authorized 
administrator of Scholars Junction. For more information, please contact scholcomm@msstate.libanswers.com. 

https://scholarsjunction.msstate.edu/
https://scholarsjunction.msstate.edu/mafes-bulletins
https://scholarsjunction.msstate.edu/mafes
https://scholarsjunction.msstate.edu/mafes
https://scholarsjunction.msstate.edu/mafes-bulletins?utm_source=scholarsjunction.msstate.edu%2Fmafes-bulletins%2F213&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://scholarsjunction.msstate.edu/mafes-bulletins/213?utm_source=scholarsjunction.msstate.edu%2Fmafes-bulletins%2F213&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:scholcomm@msstate.libanswers.com


BULLETIN 591 APRIL 1960

An Economic Evaluation of

Alternative Methods

Of Beef Production

In The Prairie Area of Mississippi

Information on when to sell calves and how to manage them until sale is provided
in this Experiment Station study.
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An Economic Evaluation of Alternative Methods of Beef

Production in the Prairie Area of Mississippi

By THOMAS E. TRAMEL, DONALD LEE MOTT,

and C. E. LINDLEY*

In recent years there has been a de-

cided trend in Mississippi toward divert-

ing land from cash crops to pasture and

feed crops. This has been brought about

by governmental restrictions on basic

cash crops, improved technology in the

livestock industry, and an increased de-

mand for livestock and meat products.

It seems quite likely that the trend will

continue.

Cattle numbers in Mississippi have al-

most doubled in the last decade, with

most of the increase being in beef cattle.

Forage from permanent pasture is a

primary resource for beef cattle in Mis-

sissippi. There are several alternative

systems or methods of beef production

by which permanent pasture forage may
be utilized (Appendix Tables 1, 2, and

3). Which of these methods is likely to

return the greatest profits is an important

question facing beef producers of the

state. In addition, they face the prob-

lem of determining the best level of

pasture improvement.

It was the purpose of this study to

help answer these questions. Specifi-

cally, the objective was to determine the

net returns per acre of permanent pasture

which might be expected from alterna-

tive systems of beef production for two
levels of pasture improvement.

Fourteen different methods of beef pro-

duction were studied for each of two
levels of pasture improvement. Each
method was of the cow-calf type, relying

upon a high quality breeding herd to

raise all calves and replacement heifers;

only bulls were purchased. Methods of

production were classified on the follow-

ing basis: (1) spring or fall calving, (2)
age at which calves were marketed, (3)

type of winter ration, and (4) whether

calves received concentrate feeding in ad-

dition to permanent pasture prior to mar-

keting.

An annual budget, including grazing

requirements for the entire herd, costs,

and returns, was prepared for each of

the 14 alternative methods for each of

the two levels of pasture improvement.

The two levels of pasture improvement

considered were (1) native pastures, and

(2) pastures improved to the average

level of all improved pastures found in

a recent survey.^ Carrying capacities per

acre and annual pasture improvement

costs were obtained from the survey just

mentioned. To correspond to these pas-

ture costs, prices for all other items were

adjusted to the 1951-56 average. Costs

included were: feed, permanent pasture

costs, temporary winter pasture when
needed for a particular system, labor,

marketing, bull replacement, and miscel-

laneous.

Grazing available from permanent pas-

tures, April to October, after harvesting

the amount of hay needed was considered

as the one factor limiting the size of

the beef enterprise for each 100 acres.

Grazing available from permanent pas-

ture in other months was considered as

supplementary to the feeding program.

*Agricultural Economist, Research Associate,

and Head of the Department of Animal Hus-

bandry, respectively.

This project was financed in part from re-

gional funds under S-27.

^Thomas E. Tramel, D. W. Parvin, and J, E.

Betts, Farm Pastures of the Prairie Area of Mis-

sissippi, Mississippi Agricultural Experiment Sta-

tion Bulletin 585.
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Temporary winter pasture, when needed

for a particular system of production, was

assumed to be planted in the ratio of two

acres on permanent pasture sod to one

on cropland.

Native Pastures

For this level of pasture improvement,

selling spring calves at weaning results

in lower net returns per 100 acres of

pasture than any of the 14 alternative

methods studied (Table 1).

The best alternatives appear to be: (1)

roughing spring calves through the first

winter and feeding out on permanent

pasture the second summer, (2) rough-

ing spring calves through the first win-

ter and grazing permanent pasture the

second summer, (3) grazing spring calves

on temporary winter pasture the first

winter and selling, or (4) grazing spring

calves on temporary winter pasture the

first winter and feeding out on perman-

ent pasture prior to sale.

Net returns from the 14 alternative

methods of production ranged from $432

per 100 acres to $1,166 per 100 acres.

Improved Pastures

Selling spring calves at weaning ap-

pears to be the least profitable of any of

the 14 alternatives for this level of pas-

ture improvement also (Table 2). Like-

wise, the same four alternatives as for

native pastures appear to be the best.

Net returns per 100 acres ranged from

$480 to $1,736.

Comparison of Net Returns

for the Two Levels of Improvement

Difference in net returns per 100 acres

depend upon the manner in which the

grazing is utilized. For each of the 14

methods of beef production studied, the

added cost of pasture improvement ($263

annually per 100 acres) more than paid

for itself. However, for both spring

calves sold at weaning and fall calves

sold at weaning, the rate of return was
rather low, $48 and $74 per 100 acres,

respectively. Net returns per 100 acres

for the added cost of pasture improve-

ment range up to $692 for spring calves

roughed through the first winter and

grazed on permanent pasture the second

summer.

Utilization of Grazing

The proportion of the total grazing

used which is required for the brood

herd and replacements appears to be one

of the primary factors influencing profits

from the beef enterprise. About 90 per-

cent of the total grazing is required for

the brood herd and replacements when
calves are sold at weaning. In contrast,

for the four most profitable alternatives

the percentage ranged from 66 to 74.
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Summary and Conclusions

Beef producers are faced with a choice

of many alternative systems or methods

of production, as well as the question of

whether pasture improvement pays.

This study was made for the purpose

of determining which of 14 methods of

beef production of the cow-calf type that

were considered feasible would likely be

most profitable for two levels of pasture

improvement. The two levels of im-

provement considered were (1) native

pastures and (2) pastures improved to

the average level of all pastures which

were found to be improved in a recent

survey of the Prairie Area of the state.

For both levels of pasture improve-

ment, selling spring calves at weaning
appeared to be the least profitable of

any of the 14 alternatives considered. On
the other hand, for both levels of pasture

improvement, the best alternatives ap-

peared to be:

(1) Roughing spring calves through

the first winter and feeding out on perm-

anent pasture the second summer,

(2) Roughing spring calves through

the first winter and grazing permanent

pasture the second summer,

(3) Grazing spring calves on tempo-

rary winter pastures the first winter,

(4) Grazing spring calves on tempo-

rary winter pasture the first winter and

feeding out on permanent pasture,

Net returns per 100 acres ranged from

$432 to $1,166 for the native pastures

and from $480 to $1,736 for the im-

proved pastures.

Additional labor and additional invest-

ment in the beef herd is required for

carrying calves beyond the weaning age.

However, the added net returns would
seem to be ample reward for doing so.

Net returns from pasture improvement

depend upon the manner in which the

forage is utilized. Net returns from pas-

ture improvement would be only about

$48 and $74 per 100 acres for spring

calves sold at weaning and fall calves

calves sold at weaning, respectively. On
the other hand, net returns from the

added $263 per 100 acres annual im-

provement cost ranged up to $692 for

spring calves roughed through the first

winter and grazed on permanent pasture

the second summer.
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