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SUMMARY

This study covered forty ranches in Coos and Curry
Counties operating wholly or largely on cut-over, brush, and
open prairie land. The data obtained were for the year 1939.
The ranches were classified as to the predominant sources of
income: sheep, beef, dairy, and mixed sheep and cattle.

SIZE OF RANCH
The ranches varied in size from 128 to 5,500 acres, with

an average of 1,114 acres. The number of animal units (1 cow
or 5 sheep) varied from 19 to 612, with an average of 126.

TYPE OF OPERATION
These ranches were predominantly livestock ranches on

hill lands. Year-round pasture was the usual practice except in
occasional severe winters. On the sheep ranches 86 per cent
of the farm receipts were from sheep and 14 per cent from
other sources. On the beef-cattle ranches 69 per cent of the
receipts were from beef cattle, 17 from other livestock, and
14 per cent from sources other than livestock.

RATE OF STOCKING

The sheep ranches were carrying an average of 1 sheep
to each 1.7 acres of land in the ranch. The beef cattle ranches
were carrying an average of 1 head of cattle to each 11.6 acres.

LAND USE
Sixty-one per cent of the total acreage was in improved

pasture. Thirty-seven per cent was in timber, brush, and
waste land. Only 2 per cent was in crops.

LAMB AND CALF CROPS

Lamb and calf crops were calculated on the basis of num-
ber of head of breeding stock on hand in October compared
with the number of lambs or calves available for sale or re-
placement the following summer. The average lamb crop
so computed was 87 per cent and the average calf crop 88
per cent.

WooL CLIP
Coarse wool breeds such as Romney and Lincoln predom-

inated. The average clip reported for 1939 was: ewes 9.4
pounds, lambs 3.8 pounds, rams 15.8 pounds. The usual practice
is to shear the ewes twice a year. A large proportion of the
lambs are sheared before being sold.



INVESTMENT

The operators estimated the present average value of their
total investment in land, livestock, and equipment at $21,107
per ranch. The average per sheep on sheep ranches was $33
per head. The average per head of mature cattle on beef-cattle
ranches was $167.

INCOME

For 1939 the ranch income, that is, ranch receipts less
ranch expenses, averaged $2,352. If interest at 5 per cent on
the investment is deducted from this amount, there remains
$1,297 as return for the labor and management of the operator
and his family. This labor income averaged $1,619 on sheep
ranches, $558 on cattle ranches, $691 on dairy ranches, and
$1,531 on mixed cattle and sheep ranches. On the sheep ranches
this labor income averaged $2.47 per sheep and on the cattle
ranches $5.11 per head of cattle.

If, instead of allotting interest at 5 per cent and crediting
the balance as labor income, the operator and his family are
allocated an annual wage of $600 and the remainder credited to
interest, it is found that the forty ranches averaged 8.3 per
cent on their investment. By type of ranch the rate earned
was: sheep ranches 9.7 per cent, beef cattle ranches 4.8 per
cent, dairy ranches 5.4 per cent, and mixed cattle and sheep
ranches 9.4 per cent. The incomes quoted do not include the
rental value of the farm home or the value of farm produce,
such as garden, poultry, and dairy products.

PRODUCTION TRENDS

Most of the ranches studied were expanding their sheep
operations rapidly but were making little change in their
cattle. The ranches studied increased their sheep inventories
22 per cent during the year while cattle inventories decreased
2 per cent. Dairying is likewise decreasing in importance on
these hill-land ranches.

AAA PAYMENTS
For the year 1939 the AAA payments averaged $129 per

ranch. Practically all of this money was spent on pasture
improvement.

WAS 1939 A TYPICAL YEAR?
Apparently conditions existing in 1939 were unusually

favorable as regards weather, prices, and other factors. Repre-
sentative livestock men were asked to compare 1939 with what
might be expected for a long-time average. From the data so



obtained there was prepared a budget for a "typical" ranch fOr
an "average" year. This theoretical ranch operates 500 sheep,
makes a ranch income of $1,533, a labor income of $708, and
returns 5 per cent on an investment of $33 per sheep. To I
arrive at these figures the following basic assumptions were
made: 1.7 acres of land required per sheep; 87 per cent lamb
crop saved; 22 per cent of ewe flock replaced by lambs
annually; 10 per cent death loss of mature stock; 75-pound
lambs; lambs selling at an average of $7.15 per cwt.; mature -

sheep to clip 9.0 pounds and lambs to clip 3.8 pounds per
head; wool sales at 25 cents per pound; and year-around pas-
türe with little or no supplemental feeding except during
occasional hard winters.

The authors are inclined to accept the above as approx-
imately correct except that in their judgment a lamb crop of
87 per cent may be rather difficult to reach if the occasional
bad years are averaged in. Even one bad year in five, however,
would leave the industry profitable and would justify expan-
sion wherever conditions were suitable.

The question is frequently asked as to whether the opera- itors are spending enough money and effort in pasture improve-
ment to maintain their pastures indefinitely. The operators
insist that their pastures are, on the average, improving rather
than deteriorating and it appears that this is being done at
little cost aside from the labor of the operator and his family.

CONCLUSIONS

Establishment and maintenance of pasture on properly
adapted cut-over and brush lands in Coos and Curry Counties
and the utilization of the same with sheep or cattle are rela-
tively profitable and the industry is expanding. Many hazards
exist, but it appears that the enterprise is sufficiently profitable
to meet such hazards and over a period of years to provide
operators with a satisfactory income and at the same time
contribute a fair share to the public treasury.

Expansion in the livestock industry in this area in recent
years is apparently due to three factors: improved transporta-
tion, cooperation of forestry officials in the burning of logging
slash and brush, and improved varieties of grasses. The latter
seems especially important.



Ranch Organization and Range Land
Use in Coos and Curry Counties,

Oregon
By

HAROLD R. HOCHMUTH and WILLIAM W. GORT0N*

INTRODUCTION

This study of ranch organization in Coos and Curry Counties, Oregon,
was made at the request of the land-use committees of these two counties.
Coos County has been selected by the Oregon State Land Use Committee as
the experimental area in Oregon for unified action and planning by all Federal,
State, and local agencies concerned with land policy. The Coos. County Land
Use Committee in its various reports has discussed the problems of the county
and has stated that "farm organization studies should be made on a represen-
tative number of farms in the county to provide information regarding costs
of operating hill lands for grazing purposes and the relative costs and returns
from cattle and sheep operations."f

Behind this request is the fact that the livestock industry of these two
counties is expanding rapidly. The Federal Census of Agriculture for 1935
shows about 34,000 sheep in these two counties and in 1939 it was estimated
that there were more than 45,000. Land-classification studies have shown that
there exists here adapted land capable, when fully developed, of carrying some
200,000 head of sheep4 This expansion is made possible by several changes in
basic conditions that have taken place in recent years.

Transportation facilities in Coos and Curry Counties were inadequate for
the transportation of livestock prior to the development of modern highways.
The railroad in Coos County served for shipments to Portland but not to
California. Curry County has never had rail transportation of any kind. The
present highway system through these areas was opened up in 1933, giving
the stockmen easy access to both California and Oregon markets. This high-
way system was still further improved by the completion of bridges and the
elimination of ferries in 1937.

When highways first came stockmen shipped their livestock by private
trucks. Later common carrier truck lines began handling livestock brought to
the towns regularly served by these carriers. Within recent months common
carrier truck lines are accepting livestock shipments to be loaded at the ranch.

Sheep have been raised extensively in Curry County and to a . limited
extent in Coos County for approximately 75 years, but until the opening of
modern highways the industry was almost entirely on a wool basis. It is only

Harold R, Hochmuth is Assistant Agricultural Economist, Bureau of Agricultural
Economics, United States Department of Agriculture; and William W. Gorton is Assistant
Economist, Department of Farm Management, Oregon State College.

1 Reports of the county land use committee on file in the office of the State Bureau of
Agricultural Economics Representative, Corvallis, Oregon.

Moore, J. C. "A Land Use Study of Coos County, Oregon," United States De-
partment of Agriculture, Resettlement Administration, Region 11, Mimeograph 1937.

Moore, J. C. "Land Use Study of Curry County, Oregon," United States Depart-
ment of Agriculture, Resettlement Administration, Region 11, in cooperation with Oregon
State Planning Board. Mimeograph 1936.
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recently, therefore, that these areas have been able to transport fat lambs
and that the operators have learned that their feeds will produce fat lambs.
New varieties of grasses have been introduced. These new grasses, which give
higher yields and are much more permanent than the old varieties, have stimu-
lated interest in the seeding of cut-over and brush land.

Figure 1. Typical high.line" logging operation, Coos County.

Substantial areas of land well adapted to grasses by soil, topography, and
location have been cut over in recent years and therefore made available for
pasture purposes if such use seems desirable.

The seeding of pasture lands has been aided by the passage of the Land
Classification Law (Chapter 381, Oregon Laws, 1937) and the resulting cooper-
ation of forestry officials in supervising the burning of brush and debris in
preparing the land for seeding to grass.

The rapid cutting of merchantable timber in these counties has reduced
the tax base to an alarming extent and thereby stimulated public interest in
the maintenance and development of basic industries other than lumbering,
particularly agriculture and livestock.

In view of these facts the land use committees felt it highly desirable to
gather up-to-the-minute information concerning the livestock industry under
these new and changed conditions in order that they might judge more ac-
curately the soundness of this expansion and the extent to which further expan-
sion should be encouraged or discouraged.

The study includes both Coos and Curry Counties inasmuch as climate,
topography, soils, and ranch operations are essentially similar. The informa-
tion and results obtained are generally applicable to either county. The study
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is concerned principally with sheep, or with mixed ranches operating cattle
and sheep.

GENERAL SITUATION

Climate and topography. Coos and Curry Counties occupy the south-
western corner of Oregon adjoining the Pacific Ocean. The mean annual
precipitation approximates 70 inches with a distinct dry period occurring during
July and August. The classified agricultural and grazing area lies from sea
level to approximately 1,000 feet and has a growing season of 250 days or
more, depending on elevation.* The high precipitation and long growing season
create favorable conditions for the establishment and growth of a luxurious
plant cover.

Vegetation. On the major portion of this area the natural climax cover
is coniferous timber, principally species of Douglas fir (Pseudotsuga taxifolia)
with varying amounts of Western Red Cedar (Thuja plicata), Port Orford
Cedar (Chamaecyparis Lawsonianci), Sitka Spruce (Picea sitchensis), and
some broadleaf hardwood species of oak, madrone, alder, ash, and maple.
The favorable conditions for forest growth resulted in large bodies of mer-
chantable timber. In the classified grazing areas most of the merchantable
timber has been marketed. Much of the cut-over land in these areas that is
not already improved for pasture is supporting a cover of brush, or timber
reproduction of poor character. Periodic fires have hindered the successful
re-establishment of commercial timber stands.

On a minor portion of the area the natural cover is prairie-type grass-
land on which trees or brush have never grown. In parts of the area, also, are
btush lands that have never supported a stand of commercial timber. The
prairies and brush lands were the first lands utilized for grazing by the pioneers
of the region.

The development of cut-over land for grazing. Grazing of domestic
livestock forms an important use of cut-over lands and involves numerous
problems of land management. These problems include (1) controlled burning,
(2) establishment of a grass cover, and (3) maintenance of the grass stand.

(1) Controlled burning. The development of range on cut-over land ap-
pears to be dependent on the use of fire as a land-clearing agent. Much
research must be conducted and factual material obtained before it
can be stated with certainty the actual role that fire should play in the
management of lands in southwestern Oregon. Fowells and Stephen-
son, in studying the effect of burning on forest soils, conclude that
"the temporary effect of burning may be helpful, at least in some
respects," because burning increases the soluble mineral nutrients in
the soil and stimulates nitrification, but, since "burning destroys not
only the organic matter on top of the soil but may destroy some of that
in the immediate soil surface" and 'since the productivity of the forest
soil depends upon the gradual mineralization of the fallen litter, it
does not appear reasonable to expect continuous and often repeated
burning to improve forest soil fertility."t

" Reference to classified agricultural, grazing, or forestry areas means those areas classi-
fied or in the process of classification by the proper county authority as provided for in
Chapter 381, Oregon Laws, 1937.

Fowells, H. M., and Stephenson, R. E., "Effect of Burning on Forest Soils," SoIL
SCIENCE, Vol. 38, No. 3, p. 181, 1934.
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Figure 2. Logged-off area slashed and burned preparatory to seeding for pasture.

Establishment of a grass cover. The ranchers of the area have found
that grass must be seeded soon following a burn, if forage suitable
for livestock, feed is to be obtained. In the absence of a good grass
cover fireweed, groundsell, bracken fern, and other plants volunteer
to produce a dense cover that is almost entirely without value as a
livestock feed.
Maintenance of the gross stand. If in the initial seeding a good stard
of high-quality perennial grasses is obtained, the pasture may be
expected to be reasonably long lived. With a good stand of grass,
grazing may be heavy enough to retard or prevent the growth of
weeds and brush without injury to the grass. Research in grass varie-
ties and pasture management has made possible more permanent pa.s-
tures, and future research findings may be expected to make still
further improvements possible.

Livestock management. The management of sheep in Coos and Curry
Counties, and in fact in western Oregon and Washington, differs materially
from other sections of western United States. The animals are not herded,
but graze at will. Confinement is accomplished by fences, topography, or dense
forests and brush lands. Each individual's flock grazes on land controlled by
him. Few division fences are used. Numerous streams and springs provide
ample stock water on most ranges.

This suggests that although the use of fire may be beneficial in the
initial development of cut-over land for grazing purposes, its con-
tinued and often-repeated use should be avoided.
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In most years sheep graze all winter and receive no grain or hay. In the
occasional severe winter supplemental feed is necessary but practices vary
greatly. The winter of 1936-37, for example, was severe and much feeding
was clone. Losses, nevertheless, were heavy in nearly all flocks. Winters since
then have been mild, practically no feeding has been done, losses have been
light, and lamb crops good.

The lambs are dropped in late winter or early spring, the peak of the
lambing season usually occurring in February and March. The breeding animals
are commonly sheared twice a year, after lambing and in late fall. Breeders
shearing but once do so in midsummer. The general practice is to shear the
lambs also, but some lambs are sold carrying the fleece. Lambs sold are grass
fat.

Figure 3. The occasional development of grazing land by heavy slashing such as this is
extremely costly and may destroy future timber values.

DESCRIPTION OF STUDY
Objectives. The specific objectives of the study were:

To ascertain how the ranches operating on cut-over and brush lands
in Coos and Curry Counties, Oregon, were organized and managed.
To measure incomes on such ranches, and to analyze the differences
in income between different livestock enterprises.
To determine the most economic-sized ranching unit for operation on
pastures derived from cut-over and brush land.
To determine the costs of establishing and maintaining hill-land pas-
tures, and their resultant grazing value.
To evaluate as accurately as possible the future course of development
of the range-livestock industry in these counties.

Scope. Survey records were obtained in November 1939 from forty
ranches that were operating wholly or principally on cut-over or brush-land
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hill pastures. Interspersed with cut-over and brush areas are limited areas of
prairie supporting a climax cover of annual and perennial grasses. It was not
the intention in this study to obtain organization records for ranches operating
on bottom lands, or for ranches on which dairying was the primary enterprise.
Some of the ranches on hill pastures included in this study do, however, derive
a portion of their income from dairying.

RANCH ORGANIZATION
Ranches of three general types were studied; namely, sheep ranches,

beef cattle ranches, and mixed sheep and cattle ranches. Some mixture was
usual. All forty ranches but one had at least a few cattle and all but three
had some sheep. Thirty-four ranches had dairy cows and twenty had beef
cattle.

Ranches classified as "sheep" contained 75 per cent or more of the total
animal units operated in sheep. "Cattle" ranches contained the same percentage
or more of animal units in beef cattle. The "mixed" ranches as a class contained
less than these proportions, but they were further sorted because of the in-
fluence of dairying on income. If the income from dairying on a mixed ranch
was greater than the net production value of either beef cattle or sheep, the
ranch was classified as "major dairying." If the income from dairying on a
mixed ranch was of little or no importance the ranch was classified as mixed
sheep and cattle. These latter ranches are comparable in most respects with
sheep ranches, but have more cattle.

LAND AND FORAGE RESOURCES

Land operated on the ranches surveyed was separated into eight different
categories as follows (Table 1)

Crop acresland in cultivation, and from which crops are harvested.
This land may be either hill or bottom, and is of varying productivity.

crop-land pastureland formerly in cultivation but now used for
pasture.
Bottom pastureland lying in drainage bottoms and composed mostly
of alluvial soil. This classification is used because these pasture lands
are usually of higher productivity and valuation than other pastures.
Seeded hill pastureland which has been cleared of timber or brush
in some past time by logging or fire, and which has been improved for
grazing, principally by slashing, burning, and seeding to perennial
grasses or mixtures of grasses and legumes.
Prairieland within the forested areas, usually on hills and slopes,
devoid of forest growth, and sustaining a natural growth of annual
and perennial grasses. This land is usually of relatively high forage
value, and brush and timber reproduction does not encroach rapidly, if
at all.
Improved, not seeded, pastureland which has been cleared of timber
or brush and which has been slathed, or burned, or a combination of
both, but not seeded artificially to grasses. This classification is rela-
tively unimportant on the ranches studied, as an attempt is nearly
always made to seed such areas after fire to prevent brush fields of
low-forage character.
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7. Unimproved pasture-land of little or no forage value but open
enough to permit the entrance of stock. This type usually contains
second-growth timber with the secondary vegetation destroyed by ground
fires.

Figure 4. Sheep grazing on range created by burning and seeding logged-oft land.

8. Timber and other land-land containing merchantable or unrner-
chantable timber or brush of such density as to deny entrance to stock.
Acreages in farmsteads, fences, roads, water, and precipitous slopes, all
unavailable for the grazing of domestic livestock, have also been included
in this classification.

Table 1. ACRES OF VARIOUS TYPES OF LAND OPERATED
Coos and Curry Counties, Oregon, 1939

Item
Sheep,

16 ranches
Cattle,

5 ranches

Ranches with
cattle and sheep

Average,
40 ranches

Major
dairying,
7 ranches

Mixed
sheep

and cattle,
12 ranches

Acres Acres Acres Acres Acres
Crop acres 12.9 26.4 36.4 25.0 22.3
Crop-land pasture 15.6 10.2 41.6 32.1 24.4
Bottom pasture 8.4 0.0 24.0 13.2 11.5
Seeded hill pasture 617.4 344.0 392.1 469.0 499.3
Improved, not seeded, pasture 33.4 58.0 17.9 41.3 36.1
Untmproved pasture 139.3 263.0 156.6 328.3 214.5
Prairie 119.4 256.6 9.3 83.0 106.4
Timber and other 190.7 307.0 95.7 226.2 199.3

TOTAL ACRES OPERATED
PER RANCH 1,137.1 1,265.2 773.6 1,218.1 1,113.8
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The mixed ranches with a major dairy interest averaged smallest in acre-
age. The cattle ranches were largest. On ranches with a considerable acreage
in crops, dairying tended to be the major enterprise, while on ranches with
relatively little crop acreage sheep production was the more important. The
percentage of the total area in crop acres was as follows:

Sheep ranches 1.1 per cent
Cattle ranches 2.1 per cent
Mixed ranches with major dairying 4.7 per cent
Mixed sheep and cattle ranches 2.1 per cent

Figure 5. Naturally treeless prairies such as this are found in limited areas throughout
the region.

The character of the pasture land of the ranch unit has a direct relation
to the class of livestock operated : sheep ranches had the highest proportion
of seeded hill pasture and cattle ranches had considerably more prairie pasture
than did other types of ranches. Ranches with the highest proportion of crop-
land pasture and bottom-land pasture had the highest proportion of dairy
cattle.

By far the greater portion of the crop acreage is used for hay production.
For all ranches studied hay accounted for 87 per cent, grain 5 per cent, and
other crops 8 per cent of the total crop acreage. Most of the hay produced
was grass hay or oats-and-vetch hay. Some alfalfa and clover hay was pro-
duced but the acreage was small as compared to the other hay. Of the 35
ranches producing hay, all produced some grass hay or oats-and-vetch hay,
while only 14 of the 35 ranches produced any clover or alfalfa hay.

Usual hay yields showed considerable variation among the ranches surveyed.
The yield of grass hay per acre varied from 1 to 4 tons, oats-and-vetch hay
from 1 to 3 tons, alfalfa from 2.5 to 5 tons, and clover from 1 to 4 tons.
The 1939 estimates of hay yields and production were somewhat under the
usual estimates, because of a dry spring and a probable tendency on the part
of the operators to overestimate average usual yields (Table 2).



Table 2. CROP YtELDS ON RANCRES SURVEYED
Coos and Curry Counties, Oregon, 1939

Includes mostly grain hay and other mixtures of grasses.
t All grains combined and converted from bushels to cwt.

Oats Bushel-32 pounds
Barley Bushel-48 pounds
Corn Bushel-56 pounds

The hay grown on the ranches surveyed was used largely for feeding on
the ranch. Comparatively little hay was bought, and even less was sold. As
would be expected, feeding rates were highest on ranches with considerable
dairying. No information is available as to the class of livestock receiving hay,
but in general dairy cows received more hay than the others. Sheep obtained
their feed almost exclusively from grazing lands.

Grain production and disposal on the ranches surveyed was of little
significance as far as range livestock were concerned. Only the cattle ranches
and mixed ranches with major dairying produced any grain, although grain
was purchased by some ranches in each of the 4 ranch types studied. Only
3 ranches harvested grain and 15 ranches purchased grain. Very little of
the grain was fed to beef cattle and sheep, but was used mostly for other
livestock and poultry.

LIVESTOCK OPERATIONS

A diversity of livestock is usual in this area, most ranches having cattle,
sheep, horses, a hog or two, etc. For the purpose of comparing the livestock
population on different ranches the number of livestock on each farm was
expressed in terms of animal units. An animal unit, in this study, was con-
sidered to be one cow, one horse, five sheep, five goats, or five hogs. Two
head of young stock were assumed to be equivalent to one head of mature
stock of like kind.

Size of unit. The range in acreage and number of animal units operated
on each of the four ranch classifications were as follows:

Range in size
Acres Animal uniLs

Low High Low High

The ranches averaged 126 animal units per ranch (Table 3), but 67 per
cent of them were smaller than this.

Item
1939

yields
Usual
yields

Number of
ranches

Tons To-n.c

Alfalfa 2.8 4.1 10
Osts-and-vetch hay 2.6 2.3 23
Clover hay 2.0 2.1 7
Grass hay 1.7 1.8 28
Other hay 2.9 4.5 3

Cwt. Cwt.
Graint 21.4 23.6 3

Sheep ranches 128 5,500 19 612
Cattle ranches 280 3,010 34 200
Mixed ranches with major dairying 240 1,415 44 211
Mixed sheep and cattle ranches 265 4,200 35 479

RANCH ORGANIZATION AND RANGE LAND USE 17
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Table 3. LIVESTOCK PER RANCI{
Coos and Curry Counties, Oregon, 1939

AU. AU. A.U. A.U. A.U.
TOTAL FORAGE-cONsUMING

Average of opening and closing inventories, November 1, 1938, to October 31, 1939.
Includes hogs, chickens, and turkeys; 5 hogs, 100 chickens, or 50 turkeys equal one

animal unit (AU.).

The average acreage per animal unit with the range in acres per animal
unit by types of ranch was:

For sheep and mixed sheep and cattle ranches, the 8.7 acres per animal
unit amounts to 1.7 acres per sheep.

The mixed ranches with major dairying were raising more feed and had
a higher proportion of high-carrying-capacity pasture than other types of
ranches, which allowed for a higher rate of stocking.

The number of sheep kept per farm, October inventory, increased by 22
per cent during the year studied (Table 4). Cattle, during the same period,
decreased in number by about 2 per cent (Table 5).

Composition of breeding flocks and herds. The average sheep flock
at inventory time (October) contained approximately 78 per cent mature
breeding ewes, 3 per cent bucks, 1 per cent wethers, and 18 per cent ewe
lambs. The ewe lambs were for replacement purposes, but in some cases they
were a part of the breeding flock inasmuch as some of them were bred. This
is due to the absence on many ranches of facilities for separating the ewe
lambs from the older ewes at breeding time. On some ranches, also, bucks
are allowed to run with the ewes the year around.

The bucks on inventory averaged one per 31 mature ewes. The ratio of
breeding ewes per buck is somewhat higher than this since some of the ewe
lambs are also bred.

The most common breeds were Lincolns, Cotswolds, and Romneys. These
coarse-wool breeds have a natural adaptability to the climate here and coarse
wool has been bringing a premium in recent years.

Dairy cows per ranch 2.6 4.1 20.4 6.0 6.9
All other cattle per ranch 8.6 90.0 26.7 40.8 31.6
Sheep per ranch 543.5 21.9 246.4 383.1 378.2
Goats per ranch 41.0 9.0 27.9 39.6 34.3
Horses and colts per ranch 2.3 4.6 3.6 3.7 3.2

Acres
Average

er animal unit
Low High

Sheep ranches 8.7 4.0 12.1
Cattle ranches 11.6 6.5 16.4
Mixed ranches with major dairying 7.3 5.5 11.3
Mixed sheep and cattle ranches 8.7 3.8 22.4

Average for all ranches 8.8 - -

Ranches with
cattle and sheep

Major
Mixed

sheep and

Item
Sheep,

16 ranches
Cattle,

5 ranches
dairying,
7 ranches

cattle,
12 ranches

Average,
40 ranches

Numbcr Number Number Number Number

LIVESTOCK 130.4 104.8 105.6 135.2 124.3

Other livestock per rancht .4 4.4 .7 4.2 2.1
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Excluding ranches classified as strictly cattle.
t Number of lambs born were estimated by operators.

One operator purchased 889 sheep.

Table 5. CATTLE INVENTORtE55

Table 4. SHEEP INVENTOPTES
Coos and Curry Counties, Oregon, 1939

Excluding ranches classified as strictly sheep.

Purchased replacements in the sheep flock consisted almost entirely of
bucks, generally high grade or purebred. The exception to this general policy
was found on some of the mixed ranches where ewes were purchased to replace
reductions in the cattle herd. These particular ranches are in the process of
converting from cattle to sheep and therefore are adding to the sheep flock
at a rate faster than the productive capacity of their present breeding ewes.

On the beef cattle ranches mature beef cows accounted for 28 per cent of
all cattle on inventory, milk cows 4 per cent, heifers 21 per cent, steers 20
per cent, bulls 2 per cent, and calves 25 per cent. The dairy cows were ordi-
narily kept in the beef herd, the usual practice being to breed the dairy cows to
a beef bull and to veal the calves. The percentage of heifers indicates that some
of the heifers will be sold off, as the productive life of a cow is in excess
of the mature cow-heifer ratio. The heifer class includes yearlings and two-
year-olds; some of these two-year-olds may be bred and produce calves.

Cattle ranches in Coos and Curry Counties usually raise market animals.
It is not a general practice to purchase animals to be sold at later date. Some
operators indicated, however, that such effort is satisfactory if suitable range
can be found. This type of operation is usually confined to areas of large
burns that can be lightly seeded and the new growth of grass grazed off within
a few years.

Cattle on opening inventory per ranch 94.4 45.8 48.4 57.2
Calves born per ranch 30.7 22.8 15.5 20.7
Cattle purchased per ranch 16.5 3.6 8.2 8.6
Cattle sold per ranch 44.8 14.0 24.7 25.7
Cattle eaten per ranch .5 .1 .7 .5
Cattle died or lost per ranch 2.5 9.3 1.5 4.0
Cattle on closing inventory per ranch 93.8 48.8 45.2 56.3

Sheep on opening inventory per ranch 496.3 218.3 336.2 385.8
Lambs born per ranch (estimated) t 388.8 I 168.6 260.5 300.7
Sheep purchased per ranch 17.3

I

22.5 92.2 44.0
Sheep sold per ranch 250.9 113.8 201.5 206.5
Sheep eaten per ranch .4 1.4 1.0 .8
Sheep died or lost, per ranch 60.4 19.8 56.4 50.9
Sheep on closing inventory, per ranch 590.7 274.4 430.0 472.3

Ranches with
cattle and sheep

Major
Mixed

sheep and
Average,
excluding

Item
Sheep, dairying,

16 ranches 7 ranches
cattle,

12 ranches
cattle,

35 ranches

Number Number Number Number

Coos and Curry Counties, Oregon, 1939

Item
Cattle,

5 ranches

Ranches with
cattle and sheep

Average
excluding

sheep
ranches,

24 ranches

Major
dairying,
7 ranches

Mixed
sheep and

cattle,
12 ranches

Number Number Number Number
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The beef cattle are mostly Herefords and the bulls high grade or purebred.
Most of the calves, therefore, are white-faced, but some are the products of
dairy cows and a beef bull.

Lamb and calf crops. The net lamb crop, measured by the relationship
of breeding ewes at October inventory to lambs available for sale or replace-
ment, averaged approximately 87 per cent. An estimate of gross lamb crop
would be unreliable, since the operators generally did not know the number
of lambs dropped, or the loss between lambing and marketing time. This per-
centage of 87 should not, therefore, be compared with percentages obtained in
other ways, such as the relationship between lambs marked and ewes lambing.
A few of these lambs may be from ewe lambs that were not counted as a part
of the breeding flock. The net calf crop measured in the same way was ap-
proximately 88 per cent.

Net production and sales. The term net production" is defined as
being the number of animals sold and consumed on the ranch plus inventory
increase, less animals purchased and inventory decrease. Net production, in
other words, is the number of animals produced on the ranch that are available
for sale, home consumption, or inventory increase after death losses and replace-
ments have been compensated for.

As a measure of efficiency of the livestock enterprise, the average net
production per animal operated was calculated. Ranches operating sheep aver-
aged a net production of .58 sheep per sheep operated. Ranches operating cattle
averaged a net production of .30 head per head of cattle operated* In other
words, the average sheep enterprise studied is maintaining approximately two
units to obtain a net production of one unit. Similarly the average cattle enter-
prise is maintaining approximately three units to obtain a net production of one
unit. The net production factor is complicated by purchases of animals to be
resold. This is more common with cattle than with sheep.

Of the estimated 389 lambs born on the average sheep ranch, approxi-
mately 65 per cent were sold. Lambs accounted for 90 per cent of all sheep
sold on sheep ranches.

Steers predominated in the number of cattle sold. The beef-cattle ranches
sold an average of 45 head of cattle, of which 39 per cent were steers, 21
per cent heifers, 21 per cent calves, 17 per cent mature cows, and 2 per cent
bulls. The high percentage of calves sold indicates the influence of some dairy
cows in the herd make-up, for dairy calves are often vealed. Yearly variations
in the age and class of animals sold are to be expected, as the heifers may
be saved one year and the dry cows sold off, with the situation changed the

Ranches operating sheep include the sheep ranches and ranches with cattle and sheep.
Ranches operating cattle include the cattle ranches and ranches with cattle and sheep.
Number of animals operated was based on an average of opening and closing inventories.

Animals operated
Sheep Cattle

Net production
Sheep Cattle

Sheep ranches 543 - 329 -
Cattle ranches 94 28
Mixed ranches with major dairying 246 47 148 14
Mixed sheep and cattle ranches 383 47 204 14

Totals 1,172 188 681 56
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following year. It is probable that the class of sales of the average cattle
ranch will approximate the figures given above with perhaps fewer heifers
and more old cows sold.

Death loss. Parasitic diseases are the most serious causes of death loss,
inclement weather and lack of proper and sufficient feed being predisposing
factors. Such losses cannot be segregated from management practices. Heaviest
losses occur in the fall after early rains when parasitic infestation becomes
greatest, and again in the late spring due to an infectious disease that takes
heavy toll of lambs. This disease (Infeclious Enterno-lozemia) is known gen-
erally as "pulpy kidney disease."* In the main, fat lambs are the victims, and
losses as high as 25 per cent have been reported. Losses from these sources
apparently can be avoided if sufficient care and preventive measures are exer-
cised.

Excessive losses occasionally occur during lambing in prolonged periods
of inclement weather. The ewes lamb on the range with little or no assistance.
In severe winters the forage growth is reduced, and the feed may be covered
by snow. Supplemental feeding is the exception rather than the rule.

Local hay is commonly of low value for sheep feed and other feed is
expensive. Local experience indicates that sheep will not come to hay or grain
when grass is available. This makes it difficult to feed when storms do come
because the sheep are not used to dry feed. Severe winter storms are rare.
Heavy losses were experienced during the winter of 1936-37, but winter grass
has been good since that time, and losses have been light. The problem of ade-
quate insurance against bad winters has not as yet been satisfactorily solved.

All of the cooperating farmers were of the opinion thatfew, if any, losses
were caused by poisonous plants. The area is fairly free of plants poisonous
to sheep, and, although it is difficult under present management practices to
determine accurately losses from this cause, it is believed that such losses
are relatively unimportant.

Coyotes, wildcats, and sometimes bears and cougars cause the most serious
losses from predators, but satisfactory control measures have been adopted
generally. Some losses are occasioned by sheep-killing dogs.

The average yearly losses of mature animals from all causes normally
approximates 10 per cent, but during the year of this study only a 5-per-cent
loss was reported. The low death loss for this year was due to a combination
of unusually favorable conditions.

The average cattle ranch showed a death loss of calves of 2 per cent,
and death loss of breeding stock of 6 per cent. These death-loss figures include
those animals that were lost, strayed, or stolen. The death losses of calves
were not attributable to any one factor, but seemed to be normal. Losses of
breeding stock were caused not only by death but also by straying and rustling.
The carcasses of dead animals are difficult to find because of dense timber and
brush, hence the number of losses from any particular cause cannot be
accurately determined. Losses from rustling in 1939 were believed by most
operators to have been in excess of those usually suffered. It is probable that
the long-time average losses in the breeding stock would be somewhat less
than the 1939 average. It will be noted that losses in 1939 were less for
sheep than for cattle, which is contrary to what can usually be expected.

" Shaw, J. N., Muth, 0. H., and SeChetti, L., Pulpy Kidney Disease in Oregon
Lambs, Oregon Agricultural Experiment Stat,on Bulletin 367, October 1939.



TABLE 6. ORGANIZATION AND INCOME OF RANCHES SURVEYED, COOS AND CURRY COUNTIES, OREGON, 1939

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
lAnd operated Interest Operator Return

Total Renoh Receipts Ranch investment on & family on
Pasture land Ha' Livostook operated Net production Litustook products Ranch Ranch Land AU invest- labor invest-

Farm Crop Crop Seeded Other oper- 1939 Other Misc. eenses income end Live- other ment income mont

No. sores lend Bottom hill Prairie I ated .rcd. Fed Cattle Shee. Gcats Total Cattle Sheep Wool Mohair Dai 3 Total 4 5 bldgc. støck 6 Total 5% EL.
Acres Acres Acres Acres Acres ores ores one one ,, .1, .1, 10 5. lo s, 'o a. I. 5, 10 5. I. 5. I. 5. 10 5, 10 5. O 5. Ic a. I. 5. 10 5. Ic 5. Ic a. er sen

HEED? RANCHIN

1 40 54 6 28 0 0 128 54 34 3 27 0 2 32 53 770 332 0 6 298 1,458 1,061 397 9,336 1,957 817 12,110 605 -206 -1.7
2 3. 0 0 100 0 160 281 0 12 4 13 0 2 19 30 82 233 0 0 672 1,01? 288 729 2,055 678 178 2,911 145 584 4.4
3 5 26 0 100 0 310 440 15 20 4 18 0 2 24 58 207 330 0 0 232 807 385 422 6,826 933 625 7,384 369 63 -2.4
4 0 - 0 0 200 260 20 480 0 2 0 59 14 2 76 0 750 582 88 0 ]J8 1,538 967 671 10,800 2,696 395 13,890 696 -124 -0.2
5 24 26 0 327 0 185 562 36 23 7 62 0 3 72 131 1,345 911 0 0 577 2,964 1,073 1,891 9,385 3,022 1,463 13,870 694 1,197 9.3
6 0 0 0 660 0 40 600 0 0 1 55 0 0 56 16 833 556 0 0 0 1,404 571 833 6,490 1,105 725 8,520 426 407 2.7
7 4 40 100 26 250 227 646 8 8 9 82 0 2 93 148 2,000 1,103 0 0 10 3,259 640 2,619 15,883 2,812 136 18,831 942 1,677 10,7
8 11 0 2 400 0 284 697 17 17 5 76 0 1 82 65 1,240 1,501 0 360 55 3,219 1,053 2,166 10,080 2,853 1,030 13,943 697 1,469 11.2
9 22 0 0 600 0 228 750 20 35 25 84 20 0 129 472 1,740 &2,021 96 0 50 4,379 738 3,641 12,386 4,844 637 17,867 893 2,748 17.0

10 0 15 16 750 0 20 800 0 0 6 49 22 2 79 30 357 475 146 0 177 1,184 1,333 -149 11,185 2,544 1,000 14,729 736 -885 -5.1
11 16 29 0 700 0 95 840 38 35 12 68 0 2 77 165 1,646 788 0 0 547 3,141 926 2,215 9,165 2,438 613 12,218 611 1,604 15.2
12 40 33 3 814 0 3.0 900 42 16 16 97 0 2 115 242 2,083 1,023 0 166 742 4,246 1,452 2,794 11,159 3,120 1,694 16,173 809 1,988 13.6
13 6 0 0 360 200 634 1,200 6 23 4 90 0 5 99 96 1,750 1,829 0 0 278 3,652 1,057 2,665 11,916 3,713 950 16,579 829 1,786 11.9
14 19 0 8 1,150 0 702 1,879 27 15 20 150 36 9 218 255 3,136 2,3l8 205 0 419 8,333 1,549 4,784 33,680 7,198 1,601 42,479 2,124 2,660 9.8
15 18 27 0 865 1,200 400 2,510 30 42 32 275 0 7 314 511 4,312 2,413 0 0 559 7,795 3,020 4,775 35,390 11,088 1,383 47,861 2,393 2,382 8.7
16 1 0 0 3,000 0 2,499 5,800 0 4 32 538 40 2 612 700 10,840 9,096 80 0 572 21,288 8,414 32,874 54,999 24,664 5,712 86,375 4,269 8,606 14.4

Ave. 13 16 8 617 119 364 1,137 18 18 11 109 8 3 13]. 364 2,068 1,575 38 32 333 4,230 1,534 2,696 16,607 4,754 1,185 21,546 1,077 1,619 9.7

CMTLE RANCHER

17 10 15 0 155 0 100 280 20 25 37 0 0 6 43 1,245 0 0 0 0 890 2,135 1,056 1,099 6,440 1,086 1,775 9,501 485 634 6.4
18 21 0 0 60 0 275 856 51 88 28 0 0 6 24 767 0 0 0 900 538 1,805 877 928 7,343 1,810 1,289 10,442 522 406 3.1
19 81 16 0 100 583 650 1,280 74 20 44 12 9 20 85 369 59 245 50 6 765 1,493 827 666 11,948 2,461 1,201 15,600 780 -114 0.4
20 30 20 0 725 200 425 1,400 55 68 196 0 0 4 200 2,788 0 0 0 0 102 2,887 941 1,946 16,895 8,851 882 26,328 1,318 630 6.1
21 40 0 0 680 600 1,790 3,010 30 38 166 10 0 8 184 3,481 221 124 0 0 410 4,206 1,471 2,735 21,110 8,150 725 29,986 1,499 1,236 7.1

Ave. 26 10 0 344 267 628 1,265 42 37 94 4 2 9 109 1,723 56 74 10 101 541 2,505 1,031 1,474 12,747 4,410 1,174 18,531 916 568 4.8

MIXED RANCHES - MAJOR DAIRYING

22 17 20 12 20 1 3.56 240 45 18 31 3 6 4 44 362 -3 0 22 '520 128 1,035 618 417 6,939 1,540 660 9,139 457 -40 -2.0
23 38 1 3 250 108 400 67 72 27 21 3 2 53 525 472 450 0 500 219 1,966 1,556 410 12,480 2,113 1,840 16,403 820 -410 -1.2
24 52 8 18 440 42 560 63. 36 45 42 0 6 93 130 532 540 0 1,102 723 3,027 1,416 1,611 16,005 3,708 1,956 21,669 1,083 528 4.7
26 29 16 5 590 40 680 47 38 59 60 0 2 121 406 1,067 825 0 1,000 976 4,273 1,684 2,589 16,200 3,708 1,777 21,685 1,084 1,805 9.2
26 35 0 0 385 400 800 52 66 66 11 0 4 71 753 8 262 0 500 829 2,122 853 1,269 7,375 1,998 3,399 12,772 639 630 5.2
27 65 0 100 830 35 1,320 174 107 79 115 14 3 211 363 ,204 1,81]. 114 1,320 923 6,535 3,478 3,057 25,080 6,689 1,305 38,074 1,654 1,403 7.4
28 19 246 30 250 5 820 1,415 35 35 34 - 92 18 9 151 479 1,668 1,531 75 816 661 4,930 1,672 3,268 32,588 5,920 2,344 40,662 2,083 1,225 6.5

Ave. 87 42 24 392 9 270 774 69 53 47 4964 106 400 850 744 81 794 593 3,412 1,611 1,801 16,634 3,668 1,897 22,199 1,110 691 5.4

MIXED SN9? MD CATTLE RANC

29 2 40 2 50 0 171 265 5 40 36 23 9 2 70 574 249 217 2 15 282 1,499 825 674 5,680 2,035 1,341 9,056 453 221 0.8
30 2 0 10 348 0 40 400 2 30 19 33 0 5 57 280 -488 260 7 457 584 517 87 2,064 1,647 209 3,920 196 -129 -13.6
31 1 23 0 160 0 800 480 7 7 16 17 2 2 31 190 248-1 203 406 1,047 217 830 3,161 1,098 261 4,520 226 604 5.1
32 11 8 40 30 396 100 585 14 14 34 33 0 4 71 291 673 480 16 750 2,254 673 1,581 14,360 2,190 830 17,580 869 712 5.6
33 13 10 0 40 0 722 765 21 16 8 10 2 15 35 26 99 96 1 640 870 408 462 5,910 833 495 7,238 382 100 -1.9
54 13 200 3 826 0 290 831 27 82 24 75 20 28 147 525 1,136 1,520 9 1,892 5,163 987 4,176 18,665 4,971 1,535 24,971 1,248 2,828 14.3

35 20 20 0 200 300 480 1,020 17 17 27 40 0 4 71 800 750 551 128 2,229 473 1,766 11,755 2,273 440 14,468 723 1,033 8.0
36 16 15 5 500 0 667 1,191 27 40 35 108 32 13 186 715 2,080 1,860 15 1,899 8,674 2,479 4,195 9,364 7,395 1,960 18,718 936 3,259 19.2
37 22 0 0 800 0 618 1,240 41 47 37 72 0 2 111 390 1,670 990 187 3,137 878 2,259 14,336 3,405 3,238 20,979 1,049 1,210 7.9
38 25 40 0 800 0 435 1,300 30 36 52 98 30 4 164 818 1,896 1,287 367 4,168 2,830 1,338 16,500 6,423 2,187 26,960 1,253 86 2.9
39 46 29 0 1,585 0 660 2,320 80 82 132 80 0 11 223 3,095 1,877 490 784 6,246 3,312 2,934 26,015 8,528 2,511. 37,114 1,856 1,078 6.3
40 125 0 100 1,000 300 2,677 4,200 360 180 143 330 0 6 479 2,048 8,085 5,226 500 615 16,474 5,766 10,708 41,050 21,900 6,150 69,100 3,455 7,253 14.6

Ave. 25 32 13 469 85 698 1,218 53 48 47 78 8 8 13 796 1,604 1,098 23 74 701 4,196 1,613 2,583 14,071 5,224 1,748 21,043 1,052 1,531 9.4

AVERAGE - ALL RANCHES

X 22 24 12 499 107 450 1,114 40 35 38 75 7 6 126 598 1,434 1,099 29 187 514 3,861 1,509 2,352 14,968 4,662 1,477 21,107 1,055 1 297 8.3

jncludes unimproved pasture, timber, and eastoland from which little or no forage is derived. Inoludaa horssc, swine, end poultry. Ino1ua sales of crops, other livestock products, non-farm labor, AM payments,
and net produotion of other livestock. LLIncludea all cash expenses plus depreciation on buildinge, equipment, and Improvements. L.Co1uon 4 minus ooltmm 5. ,,Inoludes equipment, feeds, and crops. Co1umn 6 minus

001= 8. /_..Column 6 less $600 dividedThy column 7. ($600 to the estimated seine of operator and family labor per annum).

22 23
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INVESTMENT AND DEPRECIATION

All ranches were considered as though owned outright by the operators.
No attempt was made to determine the indebtedness or the interest paid on
the indebtedness. In figuring the returns from the enterprise, interest was
charged at 5 per cent on the total value of the property as estimated by
the operator. These estimates by the operators indicate their opinion of
the present value of the properties but do not represent the original invest-
ment. Since these ranches have in many cases been built up by the efforts of
the owner through a period of years, the actual investment would be difficult
to obtain, and if obtained might not bear any particular relation to their
present value.

The term "investment in land" includes fencing. It also includes seeding,
slashing, and clearing.

The average estimated value of the investment for three of the four ranch
classifications was quite similar, being approximately $21,500 (Table 7). The
cattle ranches averaged a somewhat smaller total investment than did the
other types of ranches, but they were not as large as the others when measured
in number of animal units operated. Land constituted the major portion of
the investment for all types of ranches. Livestock were second in importance
and other portions of the investment were distributed over several items.

The average investment for all ranches studied was $167 per animal unit,
or $33 per sheep (Table 8). The total investment per animal unit on mixed
ranches with major dairying was higher than other ranches because of larger
investments in land, buildings, and improvements. The investment in equip-
ment, buildings, and improvements increases somewhat with an increase in the
size of the ranch, but the investment per animal unit decreases as the ranches
increase in size. This is an obvious relationship when it is considered that
certain improvements, such as dwellings, are necessary for a basic unit of
operation and that the larger ranches do not fully duplicate this expense.

Table 7. INVeSTMENT IN RANcHEs
Coos and Curry Counties, Oregon, 1939

Average of opening and closing inven or,es.
t Includes ranch dwelling and all other ranch buildings.

Ranches with
cattle and sheep

Item
Sl,eep,

16 ranches
Cattle,

5 ranches

Major
dairying,
7 ranches

Mixed
sheep and

cattle,
12 raricl,es

Average,
40 ranches

Area of land per ranch

Livestock per ranch

Acre.t
1,137.1
A. U.

130.8

Acres
1,265.2
AU.
109.2

Acres
773.6

AU.
106.3

Acres
1,218.1
AU.

139.4

Acres
1,118.8
A.U.

126.4

Investment per ranch
Land $13,523 $ 9,627 $13,164 $11,557 $1 23 83
Buildings and improve-

mentsj 2,084 3,120 3,470 2,514 2,585
Equipment 975 691 1,100 1,035 979
Livestock 4,754 4,410 3,668 5,224 4,662
Feed and crops 210 483 797 713 498

TOTAL $21,546 $18,331 $22,199 $21,043 $21,107
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Table 8. INvESTMENT PER ANIMAL UNIT
Coos and Curry Counties, Oregon, 1939

Ranches with
cattle and sheep

On a sheep basis (ill A.U.) the investment on these ranches was: land $20.80,
buildings and improvements $320, equipment $1.40, livestock $7.20, feed and crops 40
cents, or a total investment per head of $33.

The total investment in land per ranch was dependent, of course, on the
amount and type of land operated. The total land included in the study was
44,551 acres, with an average value, according to the estimates of the opera-
tors, of $1.1 per acre. The average value per acre of the various types of
land included in this study, as estimated by the cooperating ranchers, was as
follows

Crop acres $61 Seeded hill pasture $12
Bottom pasture 60 Improved, not seeded, pasture 5

Crop-land pasture 41 Unimproved pasture 4
Prairie pasture 18 Timber and other 3

An annual depreciation charge of 5 per cent was assumed for buildings and
improvements and 10 per cent for equipment. The investment in equipment
accounts for only 4 per cent of total investment. It is small, therefore, in
relation to total ranch investment and in most cases does not materially affect
the total ranch operating expenses. Included in the equipment is the share
of the operator's automobile and truck chargeable to the farm business and
other equipment such as mowers, rakes, plows, harrows, and other miscella-
neous items.

EXPENSES AND INCOME

Ranch expenses. Taxes exceeded all other individual cash items on the
average ranch studied, accounting for 30 per cent of the cash expenses (Table
9). This charge amounts to an average of 34 cents per acre or about $3 per
animal unit. On the average, for every $100 of income, about $10 was
expended for this one item.

Expenses for hired labor were 21 per cent of the total cash expenses.
Shearing expenses, however, arc not included in these hired-labor costs. Shear-
ing was usually contracted at 10 cents per head, and the shearing costs reflect

Item
Sheep,

16 ranches

Major
Cattle, dairying,

5 ranches 7 ranches

Mixed
sheep and

cattle,
12 ranches

Average,
40 ranches

Livestock per ranch
AU.
130.8

AU. AU.
109.2 106.3

A. U.
139.4

A.U.
126.4

Total investment per ranch $21,546 $18,331 $22,199 $21,043 $21,107

Investment per AU.
Land $ 104 $ 88 $ 124 $ 83 $ 99
Buildings and improvements 16 29 33 18 20
Equipment 7 6 10 7 7
Livestock 36 40 35 37 37
Feed and crops 2 4 7 5

TOTAL INVESTMENT
PER AU. $ 165*, $ 167 $ 209 $ 150 $ 167
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certain other expenses such as bags and twine. The average hired-labor cost
was in proportion to the size of the ranch, the smaller ranches hiring little
or no labor and some of the larger ranches having year-round hired labor.
Unpaid family labor was not included as a ranch expense item.

Table 9. EXPENSES PER RANCH
Coos and Curry Counties, Oregon, 1939

On buildings at 5 per cent and equipment at 10 per ceni.
t Th,s does not include labor of operator and family and interest charges.

On the five beef-cattle ranches studied, the average hired-labor cost was
exceedingly low. Most of the cattle ranchers indicated that good fencing or
effective natural barriers eliminated a great deal of riding and effort during
the year, especially during round-up. Hired-labor expenses on average-sized
-cattle ranches in Coos and Curry Counties need not be a significant item in
operating expenses under the methods of management now practiced.

Expense for pasture seed ranked fourth largest; taxes, hired labor, and
auto and truck costs exceeding it on all the ranch classifications except cattle
ranches. On most ranches, a direct relationship existed between money expended
for pasture seed and AAA payments. The AAA payments were spent almost
entirely for pasture seed rather than for other range improvements. The AAA
range program made possible the expenditure of larger sums for range seed-
ing than were expended previously.

For sheep ranches the purchase of feeds was a very sinai! item, amounting
to less than 2 per cent of the total cash expenses. On the mixed sheep and
cattle ranches the purchase of feeds accounted for about S per cent of total
cash costs, but this feed was fed mostly to livestock other than sheep. The
purchase of feed is a signiñcant item on beef cattle and dairy ranches, how-
ever, accounting for about 13 per cent of all cash expenses.

Ranch receipts. The ranch receipts of the ranches studied averaged
$3,861 (Table 10). Livestock was the principal source. Ranch receipts, as the
term is used here, includes receipts from the sale of crops and livestock (less
value of purchased livestock), increases in inventory, and miscellaneous farm

Item
Sheep,

16 ranches
Cattle,

S ranches

Ranches with
cattle and sheep

Average,
40 ranches

Major
dairyirig,
7 ranches

ItDxed
sheep and

cattle,
12 ranches

C,ssh expense for
Taxes
Hired labor $ 351

377
$ 358

80
$ 427

142
$ 399

298
$ 379

273
Auto, truck, and tractor 152 139 112 151 146
Pasture seed 115 63 125 157 123
Building and machine

repairs 94 49 127 94 94
Purchased- feedshay

and grain 23 102 173 75 75
Shearing costs 100 36 64 66
Fencing materials 51 97 88 84
Other cash expense 70 31 68 Is 62

TOTAL CASi-i EXPENSE $1,333 $ 806 41,327 $1,384 $1,282

Depreciation on buildings and
equLpment $ 201 $ 225 $ 284 $ 229 $ 227

Total ranch expensest $1,534 $1,031 I $1,611 $1,613 $1,509
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receipts. No allowance was made for the value of food produced on the ranch
or for the rental value of the house the operator used.

Generally, the smaller ranches realized a higher proportion of receipts
from sources other than cattle and sheep than did the larger ranches. Other
receipts were from nonfarm labor, sales of forest products, AAA payments,

Table 10. RANCH RECEIPTS
Coos and Curry Counties, Oregon, 1939

* Includes forest products.
t Ranch receipts less ranch expenses.

Ranch income minus interest on investment.

Ranches with
cattle and sheep

Ranches with
cattle and sheep

- C Includes other livestock products, other crops, forest products, rent for stock pastured,
and other miscellaneous income.

Table 11. RANCH FINANCIAL SUMMARY
Coos and Curry Counties, Oregon, 1939

Item
Sheep

16 ranches

Major
Cattle, dairying,

5 ranches 7 ranCheS

Mixed
sheep and

cattle,
12 ranches

Average,
40 ranches

Total ranch investment $21,546 $18,331 $22,199 $21,043 $21,107
Ranch receipts

Cropse 69 22 179 195 121
Livestock and livestock

products 3,949 2,165 2,941 3,715 2,480
Other farm income 212 308 292 286 260

TOTAL RANCH RECEIPTS $ 4,230 $ 2,505 $ 3,412 $ 4,196 $ 3,861

Ranch expenses
Cash expenses $ 1,333 $ 806 $ 1,327 $ 1,384 $ 1,282
Depreciation (fluildings,

equipment, improve-
ments) 201 225 284 229 227

TOTAL RANCH EXPENSES $ 1,534 $ 1,031 $ 1,611 $ 1,613 $ 1,509

Ranch iricomet $ 2,696 $ 1,474 $ 1,801 $ 2,583 $ 2,352
Interest on investment @

5 per cent 1,077 916 1,110 1,052 1,055
Operator and family labor

incomet 1,619 558 691 1,531 1,297

Item
Sheep,

16 ranches
Cattle,

5 ranches

Major
dairying,
7 ranches

Mixed
sheep and

cattle,
12 ranches

Average,
40 ranches

Receipts per ranch
Net production of sheep $2,068 $ 56 $ 850 $1,504 $1,434
Net production of cattle 184 1,723 400 796 598
Net production of other

livestock 47 201 57 212 117
\Vool 1,575 74 744 1,098 1,099
Mohair 38 10 11 23 29
Dairy products 32 101 794 74 187
AAA payments 114 115 115 164 129
Non-farm labor 42 183 171 95 98
Hay and grain, sales and

inventory increase 20 18 12 15
Miscellaneous incomeC 110 42 232 218 155

TOTAL RANCH RECEIPTS $4,230 $2,505 I
$3,412 $4,196 $3,861
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crops, and sales of other farm products, such as chickens, turkeys, and hogs.
Thirty-eight of the 40 ranches studied received more than 50 per cent of
their total receipts from livestock or livestock products.

Ranch income. Ranch income, that is, ranch receipts less ranch expenses,
averaged $2,352 per ranch (Table 11). Ranch income represents the return
to the operator and his family as wages for their labor and management and as
interest on the investment. Ranches operating mostly sheep averaged higher
ranch incomes than did the other types of ranches. One ranch made a minus
ranch income while two ranches received a ranch income in excess of $10,000.

For all ranches, ranch income averaged 61 per cent of total ranch receipts.
That is, for every $100 of receipts, $61 remained, after ranch expenses had
been met, for the payment of interest on the investment, and wages to the
operator and his family. For sheep ranches the comparable figure was 64 per
cent and for cattle ranches 59 per cent.

Operator and family labor income. Operator and family labor income
is ranch income less interest on the investment. This item cannot be ciculated
precisely since interest on the investment is in itself an estimate. In this study
interest was charged at the arbitrary rate of 5 per cent on the value placed
on the property by the operator. The average ranch investment so determined
was $21,107. Interest on this amount at 5 per cent comes to $1,055. Deducting
this figure from the ranch income leaves an average operator and family
labor income of $1,297 for all types of ranches (Table 10). The figure was
$1,619 for sheep ranches, $558 for cattle ranches, $691 for dairying, and
$1,531 for mixed cattle and sheep ranches. Sheep ranches received not only the
highest average labor income per ranch but also the highest return per animal
unit operated (Table 12). Cattle ranches were lowest in both these respects.
There was a definite tendency for labor income per animal unit operated to
rise as the proportion of sheep increased.

Table 12. INCOME PER ANIMAL UNIT
Coos and Curry Counties, Oregon, 1939

Ranches with
cattle and sheep

On a sheep basis (1/5 A.U.) the total income was $6.46 per head, operating expenses
$2.34, ranch income $4.12, interest on investment $1.65, and operator and family labor
income $2.47.

Return on the investment. An alternative method of determining the
profitableness of a farm business is to compute the return that is earned on
the investment. From the ranch income is subtracted the value of the opera-
tor's and his family's labor and management. The remainder is considered as
earnings on the capital invested. If the value of this unpaid labor and manage-
ment were arbitrarily set at $50 per month or $600 per year and this amount

Ranch receipts $32.34 $22.94 $32.10 $30.10 $30.55
Ranch expenses 11.73 9.44 15.16 11.57 11.84
Ranch income 20.61 13.50 16.94 18.53 18.61
Interest on investment

(5 per cent) 8.23 8.39 10.44 7.55 8.35
Operator and family labor

income 12.38 5.11 6.50 10.98 10.26

Major
Mixed

sheep and
Sheep, 16 Cattle, dairying, cattle Average,

Item ranches 5 ranches 7 ranches 12 ranches 40 ranches
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subtracted from the average ranch income of $2,352, there remains $1,752,
which would amount to 8.3 per cent on the $21,107 average investment. The
return on the investment calculated in this manner by types of ranches was:
sheep ranches, 9.7 per cent; cattle ranches, 4.8 per cent; dairy ranches, 5.4 per
cent; and mixed cattle and sheep ranches, 9.4 per cent.

The return on the investment, it can easily be seen, depends on the value
placed on labor and management. If a larger wage were assumed, the rate
earned would decrease. For example, if a $75 instead of a $50 a month wage
were allowed, the average rate earned would be 6.9 per cent rather than 8.3
per cent. It should also be noted that the rates reported are for 1939 only. The
question of whether or not 1939 was a representative year is discussed in a
later section of this report.

Variations. The previous discussion of investment, income, and return
on investment has been based largely on averages. There was a wide variation,
of course, of all of these items between ranches. For the purpose of indicating
these variations Table 6 was prepared to show the major items of ranch
organization and income for each ranch included in the study.

This detailed table reveals that although the average ranch investment
was approximately $21,000, the smallest ranch investment was about $3,000
and the largest about $85,000. Sixty-seven per cent of the ranches had invest-
ments less than the average. The ranch income varied from a minus $149 to
a plus $12,874. Eight of the 40 ranches had a ranch income of less than $600
while 18 had ranch incomes in excess of $2,000.

Table 13. RELATIONSHIP OF SIZE OF LivEs'rOCIe UNIT TO INCOME ON SHEEP RANCHES
Coos and Curry Counties, Oregon, 1939

For this tabulation the 16 sheep ranches and the 12 mixed sheep and cattle ranches,
which also had sizable sheep units, were combined.

Effect of size of livestock unit on income. Family-labor income
increased markedly as the number of animal units operated increased, even
though the receipts from livestock were supplemented by considerable other
income on the smaller units. The seven smallest sheep and mixed sheep and
cattle ranches averaged 185 sheep per farm and made an average family-labor
income of only $202 per ranch (Table 13). The ten ranches with from 300
to 499 sheep units per ranch made an average family-labor income of $864.
Larger ranches made still better showings.

Item

Less than
60 AU.,
7 ranches

60-99
AU.,

10 ranches

100-349
A.U.,

9 ranche

350 or
,nOre AU.,
2 ranches

Weighted
average,

28 ranches

Sheep units per ranch L 395 905 2,725 670

Acres Acres Acres Acres A cres
Average size of ranch 442 710 1,436 4,850 1,172

Ranch receipts per ranch $1,025 $2,494 $5,349 $18,881 $4,215
Operator.and-fatntly.labor

income per ranch 202 864 2,037 7,929 1,580
Total investment per ranch 6650 14,496 27,913 77,237 21,330
Labor income per sheep 1.09 2.19 2.25 2.91 2.35

Per cent Per cent
1

Per cent Per cent Per cent
Return on investment 1 7 10 14 10
Proportion of income from

livestock 62 88 I 86
I

97 88
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Efficiency as well as income per ranch increased with the size of unit.
The seven smallest ranches with an average of 185 sheep per ranch made
a labor income of $1.09 per sheep compared with $2.19 per sheep on the ten
ranches that averaged 395 sheep. Returns per sheep operated continued to
increase with the size of the units studied. The point at which diminishing
returns set in could not be determined from the results of this study.

REPRESENTATIVENESS OF THE DATA

The data presented in the preceding sections are based on results obtained
by ranchers in 1939. The question is naturally raised as to whether the results
obtained in 1939 were typical, and if not, what modifications of the data would
be necessary to make them representative of what might be expected as a
long-time average.

In an attempt to determine what typical conditions might be, several
trips to the area were made after the manuscript was prepared in tentative
form to obtain the judgment of the livestock operators on these points. The
data presented as typical in this portion of the report were largely obtained
in this way. Thanks are hereby tendered to the many livestock men who,
out of their practical experience, gave this necessary assistance.

Ranches surveyed. Selection of the ranches surveyed was confined
largely to ranches with either sheep or beef cattle as a major enterprise, but
a few ranches with a major dairy enterprise and a sheep enterprise were
included. No attempt was made to include small part-time units, nor was
there any attempt to include only the more profitable ranches. It is believed,
therefore, that the study includes a fair cross-section of the sheep and beef
cattle ranches of Coos and Curry Counties. The authors estimate that a third
of all sheep, and considerably more than half of all the ranches in these two
counties having a major sheep enterprise, are included.

Forage conditions. Generally speaking, weather and range conditions
were favorable during the year covered by the study. The winter was mild and,
while the spring and summer were drier than usual, the stock thrived and the
lambs got fat.

The rate of stocking found in 1939, 1.7 acres of ranch land per sheep,
is believed to be about the average rate for the region studied. This acreage
includes all land within the ranch unit, of which, on the sheep ranches studied,
about 70 per cent was in pasture, 1 per cent in crop acres, and 29 per cent
in brush, timber, and waste land.

Supplemental feeding. The sheep industry of this section has been
built upon a year-long pasture basis. Occasionally, however, a severe winter
preceded by a dry fall comes along and spreads havoc. Supplemental feeding
offers at least partial insurance against losses by starvation in such cases.
The local sheep men were of the opinion that such an emergency might be
prepared for by budgeting 25 cents per sheep per year with the expectation
that extensive feeding would actually take place only every four years or
more.

There is a growing conviction that it would be a good practice to feed
the ewes a little hay or grain at breeding or lambing time every year to
acquaint them with dry feed as well as to condition them. Methods of inducing
them to take dry feed have not been worked out with any degree of cer-
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tainty for they prefer grass when it is available and not all of them will
eat grain or hay even though faced with death by starvation.

Lamb crop. In 1939 it was found that for each 100 breeding ewes on
inventory in October there were 87 lambs available for sale or replacement
the following summer. It was the judgment of the livestock men of the region
that this sized crop was about average. It was admitted that the crop of 1937
was only slightly better than half of this but the stockmen were not agreed
as to whether conditions of the 1936-37 winter were to be expected occasional]y
or whether they might "never happen again." That winter was, they said,
the worst that they had ever experienced.

Death loss. Death loss was held at what is considered to be a low
figure (5 per cent) on sheep ranches in 1939 because of a combination of
favorable factors, such as plentiful feed from pasture, mild winter weather,
no epidemic of parasitic or other diseases, light loss from predators, and the
elimination from flocks of most of the aging and weakened animals by the
bad winter of 1936-37. It is difficult to be sure what a normal loss is since
it is the "unusual winter" that causes the trouble. It was the judgment of the
ranchers interviewed that 10 per cent per year should cover the long-time
average losses if provision were made to furnish feed in severe seasons.

Depreciation and composition of the breeding flock. In this region
the almost universal method of maintaining the composition and numerical
strength of the ewe flock is through the introduction of home-raised ewe
lambs. If a 10-per-cent death loss is sustained and if six crops of lambs per
ewe are obtained, the age distribution of a theoretical flock of 100 ewes would
be as follows:

Age of ewez Number of head
Yearlings 22
Two-year olds 19
Three-year olds 17
Four-year olds 16
Five-year olds 14
Six-year olds 12

Total ewes of breeding age 100
Cull ewes to sell 11

It will be noted that to maintain a flock of 100 ewes, 22 yearlings must
be brought in each year and that there will be 11 old ewes per 100 to sell
as culls. This rate of replacement is higher than that found in 1939 but appears
to be conservative and to reflect a sound management policy. Based on the
considerations mentioned, the average composition, operation, and disposal of
a 500-sheep unit would be about as follows:

Beginuing
Lamb
crop

Pur-
chases Sales Deaths End

Ewes 400 - - 45 38 400
Replacements (22%) 88 - - 5 88
Lambs (87% crop saved) - 348 - 260 - -
Rams 12 - 5 4 1 12

Total 500 348 5 309 44 500
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Wool clip. The average mature ewe clipped 9.4 pounds and the average
lamb 3.8 pounds in 1939. For a long-time average the ranchers interviewed
believed that the 1939 ewe clip was somewhat heavy. It was the consensus
that 9.0 pounds was nearer to what could be expected year after year from
ewes, and that 3.8 pounds was about right for an average ]amb fleece. Rams
averaged 15.8 pounds in 1939, which is considered to be about the usual clip.

Prices. Oregon farm prices of agricultural products over a long-time
period are apparently the only standard by which to judge whether or nat
1939 prices were more or less than could normally be expected. The Oregon
farm price of lambs averaged $7.16 per hundred pounds in 1939 compared to
the 30-year average (1910-1939) price of $8.08. During this 30-year period
the farm price was below $7.16 fourteen times, and above that amount fifteen
times. The cooperators in this study received $7.15 per hundred pounds from
lambs, or nearly the same as the state average. The weight of lambs sold
averaged about 75 pounds. The price received and the weight obtained in 1939
appears to be about what can be expected over a period of years.

Oregon farm wool prices in the fall of 1939, when most Coos and Curry
wool was sold, averaged about 28 cents a pound, compared with an annual
average of 27 cents for the period 1910-1939. During this 30-year period,
prices have been below 28 cents seventeen times and above that amount twelve
times. The producers included in this study averaged approximately 30 cents
a pound or about 2 cents a pound above the state average.

The wool produced in this area is largely coarse; that is, low quarter,
common, and braid. In recent years this type of wool has commanded a
premium because of the strong domestic demand for coarse wool not only for
clothes and blankets, but also for industrial purposes such as felting belts for
paper manufactures. The breeds that produce this coarse wool seem especially
adapted to Coos and Curry Counties.

The price that may be expected over a period of years is subject to
many uncertainties, hence the producers in Coos and Curry Counties stated that

Figure 6. Hill pasture cleared of brush by burning more than 40 years ago. Curry County,
Oregon.
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they preferred to be on the conservative side and estimated a long-time aver-
age price of 25 cents per pound, probable premiums notwithstanding.

Beef-cattle prices averaged $6.70 per hundred pounds during 1939 as com-
pared with a 30-year average of $6.48. In the past 30 years the price has aver-
aged less than $6.70 nineteen times and above that amount only ten times.

Class of livestock. Some diversity in classes of livestock operated was
found on most ranches studied in 1939. Sheep predominated and beef cattle
followed next in importance. It appears that sheep have a natural advantage
on cut-over hill ranges in this region, but it is probable that a mixture includ-
ing goats and some beef cattle will utilize the forage more fully and result
in better pasture maintenance than would be the case with sheep operated
alone. Milk cows produce poorly on these ranges because of the protracted
summer dry period.

Maintenance of stand. To an industry based on pasture a fundamental
problem is the maintenance of that pasture. It has been abundantly demon-
strated that forage cover can be established on properly adapted bill lands in
Coos and Curry Counties. Good stands now exist, but the data gathered in
1939 would not be typical if the stands could not be maintained.

It is the opinion of the ranchers of the area that pastures can be main-
tained over an indefinite period of time. This opinion is supported by the
existence of many seeded pastures that have been producing good forage for
40 years or more (Figure 6). On the other hand it is not difficult to find
examples of seeded pastures that have gone back to brush within a few years.
It was the judgment of the ranchers that the more permanent types of grass
now available make the maintenance of pastures easier than it has been in
the past. They agree that proper management is necessary if stands are to be
maintained. The elements of such management are, briefly:

A good burn after logging or slashing to clear the land and to provide
a proper seedbed;
Immediate seeding of adapted grasses and legumes;
Occasional spot burning to kill dense stands of brush, and subsequent
reseeding of these areas;
Grazing of sufficient intensity to prevent serious encroachment of the
grass land by brush or tree growth. Intensive grazing by goats has
been suggested in this connection;
Some type of rotation or deferred grazing to allow the grass period-
ically to reseed itself. This is believed by many to be desirable but no
definite data on methods or results are available.

Maintenance costs are low, if proper management is practiced. There is
ample opportunity for the operator to use his own time in piling and burning
down logs, in falling snags, grubbing brush, reseeding, maintaining fence, etc.
Tasks such as these, except for seed and purchased repairs, require no cash
outlay and make it possible for a man to improve and maintain his ranges
and his investment with a minimum money cost.

Miscellaneous income. All ranches studied had some sources of income
other than their major enterprise. In the case of sheep ranches this income
was from dairy products, a beef animal or two, wood sales, AAA payments,
crop sales, outside labor, etc. This makes for a limited diversity and provides
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Table 14. ESTIMATED ANNUAL OPERATING BUDGET FOIl A 500-SHEEP UNITC
Coos and Curry Counties, Oregon

C This table is based on the following basic assumptions: 1.7 acres of land required per
sheep; a total investment of $33 per sheep; 87 per cent lamb crop saved; 22 per cent of
ewe flock replaced by lambs annually; 10 per cent death loss of mature stock; 75-pound
lambs; lambs selling at an average of $7.15 per cwt.; mature sheep to clip 9.0 pounds and
lambs to clip 3.8 pounds per head; wool sales at $0.25 per pound- and year-around pasture
with little or no supplemental feeding except during occasional hard winteis.

F The 1939 dsta indicate that on most ranches the income derived from the sheep enter-
arise is supplemented by income from cattle, mohair, forest products, outside labor, etc.
I his miscellaneous income would probably increase the operator and family-labor income
shown by about $100, which increases the labor income to $808 per ranch, or $1.62 per sheep.

Table 15. -ESTIMATES SI2E OF SHEEP OPERATING UNITS TO RETURN VARYING RANCH
INCOMESC

Coos or Curry County, Oregon

Income adjusted to long-time price and production conditions.
t Ranch income includes some income other than that derived from sale of sheep and

wool or increase in net worth.
t Includes seeded cut-over land, prairie, crop-land pasture, and bottom pasture.
§ Includes crop acres unimproved pasture, timber, and waste. Analysis indicates that

of the total land operated, only 60 to 70 per cent Can be improved for pasture and crop
acres.

II Operating unit includes land, buildings, equipment, feeds, livestock, etc. Investment
computed at $33 per sheep.

Item

Per ranch
with 500
head of

Sheep
Per

sheep

Receipts
Lamb sales (260 head weighing 75 pounds per head

@ 37.15-5.36 per cwt.) $1,394 $2.79
Ewe asks (45 head @ $2.50) 112 .22
Wool 475 mature fleeces, 9.0 pounds ® 25) 1,069 2.14
Wool 268 lamb fleeces, 3.8 pounds @ 25) 255 .51
Wool 12 ram fleeces, 15.8 pounds @ 25) 48 .10

Total income from sheep $2,878 $5.76
AAA payments as of 1939 95 .19

TOTAL INCOME $2,973 $5.95

Expenses
Taxes $ 295 $ .59
Hired labor 315 .63
Shearing 85 .17
Truck and car expense 125 .25
Pasture seed 95 .19
Repairs 120 .24
Purchased feed 125 .25
Purchased replacement rams 50 .10
Miscellaneous cash expenses 60 ' .12
Depreciation on buildings and equipment 170 .34

TOTAL EXPENSES $1,440 $2.88

RANCH INCOME $1,533 $3.07
INTEREST ON INVESTMENT ($16,500 @ 5 per cent) 825 1.65
FAMILY LABOR INCOME PROM SHEEPI 708 1.42

$ 600 250 302 435 $ 8,250 $412 $188
800 810 392 565 10,200 510 290

1,000 857 436 623 11,800 590 410
1,200 400 486 695 13,200 660 540
1,500 461 562 805 15,200 760 740
1,800 515 626 895 17,000 850 950

Estimated
purchase Interest Operator

Ranch price of on invest- and family
income Sheep Improved Total land operating ment at labor

desiredf required paStures operated$ unit II 5 per cent income

Number Acres Acres
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a more adequate labor program than would sheep alone. Diversity of this sort
is possible on all ranches in this area.

Size of farm. Great variation was found in the size of the farms studied
in 1939. No certain size could be called typical, but it appears that a flock of
500 sheep plus some incidental, minor enterprises will return to the operator
a satisfactory labor income. A flock of about this size has been recommended
by local stockmen as being a desirable and economic unit. A budget for such
a ranch is presented in Table 14.

An "economic unit' cannot, in the nature of things, be determined solely
on the basis of acreage, income, or number of animals; because the standards
of living and managerial ability of individuals differ. The estimated size of
unit necessary to produce incomes of different amounts is shown in Table 15.
It will be noted that a ranch with 250 sheep can be expected to return about
$600 over ranch expenses (ranch income). This might be satisfactory if no
mortgage payments for interest or principal were payable, but would be unsat-
isfactory if such payments were very large.

Income possibilities. The family-labor income on the 16 sheep ranches
studied in 1939 averaged $2.47 per sheep. Conditions, as has been discussed,
were somewhat more favorable during that year than can reasonably be ex-
pected over a period of years. Making the allowances noted in the preceding
paragraphs, and not including miscellaneous income except AAA payments,
the long-time average labor income per sheep would be $1.42 (Table 14).
If miscellaneous income were included, the return would be about $1.60 per
head. This income is based on the operation of a 500-sheep unit, hence the
operator of a ranch of this size may be expected to receive about $800 per
year for his labor and that of his family and to earn 5 per cent on his
investment.

From the limited data at hand it appears that beef-cattle ranches of about
the same size as the sheep ranch discussed above would approximate the fol-
lowing conditions:

Gross area operated 1,000 acres
Animals operated 100 animal units
Total investment $16,000
Ranch income $ 1,400
Interest on the investment at 5% $ 800
Family labor income $ 600

Farm-furnished living. The value of farm-produced food products
and the rental value of the farm home were not determined in this study.
All of the families did have the use of a house and most of them utilized
at least some farm-produced foodstuffs. The value of these perquisites might
well be added to the cash income to determine the real earnings of the farm
family. It was observed, however, that many ranchers were not making the
most of their opportunities along this line. A comfortable home, dairy products,
home-grown meats, poultry and eggs, a good gardenall these are perquisites
that farm families in this region can easily provide themselves.

It would seem that greater attention should be given this aspect of farm-
ing to the end that less cash need be expended for actual living expenses and
hence more be put to such uses as expansion of the productive plant, the
payment of debts, the modernization of the farm home, or, perhaps, to such
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avocations as bigger and better fishing trips or other recreational and educa-
tional activities. A large cash return is not necessarily the criterion upon which
to judge the success of a farm business, for there is an invaluable content-
ment that accompanies independence, a good home, good food, and pleasant
surroundings, with sufficient cash income, of course, to cover operating and
other necessary charges such as mortgage and interest payments.

CONCLUSIONSFUTURE OF THE INDUSTRY
From the data obtained from 40 representative ranchers in these counties

it appears that the grazing of sheep and beef cattle on the hill lands of Coos
and Curry Counties was profitable in 1939 and that such operations promise to
make at least fair returns over a long-time period. The ranches studied in-
creased their sheep inventories 22 per cent during the year. This increase seems
to have substantial economic justification. Land-use studies of these two coun-
ties have shown that sufficient adaptable land exists to carry some 200,000
sheep while in 1939 there were only about 45,000. An expanding livestock
industry appears certain, therefore, as additional cut-over and brush land is
converted to pasture.

Principal conditions that may retard the expansion of the livestock indus-
try in this cut-over area are: (1) laws and regulations relating to the use of
fire in the creation of pasture from cut-over lands, (2) the ever-present pos-
sibility of sustaining large losses in livestock, forage, buildings, and improve-
ments, from uncontrolled fires, (3) the existence of a checkerboard ownership
pattern that serves to prevent a uniform use and control of grazing lands.

An expanding and profitable livestock industry in this area is mainly
dependent upon: (1) improvement of present ranges, (2) the development
of additional grazing lands from cut-over, burned-over, and brush lands, (3)
improvement of livestock quality, (4) pasture-management methods that will
maintain the productivity of pastures through preservation of desirable forage
plants and prevention of brush encroachment, and (5) a tax load compatible
with the payment ability of an industry dependent upon low cash costs for
survival.

In conclusion, this study indicates that ranches now being operated in
this area on cut-over hill lands are returning fair incomes. It follows that on
lands of similar productivity similar results can be expected. Thousands of
acres of such potential range land are now idle and returning no income
according to classifications and reports made by the County Land Use Com-
mittees of the two counties studied. An encouraging picture is thus presented
not only for the individual stockmen who may develop these lands, but also
for hard-pressed local governments sorely in need of new sources of revenue.



Appendix A

COSTS OF ESTABLISHING SEEDED HILL PASTURES
COOS AND CURRY COUNTIES, OREGON

There are usually four steps necessary in converting cut-over or brush
lands to pasture. These are: (1) slashing of trees and brush to insure a clean
burn; (2) burning to clear the land and prepare a seedbed; (3) seeding;
and (4) fencing. The cost data presented here regarding these operations are
based on information gathered in 1935, 1936, and 1937 by the Farm Manage-
ment Department, Oregon State College. A few records obtained in Douglas
County, where conditions are similar, are included in the data.

Slashing. The cost of slashing varies, of course, with the size, density,
and species to be cut. Five of the 6 operators from whom slashing records were
obtained slashed at the rate of about acre per man-day, and the other one
at the rate of acre per man-day. The average hourly wage for this work,
which is done largely in the winter when wage rates are low, was 23 cents
per hour. The cost per acre for the average of 25 hours required per acre
was, therefore, about $575 (Table 16). Not all land needs to be slashed, hence
the cost given is for the acreage on which the work was actually done. A
picture of heavy and costly slashing is presented in Figure 3.
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Slashing is contracted by many operators who prefer to have the work
done on this basis rather than by hiring and supervising the men themselves.
In 1936 the rate for slashing was $5 or $6 per acre, but in 1939 the rate
ranged from $7 to $8 per acre.

Burning. Burning was accomplished at the average rate of about 5 acres
per man-day at a cost of 58 cents per acre. There was great variation, some
burns being from uncontrolled fires and free of labor cost to the operator
while some controlled fires were burned at the rate of less than an acre per
man-day.

Seeding. Seeding by hand was done at an average rate of 7 acres per
day. The acreage covered per day varied from 4 to 18. Six of the 16
operators covered 10 or more acres per day, 5 of them covered from 5 to
10 acres, and 5 covered 4 acres per day. The average labor cost was 48
cents per acre. Airplane seeding in 1936 was contracted at 20 or 25 cents
per acre during an emergency caused by severe and extensive uncontrolled
fires. Regular commercial rates vary from 50 cents to $1 per acre.

Table 16. CosT OF SLASHING, BURNING, AND SEEDING CUT.OvER LAND
Coos and Curry Counties, Oregon

Item Slashing Burning Seeding

Records 6 13 15
Acres per farm 81 68 96

Cost per acre
Labor $5.67 $0.58 $0.48
Seed 1.50

TOTAL COST $5.67 $0.58 $1.98

Man hours per acre 25.0 2.2 1.4
Cost per man hour of labor $ .23 $ .29 $ .34
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Seed cost varied with the kind, amount, and purity of seed used. The
farmers interviewed used an average of 10 pounds of seed per acre at a cost
per acre of about $1.50. The species and mixtures of seed used varied some-
what with the preferences of the different operators, the type of soil to be
seeded, and fluctuation in price of various species of seed. The following
grasses and clovers are used on hill-land pastures with varying degrees of
success:

I. Perennial rye grass(Lolium perenne)
Common or Italian rye grass (Loliuni snullsfloruni)
Red top(Agrostis palusiris)
Bent grasses(Agroslis spp)
Orchard grass (Dactylis gloinerala)
Velvet grass (Holcus lan.atus)
'vVhite clover( Trifolium repens)
Hop clover(Trifoliu,n dubium) or (T. procunibens)
Alsike clover ( Trifolium hybridum)
Perennial species of fescues(Fesluca spp)
Tall oat grass(Anlhenatherum elalius)
Reed canary grass (Superior strain)(Phaiaris arundinacea)
Meadow foxtail (Alopecuras pralensis)
Timothy(Phleuin pratense)
Bur clover (Medicago hrpida)

The first 9 species listed are the most commonly used, although all were
found in some mixtures.

Fence costs. The cost of building fence on cut-over land in this region
averaged 90 cents per rod for woven wire and 63 cents for barbed wire dur-
ing the period 1935 to 1937 (Table 17). Fence was usually built with posts
about 12 feet apart. Woven-wire fence was usually constructed with 2 barbed
wires stretched on top of the woven wire. Barbed-wire fences varied from 2 to
6 strands, but the 4-strand fence was more commonly used on cattle pasture.

On hill-land pastures it is often necessary to clear a fence row through
brush, trees, and down-timber, which increases the cost of construction. On
pastures where such clearing is unnecessary, labor costs may be lower than
the total shown in Table 17.

Table 17. COST Oi' BUILDING FENcE ON HILL LANDS
Coos and Curry Counties, Oregon, 1936

Item

Adapted from data obtained in the Willamette Valley, Oregon

Woven-
wire fence
(2.barbed
wires on

top)
St records

Barbed-
wire fence
(4 wires)

33 records

Cost per rod
Woven wire $0.35 $
Barbed wire .07 .15
Posts (12' apart) .14 .14
Labor building .18 .18
Labor clearing fence rows .15 .15
Miscellaneous .01 .01

TOTAL COST $.90
I

$63
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In this wooded region where posts can be obtained at no cost except for
labor, fence construction need not entail much cash outlay. The only direct
cash items are wire and staples, if the operator utilizes his own and family
labor and does not find it necessary to hire a man to help him. Woven-wire
fence under these conditions could be built for a cash outlay of less than
50 cents a rod and barbed-wire fence for from 15 to 20 cents a rod.



Appendix B

DEFINITIONS OF TERMS USED
Averages used: The arithmetic mean was the type of average used. All

tables and averages indicate the number of units used to derive the arithmetic
mean. In some cases the range has been given to supplement the arithmetic
mean. The organization table (Table shows the array in acreage for the
four ranch types. The range in figures for the significant items of organiza-
tion and income is shown on this table. The deviations from the arithmetic
mean can also be computed from this table.

Animal unit. An animal unit was assumed as being one cow, one horse,
five sheep, five goats, or five hogs. Two head of young stock were assumed
to be equivalent to one head of mature stock of like kind. Animal units were
used to reduce livestock to approximately the same forage requirements, but
the device is not necessarily accurate in a 5 to 1 ratio in indicating relative
forage requirements. The animal unit as applied to acres per animal unit is
not used to indicate grazing capacity but to show animals actually grazed.
No actual capacity determinations were made for the pastures.

Net production. All calculations of income were determined on the
net-production basis of animals, feeds, and crops. This basis does not deter-
mine the net cash income alone, but includes this figure with increase or
decrease in net worth through increase or decrease in inventory. Net produc-
tion is determined by adding the sales, home consumption, and inventory
increase, and subtracting purchases. If an inventory decrease is present, the
inventory change will be subtracted instead of added.

Ranch expenses. Ranch expenses include all expenses actually incurred
in the operation of the ranch. The value of the operator's labor and that of his
family is not included as an expense nor is interest on the investment and
mortgage payments included.

Ranch receipts. Ranch receipts include all of the returns from the net
production of farm products and livestock, and miscellaneous farm receipts.

Ranch income. Ranch income is ranch receipts less ranch expenses. It
is the income from the operation of the farm business for the operator's and
his family's Jabor and for the use of the farm capital.

Labor income. Labor income is ranch income less interest at 5 per cent
on the investment as estimated by the operator. It is the return to the operator
for his and his family's labor and management.

40



OREGON STATE BOARD OF HIGHER EDUCATION
F. E. Callister Albany
Beatrice Walton Sackett Marsh/bid
C. A. Brand Roseburg
E. C. Sammons Portland
Robert W. Ruhl Medford
Edgar William Smith Portland
Willard L. Marks - Albany
R. C. Groesbeck Kiamath Fails
Mac Hake Pendleton

Frederick M. Hunter, Ed. D., LL.D Chancellor of Higher Education

STAFF OF AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT STATION
Staff members marked are United States Government investigators

stationed in Oregon
Frank Llewellyn Ballard, B.S President of the State College

Wm. A. Schoenfeld, B.S.A., M.B.A Director
R. S. Besse, M.S Assistant Director
Esther McKinney ccountant

I Margaret Hurst, B S Secretary

Division of Agricultural Economics
- E. L. Potter, M.S Agricultural Economist; In Charge, Division of Agricultural -

Economics
Agricultural Economics

%V. H. Dreesen, Ph.D Agricultural Economist
D. B. DeLoach, Ph.D Associate Economist

Far-us Management
D. C. Mumford, M.S Economist in Charge
G. W. Kuhlman, Ph.D Associate Economist
W. W. Gorton, M.S Assistant Economist
H. L. Thomas, M.S Associate Agricultural Economist, Conservation Economic

Division, Soil Conservation.
J. C. Moore, M.S State Representative, Division of State and Local

Planning, Bureau of Agricultural Economics
V. W. Baker, B.S Assistant Agricultural Economist, Division of Land Economics

Division of Animal Industries
P. M. Brandt, A.M Dairy Husbandman; In Charge, Division of Animal Industries

Animal Husbandry
R. G. Johnson B.S Animal Husbandman -
0. M. Nelson, vI.S Animal Husbandman -

- A. W. Oliver, M.S Associate Animal Husbandrnan -
B. W. Rodenwold, M.S Assistant Animal Husbandman

Dairy Husbandry
G. H. Wilster, Ph.D Dairy Husbsndmsn
I. R. Jones, Ph.D Dairy Husbandman
H. P. Ewalt, B.S Research Assistant (DairyHusbandry)
R. E. Stout, M.S Research Assistant (Dairy Husbandry
V. P. Smith, B.S Research Assistant (Dairy Husbandry

Fish and Game Management
R. E. Dimick, M.S Wildlife Conservationist in charge
F. P. Griffiths, Ph.D Assistant Conservationist
A. S. Einarsen, B.S Associate Biologist, Bureau of Biological Survey
Jay B Long, B.5 Research Assistant (Fish and Game Management)

Po-ultry Husbandry
H. E. Cosby Poultry Husbandman in Charge -
F. L. Knowlton, M.S Poultry Husbandman -
W. T. Cooney, B.5 Research Assistant (Poultry Husbandry)

Veterinary Medicine
J. N. Shaw1 B.S., D.V.M Veterinarian in Charge
E. M. Dickinson, D.V.M. M.S Associate Veterinarian

- 0. H. Muth, DV.M., M. Associate Veterinarian
R. W. Dougherty, B.S., D.V.M Assistant Veterinarian
A. S. Rosenwald, B.S., D.V.M Assistant Veterinarian
Roland Scott, D.V.M Research Assistant (Veterinary Medicine)f

- Richard Shuman, D.V.M Junior Veterinarian, Bureau of Animal Industries

f On leave of absence.

I



G. R. Hyslop, B.S

STATION STAFF(Contissued)

Division of Plant Industries
Agronomist; In Charge, Division of Plant Industries

Farm Crops
H. A. Schoth, M.S Agronomist; Division of Forage Crops and Diseases
D. D. Hill, Ph.D Agronomist
R. E. Fore, Ph.D Associate Agrouomist
H. H. Rampton, M.S.......Assist. Agronomist (Division of Forage Crops and Diseases)
L. E. Harris M.S Assistant Agronomist
H. E. Firinell, M.S Assistant Aeronomist
Elton Nelson, B.S Agent, Division of Cotton and Other Fiber Crops and Jiseases'
Louisa A. Kanipe, B.S Junior Botanist, Division of Seed Inyestigationsr
A. E. Gross, M.S Research Assistant (Farm Crops)
L. R. Hansen, M.S Research Assistant (Farm Crops)
Henry R. Fortmann, B.S Research Graduate Assistant (Farm Crops)

Food Industries
E. H. Wiegand B.S.A Technologist in Charge
T. Onsdorff, M.S Associate Technologist
D. R. Mills, B.S Assistant Technologist
E. W. Harvey, M.S Research Assistant (Food Industries)

Horticulture
W. S. Brown MS., D.Sc Horticulturist
H. Hartman, h1.S Horticulturist (Pomology)
A. G. B. Bouquet, M.S Horticulturist (Vegetable Crops)
C. E. Schuster, M.S Horticulturist (Division of Fruit and Vegetable Crops and

Diseases)
W. P. Duruz, Ph.D Horticulturist (Plant Propagation)?
G. F. Waldo, M.S..........Associate Pomologist (Division of Fruit and Vegetable Crops

and Diseases)
Hansen, M.S Assistant Horticulturist (Pomology)

A. N. Roberts, B.5 Research Assistant (Horticulture)
Soil Science

W. L. Powers, Ph.D Soil Scientist in Charge
C. V. Ruzek, M.S Soil Scientist (Fertility
M. R. Lewis, C.E Irrigation and Drainage Engineer, Soil Conservation
R. E. Stephenson Ph.D Soil Scientist
E. F. Torgerson, R.S Associate Soil Scientist (Soil Survey)
J. M. Haley, B.S Assistant Irrigation Engineer, Cooperative Agent, Soil

Conservation Service
A. W. Marsh, M.S Research Graduate Assistant (Soils)
H. E. Clark, B.S Research Graduate Assistant (Soils)
H. E. Dregne, M.S Research Graduate Assistant (Soils)

Agricultural Chemistry
1. S. Jones, M.S.A Chemist in Charge
1t. H. Robinson M.S Chemisi (Insecticides and Fungicides)
T. R. Haag1 Ph.b Chemist (Animal Nutrition)
ID. E. Bullis M.S Associate Chemist
M. B. Hatcs, M.S Assistant Chemist
J. C. Lewis, M.S Assistant Chemist

Agricultural Engineering
F. E. Price, B.S Agricultural Engineer in Charge
W. M. Hurst, M.A Agricultural Engineer, Bureau of Agricultural Chemistry

and Engineering
H. R. Sinnard, M.S Associate Agricultural Engineer (Farm Structures)
C. I. Branton B.S Assistant Agricultural Engineer?
G. R. Stafforc Engineering Aid, Bureau of Agricultural Chemistry and

Engineeririg
H. F. Cameo, B.S Junior Agricultural Engineer, Bureau of Agricultural Lhemistry

and Engineering*
L. M. Klein, B.S Mechanical Engineer, Bureau of Agricultural Chemistry and

Engineering
Bacteriology

G. V. Copson, M.S Bacteriologist in Charge
J. E. Simmons M.S Associate Bacteriologist
W. B. Bollen, ih.D Associate Bacteriologist
F. J. Rudert, Ph.D Research Assistant (Bacteriology)

Entomology -

C. Mote, Ph.D Entomologist in Charge



=
STATION STAFF(Continued)

B. G. Thompson Ph.D Associate Entomologist
S. C. Jones, M. Assistant Entomologist
K. W. Gray, M.S Assistant Entomologist
H. E. Morrison, M.S Assistant in Entomology
Joe Schuh, M.S Assistant in Entomology

Home Economics
Maud M. Wilson, A.M Home Economist
Helen McCullough, M.A Assistant Home Economist

Plant Pathology
C. E. Owens Ph.D Plant Pathologist in Charge

I S. M. Zeller, Ph.D Plant Pathologist
- F. P. McWhorter, Ph.D Plant Patholqgist

B. F. Dana, M.S Plant Pathologist (Division of Fruit and Vegetable Crops
and Diseases

- F. D. Bailey, M.S Associate Plant Pathologist (Agricultural Marketing Service "
I P. W. Miller, Ph.D Associate Pathologist (Division of Fruit and Vegetable

Crops and Diseases
G. R. Hoerner, M.S Agent (Division of Drug and Related Plants
C. G. Walton, B.S Agent (Division of Drug and Related Plants
John Milbrath, Ph.D Assistant Plant Pathologist

Publications and News Service

C. D. Byrne Ed.D Director of Information
E. T. Reed Es., A.B Editor of Publications
D. M. Goode, M.A Editor of Publications
J. C. Burtner, B.S In Charge of News Service

Branch Stations

L. Childs, A.B Superintendent, Hood River Branch Experiment Station, Hood River
F. C. Reimer, M S Superintendent, Southern Oregon Branch Experiment

Station, Talent
D. E. Richards, B.S Superintendent, Eastern Oregon Livestock Branch

Experiment Station, Union
- H. K. Dean, B.S Superintendent, Umatilla Branch Experiment Station
- (Division of Western Irrigation Agriculture), Hermiston

Obil Shattuck, M.S Superintendent, Harney Branch Experiment Station, Burns
H. B. Howell, B.S Superintendent, John Jacob Astor Branch Experiment

Station, Astoria
- Arch Work, B.S Associate Irrigation Engineer (Division of Irrigation)

Medford
G. A. Mitchell, B.S Superintendent, Pendkton Branch Station (Dry Land

Agriculture), Pendleton
K. B. Platt, M.S Superintendent and Assistant Range Examiner (Division of

- Grazing), Squaw Butte Range Experiment Station, Burns
R. G. Johnson, B.S Leader of Livestock Research Projects, Squaw Butte Range

Experiment Station, Burns
M. M. Oveson, M.S Superintendent, Sherman Branch Experiment Station, Moro'
E. S. Degman, Ph.D Superintendent and Associate Pomologist, (Division of

Fruit and Vegetable Crops and Diseases), Medford
G. G. Brown, A.B., B.S Horticulturist, Hood River Branch Experiment Station,

Hood River
L. G. Gentner, M.S Associate Entomologist, Southern Oregon Branch

Experiment Station, Talent
J. F. Martin, M.S Assistant Agronomist (Division of Cereal Crops and

Diseases), Pendleton
It. E. Hutchison, M.S Assistant Superintendent, Harney Branch Experiment

Station, Burns
- Bruce Allyn, B.S Junior Irrigation Engineer (Division of Fruit and

Vegetable Crops and Diseases) Medford
J. R. Kienholz, Ph.D Junior Pathologist (Division of Fruit and Vegetable

Crops and Diseases), Hood River
R. W. Henderson, B.S Research Assistant, Sherman Branch Experiment

Station, Moro
R. D. Frichtel, B.S Junior Range Examiner (Division of Grazing), Squaw

Butte Range Experiment Station, Burns
Joseph Belanger, B.S Cooperative Research Agent, Conservation Experiment

Station (Division of Soil Conservation), Moro


