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Evaluation of

Marketing Practices

Used by

Cattle Feeders
And Producers

In the Western States

By

Thomas M. Stubblefield*
Hilliard Jackson*
Harold Abell'

INTRODUCTION
Over the past twenty years many

important changes have occurred in
methods of producing and market-
ing beef cattle in the eleven West-
ern States. While production of
feeder calves and yearlings has de-
clined relative to other parts of the

* Department of Agricultural Economics, The
The University of Arizona, Tucson, Arizona.

'¡ USDA, Western Marketing Livestock Research,
Denver, Colorado.

United States, fattening of cattle
in the West has had a dramatic
expansion and the trend is continu-
ing.

Growth in both the number and
capacity of commercial feedlots
has occurred and is related to in-
creases in the demand for beef.
This demand, in turn, results from
a growing human population in the
area which has higher disposable
incomes than the national average.
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The Problem

Growth and development of the
live cattle industry in the West is
not a certainty. Producers, feeders,
and market operators must be as
efficient as competitors in other
areas of the United States or the
cattle industry of the West will
eventually be forced to curtail out-
put.

Cattle production is a major
farm and ranch enterprise in the
West, producing over one -half of
the cash farm income in some states
and a substantial total in all states.
Direct sales in the country account
for about 75 percent of the livestock
sold in the West, compared to less
than 50 percent for the entire
United States.

Slaughter cattle and calves may
be marketed through several alter-
native outlets. They may be sold
direct to packers at the feedlot,
through terminal stockyards (out-
side the region), through local
auctions -and they may also be sold
on the packers' rail, on carcass
grade and yield, or on consignment
to packers. Contract feeding has
become important in the West.

Both proponents and opponents
to each of these methods of sale are
found among cattle feeders. While
no one method may be superior at
all times and under all conditions,
each method does have its unique
advantages and disadvantages to
cattle feeders and packers. A thor-
ough investigation of each of these

methods of sale might lead to a
more profitable choice of selling
methods by cattle feeders in the
West.

Range cattle producers are faced
with the problem of deciding
whether to sell at a central market,
through a local auction, at farm or
ranch headquarters or at a point
near where animals are raised, or
contracting for feeding and / or
future delivery.

In the past, "central markets"
have been considered the price
registering market for livestock.
With the advent of the livestock
truck and the rapid improvement
in the highway system, most fat
cattle, as well as feeder and stocker
cattle, are now marketed direct.
With this increase in direct market-
ing there is serious question as to
the effect of this development on
the structure of the cattle market
and, more specifically, the effect
this change has had on the central
market as a price registering insti-
tution.

Dynamic growth and changes in
the cattle industry of the West have
brought new problems to all phases
of the industry. Most of these new
problems involve direct marketing
to some degree. In view of the im-
portance of cattle to the West and
the need for an improved under-
standing of livestock marketing
structure, this study was proposed.

Objectives

The overall objective of this
study is to describe and analyze
the livestock marketing system
from the ranch to the packer, in-

eluding suggestions to improve ef-
ficiency. All stages of production
and marketing are analyzed, in-
cluding commercial cow -calf and

-8-



cow- yearling producers, warm -up
operations, feedlot operations, and
packers (see Figure 1 below,
for flow chart showing stages of
marketing). Also included are aux-
iliary services provided by market-
ing agencies (auctions and termin-

Non -

fed

cattle,

als), market news services, trans-
portation agencies, order buyers,
and cooperative organizations.

Specific objectives of this study
are:

Objective 1: To determine (a)
the conditions under which pro-

Meat Packers

1950 -1,050 lbs.- 1

116 -21'* months 1

l of age

Commercial Feeding

600 -700 lb. year- 1

i 1 ling, 12 to 16 1

months of age
I

i

Yearling
Growing

1 300 -500 lb. calf 1

7 -10 months ofIe

Cow and Calf
Production

*The goal of producing Choice Grade 1,000 -pound fed animals in 14 months is being achieved
in several operations by placing calves in feedlots and eliminating the yearling growing stage on grass
and other roughage.

Figure 1. Flow Chart of the Commercial Beef industry, Western
States, 1964.



duction and marketing of livestock
takes place and (b) to determine
structural makeup of livestock
marketing facilities in the Western
region. This latter would include
identifying the type of facilities
used, the relative importance of
each, and trends or changes in use
by states and regions.

Objective 2: To determine the
costs (to livestock producers) of

alternative methods of marketing
livestock.

Objective 3: To determine the
conditions under which each of the
major means of marketing (termin-
als, auctions, direct selling) seem
to work to best advantage, in line
with characterization of each area,
as developed in 1 and 2, and recog-
nized goals to determine effective
balance of marketing facilities.

Method of Study

The primary data used in this
study were supplied by individual
state workers representing the
technical committee of WM -39.
These data included the total num-
ber of fed and nonfed cattle and
calves marketed in each state with
an estimate of the number sold out
of first hands, including interfarm
transfers, by type of market used
(auction, terminal, and direct).

Each state worker made these
estimates based on best sources of
information available locally, vary-
ing from the use of results of prev-
ious research, published reports,
formal surveys, and samples to the
solicitation of information from
leading knowledgeable persons in
the industry. The base year used
was 1964 for marketings of cattle.
However, the percentages reported
for use of market outlets for feeder
cattle referred to 1962.

Cost of marketing cattle by type
of market outlet was reported by
each state worker, based on pub-
lished tariffs and surveys made in
these states. It was agreed that the
cost refers to a typical sale of a
600 -pound feeder steer and a 1000 -
pound slaughter steer.

In addition to primary data re-
ported by individual states, second-
ary data sources, including the U.S.
Census of Agriculture and the Crop
Reporting Board, SRS, USDA, were
used. Data of the National Food
Commission on channels of market-
ing used for fat cattle in 1964 were
used to revise the data reported by
state technical workers for 1962.

The Eleven Western States and
Hawaii were grouped into six areas
so as to minimize the number of
comparisons. The grouping shown
in Figure 2, page 11, is as follows:

Area States

1. Northwest Washington and Oregon
2. Southwest California and Arizona
3. Intermountain Idaho, Nevada, and Utah
4. Northern Plains Montana and Wyoming
5. Southern Plains Colorado and New Mexico
6. Hawaii

-10-



The state groupings leave much
to be desired as to accuracy and
degree of homogeneity. The pri-
mary criteria for making the de-
lineation were topography, percent
of cattle fed, size of feedlots, loca-
tion of markets for feeder and fat

cattle and cattle movements, sea-
sonal periods of grazing and calv-
ing, and location and type of instate
market facilities. These factors will
be discussed more fully in later
sections.

WASHINGTON

Figure 2. Subregions of the Western Cattle Industry.
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Location and Importance of
Cattle Production in the West

Cattle' marketings in the West-
ern States have grown relative to
total United States marketing since
1950, not because of the increase in
range cattle, but because of the
rapid increase of cattle feeding in
the West.

Location of Production
Concentrations of cattle feeding

and grazing are shown in Figure 3,
page 13. Cattle feeding is concen-
trated in the three states of Cali-
fornia, Colorado, and Arizona, while
calf production occurs in all states
but is predominantly heavy in the
Northern and Southern Plains
areas.

Heavy flows of feeder calves and
yearlings from the Northern and
Southern Plains to feedlots of the
Midwest occurs. Some calf and
yearling production in states adja-
cent to the Pacific Coast States
move toward California and, to a
small extent, to Washington which
appears to be expanding cattle feed-
ing. Large feedlots of California,
Arizona, and Colorado are filled
largely from inshipments of feeder
cattle from Texas and other states
in the South and Southeast.2

The West produces more calves
than are fed. The surplus is particu-

I The term "cattle," as used in this
report, includes fed and nonfed cattle
and calves of both dairy and beef
breeding.

2 Harold Abel and William Capener,
Shifts in Production and Marketing of
Western Stocker - Feeder Cattle, Wash-
ington Agricultural Experiment Station
Bulletin No. 667, November 1965.

larly apparent in the Northern
Plains States, the Northwest Area,
and Intermountain Area. Demand
and supply for feeder calves in the
West is not matched on a time,
place, and form basis. Feedlot op-
erators want a steady year -round
flow of feeders of uniform quality.
For this reason, the intermittent
seasonal movement of feeder ani-
mals to and from Western States
appears logical.

Importance of Cattle
In the West

Cash receipts from sale of cattle
in the West amounted to $1.7 bil-
lion, which was 21.6 percent of
cash receipts from marketings3 of
cattle in the U.S. When this is
adjusted for cost of inshipments,
the "net" total is $1.2 billion in the
West. The subregions of the West
ranked in order of relative import-
ance in net cash sales, are: South-
west, Southern Plains, Northern
Plains, Intermountain, Northwest,
and Hawaii (Table 1, page 14) .

Cattle sales were the most im-
portant source of cash income in
most Western States. The propor-
tion of the total cash farm income
received from marketing of cattle
varies by state and region and in

3 Marketings are taken from Meat
Animals: Farm Production Disposition
and Income, by States, 1962 -1964, USDA,
which defines marketings as shipments
to markets and slaughterers within the
state and all shipments out of the state.
This does not include interfarm sales
within the state or farm slaughter. Both
fed and nonfed cattle are included.
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Eas tern

Border of
Range
Country

Winter Grazing Areas

0 Feeding Areas

Colorado
1. Northern Colorado
2. Arkansas Valley
3. Western Valleys

Nebraska
4. Central & Eastern Nebraska

North Dakota
16. Red River Valley

Idaho
17. Twin Falls, Burley, Rupert
18. Mostly Idaho Falls Area

5. North Platte Valley Utah
Texas

6. Northern Plateau Area
ArizonaCalifornia 20. Salt River Valley7. Imperial Valley

8. Interior Valley & San Francisco Bay District New Mexico
South Dakota 21. Pecos Valley

9. Southeastern Section

19. Sevier & Sanpete Valleys

Oklahoma
Kansas 22. Garfield, Grant, Jackson, & Kiowa Ctys.
10. Western Section Kansas
11. Eastern Section Kansas Washington

Montana 23. Yakima Co.
12. Miles City, Glendive & Sidney

Oregon13. Billings, Hardin
Wyoming

14. Big Horn Basin Nevada
15. North Platte Valley 25. Pershing, Churchill, & Lyons Ctys.

24. Malheur Co.

Source: Harold Abel and William Capener, Shifts in Production and Marketing of Western Stocker -
Feeder Cattle, Washington Agricultural Experiment Station, Bulletin No. 667, November, 1965.

Figure 3. Location of Cattle Feeding Areas in the West.
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1964, ranged from 20 percent in Areas generally had the lowest
California to 75 percent in Wyom- proportion of total cash income
ing. The Southwest and Northwest from cattle sales.

Table 1. Cash and Net Receipts from Cattle, by State and Sub-
region, Western States, 1964.

State and
subregion

Cash
receipts

Cost of
inshipments Net receipts

(Million dollars) (Percent)

Washington 67.4 5.4 62.0 5.15
Oregon 80.0 11.3 68.7 5.71

Northwestern States 147.4 16.7 130.7 10.86

California 539.3 196.1 343.2 28.54
Arizona 133.5 63.0 70.5 5.86

Southwestern States 672.8 259.1 413.7 34.40

Idaho 97.7 13.8 83.9 6.98
Nevada 21.5 .7 20.8 1.73
Utah 36.8 6.7 30.1 2.50

Intermountain States 156.0 21.2 134.8 11.21

Montana 153.6 12.0 141.6 11.77
Wyoming 86.6 16.6 70.0 5.82

Northern Plains States 240.2 28.6 211.6 17.59

Colorado 349.3 126.0 223.3 18.57
New Mexico 116.0 28.4 88.6 7.37

Southern Plains States 465.3 154.4 311.9 25.94

Hawaii 9.7 1.5 8.2

All Western States 1,681.7 480.0 1,202.7 100.00

Source: U. S. Department of Agriculture, Meat Animals: Farm Production, Distribution and Income, by
States, 1962.1964, June 1965.
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STRUCTURAL CHARACTERISTICS OF

BEEF CATTLE PRODUCTION
Of a total of 52.8 million net head

of cattle marketed4 in the United
States in 1964, 10.6 million head, or
20 percent, were produced and
marketed in the Eleven Western
States. The Southwest Area, in-
cluding California and Arizona,
ranked first with 36.5 percent of

4 Ibid.

total cattle sales and the Southern
Plains States ranked second with
26.5 percent of the total.

California led all states with 28.0
percent of cattle sales in the West.
Other states, ranked by size of cat-
tle sales, were: Colorado, Montana,
New Mexico, Arizona, Idaho, Ore-
gon, Wyoming, Washington, Utah,
and Nevada (Table 2, below).

Table 2. Marketings of Fed and Nonfed Cattle with Percent of
Cattle Fed, by State and Subregion, Western States and
United States, 1964.

State and Total Percent Percent fed

subregion
I

head of
I

marketings
marketed total of total

(1,000)
Washington 452 4.3 64.2
Oregon 630 5.9 23.3

Northwestern States 1,082 10.2 40.4

California 2,961 28.0 69.6
Arizona 900 8.5 67.7

Southwestern States 3,861 36.5 68.9

Idaho 643 6.1 39.0
Nevada 198 1.9 17.7
Utah 320 3.0 40.9

Intermountain States 1,161 11.0 35.9

Montana 1,071 10.2 12.0
Wyoming 593 5.6 9.9

Northern Plains States 1,664 15.8 11.2

Colorado 1,827 17.3 52.0
New Mexico 976 9.2 17.0

Southern Plains States 2,803 26.5 39.9

Hawaii 50

All Western States 10,571 100.0 45.6

United States 52,800 20.1* 32.3

* Percent marketings in West of total marketings in United States.
Source: Marketings are taken from Meat Animals: Farm Production, Disposition and Income, by

States, 1962 -1964, USDA.
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Of the total cattle sales of 10.6
million head, 4.8 million were sales
from feedlots. Of the remaining
5.8 million, an estimated 4.0 million
were feeder calves and yearlings
marketed from ranches. The re-
mainder were dairy animals, beef

cows, and other cattle from beef
herds sold for slaughter purposes.
The percentage of total marketings
which were fed varied from 70 per-
cent in California to only 10 per-
cent in Wyoming.

Nonfed -Cattle Production'

Surprisingly enough, production
and marketing of nonfed cattle in
the West is not the most important
livestock enterprise when change
is considered. From 1935 -39 to
1960 -64, the number of beef cows
on farms and ranches in the West

increased only 80 percent. At the
same time, the number of beef cows
in the six border states of North

5 Nonfed cattle, as used in this section
and in the later section on marketing,
refers to all cattle sales by farmers, less
cattle fed on farms and in feedlots.

Table 3. Number and Percentage Distribution of Nonfed Cattle
Marketed, by State and Subregion, Western States and
United States, 1962 and 1964.

State and
subregion

1962 1964

Thousand head Percent Thousand head Percent

Washington 162 2.82 143 2.48
Oregon 483 8.40 469 8.14

Northwestern States 645 11.22 612 10.62

California 900 15.65 1,044 18.12
Arizona 300 5.22 403 6.99

Southwestern States 1,200 20.87 1,447 25.11

Idaho 392 6.81 341 5.91
Nevada 163 2.83 168 2.92
Utah 189 3.29 211 3.66

Intermountain States 744 12.93 720 12.49

Montana 943 16.39 875 15.19
Wyoming 534 9.28 492 8.54

Northern Plains States 1,477 25.67 1,367 23.73

Colorado 876 15.23 837 14.53
New Mexico 810 14.08 779 13.52

Southern Plains States 1,686 29.31 1,616 28.05

All Western States 5,752 100.00 5,762 100.00

United States 35,761 16.10* 34,169 16.86*

* Percent West is of the nation.
Source: U. S. Department of Agriculture, Meat Animals: Farm Production, Distribution and Income,

by States, 1962.1964, June 1965.
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Dakota, South Dakota, Kansas,
Nebraska, Oklahoma, and Texas in-
creased 156 percent. Cow numbers
in the Southeastern States in-
creased at an even faster rate.°

Expansion of cow numbers in the
West is limited by range resources,
the most important limiting factor
being rainfall and increased needs
of land for recreation.

Volume of Sales
Western marketings of nonfed

cattle accounted for 16.9 percent of
the United States total in 1964. This
compares to 16.1 in 1962 (see Table
3, page 16) . Important areas in the
West in nonfed beef marketing
were states in the Northern and
Southern Plains and the Southwest.
From 1962 to 1964, marketings de-
clined more rapidly in Montana,
New Mexico, and Colorado than in
other Western States. Numbers
marketed in the Southwest Area
increased by 247,000 head from
1962 to 1964.

Number and Size of
Nonfed -Cattle Production Units

The large number of relatively
small producers of nonfed cattle
compared to the smaller number of
relatively large producers of fed
cattle is illuminating. Size of the
production units for both fed and
nonfed cattle is directly correlated
with the market channel used by
an individual producer, and size of
unit is a major factor determining
the efficiency of production and
marketing on these farms and
ranches.

6 H. Abel and William Capener, op. cit.

The U.S. Census of Agriculture,
1954, reveals 76 percent of all the
producers had less than 50 head of
cattle in 1954. Ten years later this
percentage had dropped to 60 per-
cent (Table 4, page 18). On the
other hand, the percentage of pro-
ducers with over 100 head of cattle
increased sharply during the 10-
year period.

The kind of marketing system
needed to best serve the small
cattle producer is not always the
most desirable for the large pro-
ducer. Large producers benefit
from economies of scale, both in
production and marketing. For the
large producer, shipments usually
present no special problem since
these units have a sufficient number
of animals of a uniform market
classification to accommodate one
or more of the large trucks or rail-
cars.

Some of the more difficult mar-
keting problems occur with the
small producer since special ar-
rangements must be made if the
most efficient use of transportation
and marketing facilities is to be
accomplished. Combining ship-
ments with that of a neighbor
seldom proves satisfactory and local
livestock shipping associations have
never been an important method of
marketing in the West.

Shipments and purchases of small
lots of livestock present many dis-
economies of scale related to mar-
ketings. Most purchasers of feed-
ers, fats, or stock livestock must
package cattle in uniform lots of a
size and quality that will meet the
needs of the buyer. If the units of
sale out of first hands are small,
then there are additional costs of
sorting, grading, and assembly. If
animals are to be moved, the unit

-17-



Table 4. Classification of Farms Reporting, by Number of Beef
Cows on Hand, by State and Subregion, Western States,
1959.

State and
subregion

Number beef cows on hand Percent
"small"
farmer

Small
20 to 100

I Medium Large Total
100 to 1991200 and upl

(Number of farms)

Washington 3,215 291 167 3,673 87.5
Oregon 2,845 590 700 4,135 68.8

Northwestern States 6,060 881 867 7,808 77.6

California 3,752 1,026 1,198 6,176 60.8
Arizona 661 283 396 1,340 49.3

Southwestern States 4,413 1,309 1,794 7,516 58.7

Idaho 1,533 612 324 2,469 62.1
Nevada 361 206 321 888 40.7
Utah 1,725 436 179 2,340 73.7

Intermountain States 3,619 1,254 824 5,697 63.5

Montana 8,020 2,068 1,137 11,222 71.5
Wyoming 2,550 929 689 4,168 61.2

Northern Plains States 10,570 2,997 1,823 15,390 68.7

Colorado 5,900 1,173 659 7,732 76.3
New Mexico 2,559 699 607 3,865 66.2

Southern Plains States 8,459 1,872 1,266 11,597 72.0

All Western States 33,121 8,313 6,574 48,008 69.0

Source: Census of Agriculture, 1960.

of shipment is usually one that will
need to fit into a railcar or a large
semitruck.

Market needs of small livestock
producers have not been adequately
met in the past and this condition
still presents some of the most dif-
ficult problems for increasing ef-
ficiency of marketing. Production
on these small units, associated
with annual sales of a small num-
ber of livestock, make if difficult to
introduce meaningful economies in
either transportation or marketing.
This problem is even more difficult
when markets are located long dis-

tances from the ranch or farm head-
quarters.

The small producer predominated
in Washington, Oregon, California,
and Idaho. States with the largest
sized beef herds were Nevada, Ari
zona, New Mexico, Wyoming, and
Montana. Large cattle ranches
(those with 200 or more beef cows)
are found in all Western States.
Five hundred or more of these
ranches are found in all such states
except Washington, Arizona, Ne-
vada, and Utah. California had the
greatest number of large ranches
with 1,198; followed by Montana,

-18-



Table 5. Farms Reporting 100 or More Beef Cows on Hand in
1950, 1954, 1959, and 1964.

State and

subregion

Year

1950 1954 1959 1964

(Number)
281 457 458 457Washington

Oregon 788 1,169 1,290 1,357
Northwestern States 1,069 1,626 1,748 1,814

California 1,500 2,010 2,424 2,808
Arizona 699 851 679 573

Southwestern States 2,199 2,861 3,103 3,381

Idaho 551 789 936 1,067
Nevada 450 563 527 495
Uta h 380 594 615 612

Intermountain States 1,381 1,946 2,078 2,174

Montana 2,002 3,007 3,212 3,151
Wyoming 1,258 1,590 1,618 1,618

Northern Plains States 3,260 4,597 4,830 4,769

Colorado 1,489 1,950 1,832 1,733
New Mexico 1,321 1,377 1,306 1,229

Southern Plains States 2,810 3,327 3,138 2,962

All Western States 10,719 14,357 14,897 15,100

Source: U. S. Census of Agriculture, 1954 and 1964.

1,137; Wyoming, 689; and Colorado,
659.

Larger ranches appear to be gain-
ing in importance, both in terms of
total ranches and in the percentage
of total output. Ranches with over
100 cows have increased by 50 per-
cent since 1954 (Table 5, above).
These operations usually grow some
of their calves to yearling weight
and sell directly to feedlots, or feed
them on a custom basis. Their size
and versatility give them advan-
tages over small operations in pro-
ducing and marketing their output.?

7 Ira M. Stevens, Marketing Range
Cattle, Wyoming Agricultural Experi-
ment Station Bulletin No. 331, 1954, p. 7.

Seasonality of
Cattle Marketings

One of the problems of the West-
ern livestock industry is coordina-
tion of feeder and stocker cattle
production with the needs of feed-
lot operators relative to season of
year. While feedlot operators tend
to require a steady input of feeder
calves throughout the year, sales of
calves and yearlings from ranches
are highly seasonal.

The seasonal pattern of market-
ing is illustrated by the pattern of
shipments of feeder calves and
yearlings to the North Central
States. Almost half of the ship-
ments were from Montana, where
71.5 percent of the total shipments
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Table 6. Percentage Distribution of Direct Shipments of Stocker
and Feeder Cattle and Calves into North Central States*
by State and Subregion, Western States, 1964.

State and
subregion

Season of year Total
for
year

January-
March

April- I July- I October -
June September December

(Percent) (Number head)

Washington 12.0 0.0 7.5 78.5 8,005
Oregon 5.4 2.5 24.2 67.9 36,490

Northwestern States 6.6 2.0 21.5 69.9 44,495

California 0.5 15.2 58.5 25.8 5,115
Arizona 7.4 67.0 0.0 25.6 6,683

Southwestern States 4.4 44.5 25.4 25.7 11,798

Idaho 6.4 7.1 24.8 61.7 48,450
Nevada 6.2 2.2 51.2 40.4 5,391
Utah 12.7 7.8 16.4 63.1 6,245

Intermountain States 7.1 6.7 26.3 59.9 60,086

Montana 8.7 2.6 17.2 71.5 507,541
Wyoming 5.2 3.3 23.7 67.8 214,139

Northern Plains States 7.6 2.8 19.2 70.4 721,680

Colorado 13.3 8.9 22.0 55.8 209,590
New Mexico 7.3 8.2 24.6 59.9 96,895

Southern Plains States 11.4 8.7 22.8 57.1 306,485

All Western States 8.5 5.0 20.7 65.8 1,144,544

* Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, Michigan, Minnesota, Iowa, South Dakota, and Nebraska.
Source: Livestock and Meat Statistics, USDA, Supplement for 1965 to Statistical Bulletin No. 333,

August 1965, p. 47.

were made in the last three months
of the year. The situation was sim-
ilar for Wyoming, Idaho, and New
Mexico (Table 6, above). Cali-
fornia and Nevada had greatest
shipments in the summer months,
while shipments from Arizona were
largest in the spring months.

This information helps to explain
the logic of shipping a high per-
centage of feeder cattle from the

West to feeding areas of the Mid-
west. Possibilities of changing time
of sale and smoothing out the sea-
sonal pattern of production in the
Intermountain and Plains States
seem remote. Other states, includ-
ing the Northwest and Southwest
Areas, can be expected to make
more adjustments to the rather
constant, seasonal demand for feed-
ers in the West.
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Fed -Cattle Production

Volume of Sales
Cattle feeding in the West has

increased sharply since 1959.8 The
increase was 26 percent from 1959
to 1964, with every state except
Wyoming and Nevada having an
absolute increase in cattle feeding.
In 1964, 4.8 million head were fed
with 55.2 percent of this total in the

s Livestock and Meat Situation, ERS,
USDA, May 1967 and October 1965 give
revised estimation of fed cattle market-
ings

Southwestern States of California
and Arizona, and 23.2 percent in
the Southern Plains States. Thus,
cattle feeding is localized with
three- quarters of the total in the
southern tier of states (Table 7,
below). The three leading cattle
feeding states were California,
Colorado, and Arizona.

Number and Size
Of Feedlots

Compared to nonfed cattle pro-
duction units in the West, the num-

Table 7. Number and Percentage Distribution of Fed Cattle
Marketing, by State and Subregion, Western States and
United States, 1962 -1964.

State and 1962 1964

subregion Thousand head Percent I Thousand head Percent

Washington 260 6.14 290 6.02
Oregon 145 3.42 147 3.05

Northwestern States 405 9.56 437 9.07

California 1,814 42.83 2,061 42.77
Arizona 568 13.41 600 12.45

Southwestern States 2,382 56.24 2,661 55.22

Idaho 221 5.22 251 5.21
Nevada 31 .73 35 .73
Utah 111 2.62 131 2.72

Intermountain States 363 8.57 417 8.66

Montana 69 1.63 128 2.66
Wyoming 72 1.71 59 1.22

Northern Plains States 141 3.34 187 3.88

Colorado 815 19.24 951 19.73
New Mexico 129 3.05 166 3.44

Southern Plains States 944 22.29 1,117 23.17

All Western States 4,235 100.00 4,819 100.00

United States 15,434 27.40* 17,070 28.23*

* Percent fed in Western states.
Source: Number of Feedlots by Size Groups and Number of Cattle Marketed, 1962 -1964, Statistical

Reporting Service, USDA, Washington, D.C., June 1966.
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ber of feedlots is extremely small
and the number of animals sold per
operator rather large. Cattle feed-
ing has become so specialized that
it is considered a separate business
from the production of feeder
calves. Only a few ranchers sell
both fed and nonfed cattle. Present
trends indicate that an increasing
number of fed cattle will be pro-
duced in larger commercial lots in
the Southwest and Southern Plains,
which areas have advantages of cli-
mate and location relative to dis-
tance from sources of feed and
feeder calves.

In 1964, 6,125 feedlots were locat-
ed in the Western States. Of these,
5,408 were classed as farm feedlots
since their capacity was less than
1,000 head. The average number
of head fed per farm feedlot was
163. These small lots together ac-
counted for only 18 percent of
total cattle fed in the West. Most
of these small feedlots were in
Colorado, Idaho, Utah, Washington,
and Montana (Table 8, page 23).

In 1964, 717 commercial feedlots
having 1,000 head or greater capac-
ity were operated in the Western
States with an average number fed
of 5,492 head.° Since it is expected
that commercial feedlots will ac-
count for an even larger portion of
total marketings in the future, more
attention will be given to them in
this report.

Thirty -four feedlots, each with
a capacity of 16,000 head or more,
fed 26.6 percent of all cattle fed in
the Western States in 1964 (Table
9, page 24) . These lots fed 1.3 mil-

9 Number of Feedlots by Size Groups
and Number of Cattle Marketed, 1962-
1964, Statistical Reporting Service, US-
DA. Washington, D.C., June 1966.

lion head, or an average of 38,000
head per feedlot. Another group of
lots with a capacity of 4,000 to 16,-
000 head, numbering 213, fed 1.9
million head of cattle, or an average
of 9,000 head per lot. These 247 lots
fed 65 percent of all cattle fed in the
Western States. Economies of scale
in feeding cattle,1° as well as the
economies of buying and selling in
large lots, suggest that larger feed-
lots will continue to increase in im-
portance in the Western Region.

The most important group of
feedlots from the standpoint of
supplying the bulk of fed cattle are
those having a capacity of 4,000
head or more. California led in this
category with 123 feedlots, Arizona
had 43, and Colorado 27. The re-
maining 36 large feedlots were lo-
cated in Idaho, New Mexico, Ore-
gon, Washington, Montana, and
Nevada. Two states, Wyoming and
Utah, had no feedlots of this size
(Table 8, page 23).

While 65.3 percent of all cattle
were fed in lots with capacities of
4,000 or more head, these varied
considerably in individual areas
and states. For example, in the
Southwest (California and Ari-
zona), 85.3 percent of fed cattle
were marketed from large sized
feedlots. At the other extreme, only
9.6 percent of total cattle were fed
in lots of over 4,000 head in the
Northern Plains States. About 33
percent in the Northwest and Inter-
mountain States and 51 percent in
the Southern Plains States were
marketed from large lots. The three

10 Gordon A. King, Economics of Scale
in Large Commercial Feedlots, California
Agricultural Experiment Station, Gian-
nini Foundation Research Report No.
251, March 1967.

-22-



d
N

T.
á
a' N

CO Cl r- NT CT CM
r- VDOO 00r-
V) 41 - st) r,

OC7r, NCh
O C" )VO CC) N I,
O C) r- CV 0 v
Cr) to" CV M

d

C`O, U CO C`) I VO
N tt s0

Z

d
N
=
Ñ

d`S
E

Z

d

m
d a

Q
N

C
C _O

a
O)

d d«
«N Ñ

co N N 1,
00NT V'
COr- r,

CD 4D VD
CD ff-

N
co Cn CO
Mc')VO
N ff-

to
N/-
43

41 O 1O Or, 41
Nt VO
OT gO U
Cn tri

O O r, VD VO 1,

N

OD Ch O r-N Ch O CO I, CV CT
N r- C`O

I,
NT
N

á
d
C

VO O OChVO CT r, T, T, r,CMCn r,CDO
C")VOCn OTr- N '4NI,00 CVCOO Of,l, CO Qu)OsI\ CV LO T,0N f`,U V Os "4I .O

- CM r- r- r- CV N N .- to

e

Ñ
CbOOVO OUO T, r- M,- Nu1I, V ChI, O o
NNCn OMCh CI VD Nr- CO 41NI, T, .-

N CV NT .o

d

m

J2

Á
u

r. r. OOOTO r-N700 V0 C)O COI,ChCry n00 .-- CV NO r. VD VO

I

.- ODN r-r- r- NN
0

.fl

E

r- VOh. r- Op ODOD cr. C() 111r--'O NOCV COOONO DONO NI- ODNO IOI. 41 O41 O Z
C)Cnr- N CO r. CC 7 .-- Cl. V 3- r cI- .-- ,-

á
Ó

O
M
N

N
0

N tl) N $2( $2,0 S
0 0 N
i--

a)
r0 N Ñ ó

("5 Ñ (/) to N ú
C C

'WsC Ç roL
iii

L V.

ç
d

O
d N o

O
D i u ia)

3 3 D 0) ill- OOCt C rot ro Ct SC 0 8 Ó 7 O }EO m
rn Z :'= N Ñ t t C C O Z 0 3 Ñ

,..co

úá z cDz

-23-



Table 9. Percentage Distribution of Fed Cattle Marketing, by Size
of Feedlot, and by State and Subregion, Western States,
1964.

State and
subregion

Size group in number of
Under
1,000

head I Total fed
1,000- 4,000- I 16,000 cattle
4,000 16,000 and over marketed

(1,000 head)(Percent)

Washington 35.2 24.5 40.3 0.0 290
Oregon 49.0 18.4 32.6 0.0 147

Northwestern States 39.8 22.4 37.8 0.0 437

California 2.4 12.5 37.8 47.3 2,061
Arizona 4.0 9.8 51.7 34.5 600

Southwestern States 2.8 11.9 40.9 44.4 2,661

Idaho 33.1 24.3 34.7 7.9 251

Nevada 28.6 22.8 48.6 0.0 35
Uta h 69.5 30.5 0.0 0.0 131

Intermountain States 44.1 26.1 25.0 4.8 417

Montana 56.2 29.7 14.1 0.0 128

Wyoming 76.3 23.7 0.0 0.0 59
Northern Plains States 62.6 27.8 9.6 0.0 187

Colorado 33.1 16.5 42.0 8.4 951

New Mexico 10.2 34.3 55.5 0.0 166
Southern Plains States 29.7 19.2 43.9 7.2 1,117

All Western States 18.3 16.4 38.7 26.6 4,819

(Total marketing in 1,000 head)

Total 881 790 1,867 1,281 4,819

Source: Number of Feedlots by Size Groups and Number of Cattle Marketed, 1962 -1964, Statistical
Reporting Service, USDA, Washington, D.C., June 1966.

leading states of California, Ari-
zona, and Colorado, with 75 per-
cent of the total cattle fed in the
West, are shifting rapidly to use of
large lots1' (Table 9, above) .

Seasonal Pattern of Sales
Compared to the highly seasonal

pattern of sales of feeder cattle

11 Gerald E. Marousek, The Western
Cattle Feeding Industry, Structural and
Other Marketing Changes, 1952 -1962,
Idaho Agricultural Experiment Station
Bulletin No. 481, July 1967.

(see Figure 4, page 25, and Table
6, page 20), sales of fed cattle from
Western feedlots are extremely un-
iform from month to month. This
indicates that the demand for feed-
er calves and yearlings is fairly
uniform throughout the year and
illustrates the nature of the prob-
lem of supplying the needs of feed-
ers in different seasons of the year.

In 1964, total marketings of fed
cattle were highest in the summer
months of July to September when
1.24 million head were sold. In the
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months of fewest sales, January to
March, 1.15 million head were
marketed -a difference of 90,000
head, which is only 7.5 percent of
the average number marketed
quarterly.

Most of the variation was in the
Southwestern Area where the dif-
ference in sales from high to low
was 105,000 head, or 16.2 percent
of the average quarterly sales in the
area (Table 10, below) . Variations
in one state may be offset by oppo-
site variations in fed cattle market -
ings in another state.

The rather steady demand for
feeder calves and yearlings by feed-
ers in the West requires that feeder
cattle be shipped in from other
regions during seasons when they
are in short supply in the Western
Region. This is further complicated
by the fact that many native West-
ern feeder animals bring higher
prices in areas outside the West
because of their relatively high
quality and are shipped to feedlots
in the Midwestern states (Table 6,
page 20) .

Table 10. Fed Cattle Marketings by Quarter, by State and Region,
Western States, 1964.

State and
subregion

Quarter

Total
January-

March
April-

I June I

July-
September

October -
t December

(1 000 head)
70 72 75 73 290Washington

Oregon 41 39 28 39 147
Northwestern States 111 111 103 112 437

California 507 440 533 581 2,061
Arizona 133 169 165 133 600

Southwestern States 640 609 698 714 2,661

Idaho 71 68 61 51 251
Nevada 11 9 10 5 35
Uta h 33 38 30 30 131

Intermountain States 115 115 101 86 417

Montana 35 44 26 23 128
Wyoming 15 17 16 11 59

Northern Plains States 50 61 42 34 187

Colorado 204 278 254 215 951
New Mexico 34 55 44 33 166

Southern Plains States 238 333 298 248 1,117

All Western States 1,154 1,229 1,242 1,194 4,819

Source: U. S. Department of Agriculture, Statistical Reporting Service, Crop Reporting Board, Cattle
on Feed, Reported Quarterly, Washington, D.C.

-26-



ALTERNATIVE MARKETING METHODS OF

CATTLE PRODUCERS IN THE WEST
Western cattle and calf sales may

occur at the ranch or feedlot where
they are produced; at an intermed-
iary point a short distance from the
farm, such as a local auction; or in
the case of some feeder cattle, they
may move long distances as is true
for sales at the larger central

markets. Recent changes in the
Western States relating to produc-
tion methods, size of ranch, im-
proved transportation, and the shift
toward large commercial feedlots,
have been responsible for signifi-
cant changes in methods of market-
ing cattle.

Marketing Channels Used

Volume of Sales by Outlet
Only 6.8 percent of total cattle

sales in the Eleven Western States
were classed as terminal market
sales in 1964, compared to 25.8 per-
cent in 1955. This represented a re-
duction of over 1.5 million head. On
the other hand, 72.8 percent of total
cattle sales were direct in 1964,
compared to only 55.5 percent in
1955. Total sales at auctions re-
mained about the same percentage
for the two periods (Table 11, be-

low) . A continuation of the trend
outlined above would eliminate
terminal sales entirely.

The rapid growth of commercial
feedlots has contributed to an in-
crease in direct marketing of fed
cattle. Such cattle are highly per-
ishable and excessive handling in-
creases marketing costs, thus favor-
ing sales direct.

Associated factors such as packer
feeding increases the amount of

Table 11. Market Outlets Used by Cattle Producers in the Western
States, 1955 and 1964.

Type of
outlet used

1955* 1 1964

Number of
head sold !

Percent I Number of
ihead sold

Percent

(1,000) (1,000)

Terminals 2,318 25.8 715t 6.8

Auctions 1,698 18.9 2,160 20.4

Direct 4,958 55.3 7,706 72.8

Total sales 8,974 100.0 10,581 100.0

* V. B. Phillips and Gerald Engelman, Market Outlets for Livestock Producers, MMR No. 216,
USDA, March 1958.

t Ogden, Utah is the only market left in the West that can be considered as a terminal market.
All other so- called central markets sell by the auction method. Less than one -fourth of all
sales at Ogden are now by the private treaty method. All remaining sales are by auction.
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direct movement of cattle from
feedlots. Since these cattle are al-
ready owned by packers, this con-
tributes to the problem of reporting
market activity. These cattle are a
part of the total supply of fed cattle,
but since they do not enter normal
market channels, they reduce the
total supply available for market
(see Figure 4, page 25).

Description of
Marketing Channels Used

Marketing channels discussed in
this report are paths on which
cattle move from the original pro-
ducer to the final user of live ani-
mals. Western producers of fed and
nonfed cattle use four different
methods of marketing:

(1) Direct to feeders, to other
farmers or ranchers, and to packers.
This includes all sales not made at
or through organized markets or
market organizations. Direct pur-
chases can be for near to immediate
delivery, or on contract for future
delivery.

(2) By auction, either at the
Finall local markets near the farm
or ranch or at larger regional auc-
tions where cattle move interstate.

(3) Sales by organized groups of
producers, such as local cattlemen's
associations and cooperatives. Such
sales are usually direct as in the
case of fed cattle and where a list-
ing service is used for feeder cattle.
Special seasonal sales of feeder
cattle and calves by auction are
frequently used by local producer
groups. Existing auction facilities
are usually rented for such sales.

(4) Shipping to terminal mar-
kets, usually at Eastern river points
located outside the region.

Except for terminal markets, cat-
tle- marketing agencies are increas-

ing in size and becoming more spe-
cialized. Livestock auctions in the
West have increased the volume
of livestock handled; but the total
number of auction markets have
declined and, at the same time,
have become more specialized.
Firms allied with marketing agen-
cies, such as trucking, also show a
tendency to increase in size.

Although most of the outlets
farmers sell to are single- function
agencies, many are becoming multi-
functional. Some of both the large
and small packers buy cattle
through order buyers, then feed
them in custom feedlots to the de-
sired weights before killing and
processing in their plants.

The pressure for efficiency and
low -cost production and marketing
of cattle may become so strong in
the future, as new techniques are
developed, that more integration
will be seen in the production and
marketing of cattle. Contracts with
the original producers to produce
feeder calves of certain specification
and breeding are one form that in-
tegration may take.

Types of marketing agencies,
functions performed, and market-
ing channels are continually chang-
ing. With the development of
modern transportation, which low-
ers cost and reduces the location
advantage of the Midwest, and the
rise of large vertically integrated
organizations, such as National
Packers in the West, marketing
channels have become much short-
er and the cost of marketing has
been reduced.

The total cost of marketing is
difficult to estimate in terms of mil-
lions of dollars. However, it is safe
to assume that reduction can and
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will be made through further hori-
zontal and vertical integration by
large multiproduct business.

Selling direct is theoretically the
most efficient marketing system for
both producers of fed and nonfed
cattle, but this system is effective
only when adequate competition
exists on the buying side and when
producers are fully informed on the
true market value of their live-
stock. Since direct sales usually re-
duce the number of times livestock
are handled, the costs for assembly,
shrink, commissions, yardage, and
transportation are less. Mixing
animals at central markets in-
creases the incidence of disease, so
this risk is also largely eliminated
by direct selling.

It would appear that the buyer
pays all costs on a direct purchase
of cattle in the country; i.e., trans-
portation, buying, and shrinkage -
which may or may not be true. The
conditions of a particular sale may
be such that the purchaser dis-

counts the price sufficiently to
cover these expenses.

If these costs are not accounted
for in the purchase price, then the
buyer can accomplish discounts in
several other ways by (1) cutbacks,
taking only the top end of the avail-
able animals and, (2) require pen-
cil shrink on overnight stand or a
truck haul of a specified number of
miles prior to figuring the pay
weights.

Direct marketing of fat cattle
and other forms of country selling
have been important in the West
for many years. As a result, this
system of marketing is more com-
monly used in the West than in
other sections of the United States.

The prevalence of direct market-
ing in the West is related to size
of producing units of both fed and
nonfed cattle. As a general rule,
direct marketing is used more by
the larger producers who frequent-
ly have more uniform lots of cattle
for market.

Number and Location of Livestock Markets
Of the 250 public livestock mar-

kets in the Western States in 1964,
only seven were listed as large
public stockyards for which month-
ly sales were reported. All of these
markets were using the auction
method of selling for all or a portion
of their total volume. These 250
markets were scattered widely over
the Western States, with Nevada,
Arizona, Wyoming, Utah, and New
Mexico having less than 15 markets
each.

Livestock Auctions
In the West

Numbers of livestock auctions
grew rapidly in the Eleven Western
States from 1937, when only 80
auctions operated, until 1949 when
the number had increased to 281.12

12 Harold Abel and D. A. Broadbent,
Trade in Western Livestock at Auctions,
(1) Development, Relative Importance
and Operations, Utah Agricultural Ex-
periment Station Bulletin No. 352, 1952.
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Since that time, the number of auc-
tions fell to 253 in 1955 and remain-
ed slightly under that level in 1964.
However, the number of cattle sold
at auctions has continued to in-
crease and reached an all -time high
of 5.2 million head in 1964. A large
part of these sales were cattle out
of second hands and cattle shipped
into the West from other areas of
the nation (Table 12, below).

The number of large volume,
commercial auctions have been in-
creasing while smaller, presumably
less efficient, and poorly located
auctions have declined. Of the 281
auctions in the West in 1949, only
13 sold as many as 40,000 cattle an-
nually.13 These were located in

13 Harold Abel and D. A. Broadbent,
Ibid., p. 123.

Table 12. Change in Number of Auctions and Cattle Sold at Auc-
tions by State and Subregion, Western States, 1949 and
1964.

State and
subregion

1949* 1964

Number of
auctions

I Number of
cattle

Number of
auctionst

1

I

Number of
cattle$

(1,000) (1,000)
Washington 38 223.6 27 502.0
Oregon 43 400.0 21 525.0

Northwestern States 81 623.6 48 1,027.0

California 72 700.0 64 968.0
Arizona 3 32.6 8 348.1

Southwestern States 75 732.6 72 1,316.1

Idaho 31 462.4 29 740.0
Nevada 3 32.2 2 64.7
Utah 8 110.1 11 110.0

Intermountain States 42 604.7 42 914.7

Montana 12 568.7 15 292.0
Wyoming 14 115.7 11 243.3

Northern Plains States 26 684.4 26 535.3

Colorado 53 600.0 42 1,120.0
New Mexico 4 311.1 13 313.5

Southern Plains States 57 911.1 55 1,433.5

All Western States 281 3,556.4 243 5,226.6
* Trade in Western Livestock at Auctions, (No. 1) Development, Relative Importance, Operations,

Utah Agricultural Experiment Station Bulletin No. 352, 1952.
t Based on reports of Packers and Stockyards Resume, Volume IV, No. 15, USDA, January 1,

1967. Auctions posted in 1965 and 1966 were deleted.
$ Estimated from reports of individual state representatives of WM -39.
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New Mexico, Colorado, Montana,
and Utah. In 1964, the number of
auctions selling 40,000 head annual-
ly had more than doubled in the
West. A survey14 of auctions in 1962
indicated that 32 of 169 reporting
had annual sales of 40,000 head or
more.

In spite of the shift to larger auc-
tions in the West, over half of those
operating in 1964 had sales of less
than 25,000 cattle annually. Opera-
tional efficiency, measured in terms
of average cost per unit marketed,
increases directly with firm size.
The greatest gains in efficiency are
made in the movement from under
25,000 animal units annually to
larger sizes.15

Between 1949 and 1964, numbers
of auctions declined sharply from
81 to only 48 in the Northwest, and
remained about the same in the
Southwest, Intermountain, North-
ern Plains, and Southern Plains Re-
gions. Rather sharp increases in
auctions occurred -in Arizona from
3 to 8, and in New Mexico from
4 to 13. During this period, Wash-
ington lost 11 auctions and Oregon
lost 22.

Auction numbers were concen-
trated in Washington, Oregon,
Idaho, Northern California, and
Colorado. States with the fewest
auctions were Nevada, Montana,
Utah, Arizona, New Mexico, and
Wyoming. California had 64 auc-
tions, which amounted to 26 per-

14 Unpublished data received from
John Malone, Department of Agricultural
Economics, University of Nevada.

15 C. W. Wootan and John G. McNeely,
Factors Affecting Auction Market Oper-
ating Costs, Texas Agricultural Experi-
ment Station Bulletin No. B -1056, 1966.

cent of all auctions in the West.
On the other extreme, Nevada had
only two auctions. In Montana, the
number of operating auctions is
limited by law. New auctions can-
not be opened without proof of
public need and necessity and only
with approval of the Livestock
Commission.

Terminal Markets
Used by Cattle Producers

While ten central public markets
in the West were listed in 1948, only
seven are now listed as public
markets with the tabulation of sal-
able receipts showing total sales in
1964 of 1,381,000 head. Denver had
the largest sales with 524,000 head
(Table 13, page 32). All of these
so- called terminals use the auction
method of sale except Ogden, Utah,
where one -third of cattle sales are
by private treaty.

A considerable number of feeder
and stocker cattle continue to be
shipped to the river markets in
Omaha, Nebraska, and Kansas City,
Missouri. However, these move-
ments have declined over the past
five years and it is now estimated
to be less than 200,000 head an-
nually.

Numbers sold by fed and nonfed
producers through terminals de-
creased from 25.8 percent of total
sales in 1955 to only 6.8 percent of
total sales in 1964 (Table 11, page
27) . These percentage changes re-
flect the many underlying changes
going on in the West during the
period. Other sections of the United
States have not shown this decided
shift from terminals.
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Table 13. Number of Head of Cattle and Calves Sold at Public
Stockyards, Western States, 1948 and 1964.

Market 1948 1964 I

(Thousand head)

Denver, Colorado 803 524

Los Angeles, California 506

Ogden, Utah 135 109

N. Portland, Oregon 132 118

San Francisco, California 80 *

Billings, Montana 96 226

Spokane, Washington 91 34

Stockton, California 68 79

N. Salt Lake City, Utah 40 25

Seattle, Washington 25 *

Clovis, New Mexico 266

All markets 1,976 1,381

* Not listed as large public markets by USDA.
Source: Livestock and Meat Statistics, USDA, CMS, ERS, Supplement for Statistical Bulletin No. 333,

p. 39 show salable receipts at public stockyards in 1964. Salable receipts in 1948 are reported
in Utah Agr. Exp. Sta. Bulletin No. 352, Trade in Western Livestock Auctions, May 1952, p. 118.
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Market Practices Used by
Nonfed -Cattle Producers

Nonfed cattle are marketed
throughout the year as a result of
long established systems of produc-
tion and marketing. Beef calves
move from ranches and farms to
feedlots which may be nearby but,
in most cases, entail a distant
movement.

Stocker and feeder cattle are
produced in all Western States and
there is an out -of -state movement
of this kind of cattle from all of
these states. However, four West-
ern States - California, Arizona,
Washington, and Colorado - were
net importers of stocker and feeder
cattle in 1964.

Volume of Sales by Outlet
Producers of nonfed cattle chose

to sell 56.3 percent of total animals
direct to feedlot operators or direct
to grazers as stockers. The direct
method of sale was most prevalent
in New Mexico and Arizona with
84.5 and 70.2 percent of total sales,
respectively. The number of beef
cows per ranching unit in these
states is above the average for the
region. Direct sales were least im-
portant in Colorado and California,
where they varied from 38.6 to 40.2
percent (Table 14, page 34).

Of the remaining nonfed cattle,
36.4 percent were sold at auction
and 7.3 percent at terminals for all
Western States combined. Auctions
were important in Washington and
Oregon, while terminals were re-
latively important outlets for feed-
er cattle in Colorado and Wyoming.
This was related to the proximity

to terminal markets at Eastern riv-
er points and to those located in the
Western Region.

The auction market has con-
tinued to be important since it is
the favored outlet for small pro-
ducers of range cattle and it is an
efficient method of selling calves
and miscellaneous animals from the
dairy herds.

If sales were limited to range
cattle, it is estimated that the per-
centage going direct would be about
65 percent, compared to the 56.3
percent when all cattle are in-
cluded.

Potential for Improving
Marketing of Range Cattle

Producers are aware of the need
for improvements in marketing.
Efforts in this direction appear to
be related to improving the coor-
dination between the feeder and
the rancher. The alternatives that
growers have are:

(1) Contracting for future de-
livery of feeders.

(2) Growing and feeding calves
at the ranch. This is not feasible
in most cases because of the small
size operation and limited re-
sources, mainly feed and labor.

(3) Several larger ranches grow
calves to 600 pounds and feed them
on contract at a large commercial
feedlot. Such a procedure provides
an additional marketing alternative
and may, in some years, prove more
profitable than selling calves.

-33-



Table 14. Percentage Distribution and Total Sales of Nonfed Cattle
by Type of Market Outlet Used, by State and Subregion,
Western States, 1964.*

State nd
subregion

Market outlet used Total head
sold$Terminal Auction Direct

i

(Thousands)(Percent)

Washington 2.1 60.0 37.9 143

Oregon 9.8 40.0 50.2 469

Northwestern States 8.0 44.8 47.2 612

California 5.5 54.3 40.2 1,044

Arizona 2.5 27.3 70.2 403

Southwestern States 4.6 46.8 48.6 1,447

Idaho 0.6 33.7 65.7 341

Nevada 0.0 32.4 67.6 168

Utah 3.3 30.7 66.0 211

Intermountain States 1.3 32.5 66.2 720

Montana 6.0 32.4 61.6 875

Wyoming 20.0 27.4 52.6 492

Northern Plains States 11.0 30.6 58.4 1,367

Colorado 14.3 47.1 38.6 837

New Mexico 3.0 12.5 84.5 779

Southern Plains States 9.0 30.4 60.6 1,616

All Western States 7.3 36.4 56.3 5,762

(Thousand head sold)

Total 421 2,095 3,246 5,762

* Percentages based on 1962 surveys. Since no important changes have occurred in the
marketing channels used, the percentages were applied to 1964 marketings.

t Many markets designated as Terminal markets in 1964 have changed their operations to the
point where they are now classified as Auction markets. Therefore, the volume through
Terminal markets would probably be much less today than in 1964.

$ U.S. Census of Agriculture, 1964.

Source: Based on estimates of members of the Western Livestock Marketing Committee, WM -39 and
miscellaneous published and unpublished state and regional data. Does not include sales of
cattle to instate feedlots; therefore, number of cattle sold by producers would be larger
than shown in table.
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Table 15. Percentage of Custom Fed Cattle by Commercial Feedlots,
Classified According to Principal Occupation of Cattle
Owner, by State and Region, and Total Volume of Custom
Fed Cattle, 1964.

State and
region

I ( Cattle I I I Total
Farmers feeders Ranchers Packers Other number

(Percent) (1,000 head)

Washington 13.8 35.5 32.4 14.7 3.6 18.9
Oregon 1.0 35.4 45.8 7.6 10.2 46.4

Northwestern States 4.7 35.4 41.9 9.7 8.3 65.3

California 10.2 39.2 16.0 24.4 10.2 911.0
Arizona 7.4 63.8 11.4 11.0 6.4 45.3

Southwestern States 10.0 40.4 15.8 23.8 10.0 956.3
Northern Mountain States 0.0 29.0 11.2 15.5 44.3 40.9

Colorado 0.0 69.2 17.4 11.7 1.7 108.6
New Mexico 3.1 39.9 38.8 18.2 0.0 236.0

Southern Plains States 2.1 49.2 32.2 16.2 0.3 344.6

All Western States 5.1 42.0 20.9 21.0 11.0 1,407.1

(1,000 head)

Total number 71.7 591.0 294.1 295.5 154.8 1,407.1

Source: National Commission on Food Marketing, Structure and Conduct of the Commercial Cattle
Feeding Industry, Supplement No. 1 to Technical Study No. 1, Organization and Competition
in the Livestock and Meat Industry, Table B8, June 1966.

A recent survey of contract feed-
ing indicated that about 25 percent
of custom fed cattle on feed in the
Western States were owned by
ranchers and farmers (Table 15,
above.) This study indicates that
contract feeding by ranchers and
farmers was most important in
Washington, Oregon, and New
Mexico. Ranchers and farmers in
these states accounted for approxi-
mately 40 percent of all the cattle
that were custom fed by all types
of consignors.16

(4) Formation of formal or in-
formal organizations with agree-

ments among producers for the pur-
pose of marketing large numbers
of nonfed cattle and calves. These
include:

a. Special feeder sales.
b. Listing service which

would describe the age, sex, quality,
number, and location of feeder
cattle available in a given area.

16 Structure and Conduct of the Com-
mercial Cattle Feeding Industry, Supple-
ment No. 1 to the Tech. Study No. 1,
Organization and Competition in the
Livestock and Meat Industry, National
Commission on Food Marketing, June
1966.
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c. Market consulting service.
This would furnish information on
a day -to -day, week -to -week basis
indicating underlying forces in-
fluencing supply and demand for
feeder; thus giving individual pro-
ducers an indication of what his
reservation price should be, con-
sidering the quality of animals of
a particular producer.

Some of the advantages of group
action by producers are (1) pro-
curement cost of Iarge buyers might
be greatly reduced, (2) the timing
of sales might be better regulated,
(3) feedlots could possibly plan
purchases so that the facilities
could operate at near capacity, and
(4) risk and uncertainty of prices
would be reduced.

In the longer run, a strong pro-
ducer association in cooperation
with packers and feeders could be
effective in improvement of the
quality of feeder calves and year-
lings so that specifications of buyers
could be adhered to relative to ef-
ficiency of gain, cutability, and
tenderness. If the local associations
of feeder producers became strong
enough, sales might be made by col-
lective bargaining on a statewide
or area basis.

Increases in direct marketing
with limited volumes of animals
being sold and reported at central
points raises several problems. As
a general rule, producers are no
match for skilled, experienced, and
well- informed feeder cattle buyers.
To cope with this problem substant-
ial improvement is needed in the
ability of ranchers to judge weight,
grade, and yield of cattle.

Improvements are also needed in
market information and reports on
prices of beef cattle and meat at

all levels of marketing. Reporting
of wholesale beef carcass prices
has, and will, become more import-
ant. This will require that pro-
ducers be able to more accurately
derive live- animal prices from the
dressed -beef price reports.

Improvements in feeder cattle
grades will be required before some
of the benefits of greater efficiency
can be achieved. A reliable and
useful system of price reporting re-
quires a meaningful and generally
acceptable system of uniform
grades and standards. Those now in
existence are ignored by most large
buyers and sellers. Large feeder
cattle supply firms reported from
22 to 63 separate classifications of
feeder cattle, indicating that the
present grades and standards are
grossly inadequate.17

Efficiency in pricing and the pro-
duction of feeder calves could be
improved if more information
showing the performance of specific
lots of calves were available to pro-
ducers from feedlots and packers.
With this information producers
could then use this as a valuable
tool in management in their pro-
duction and marketing programs.

For example, the performance
records in the feedlot and at the
packing plant could be traced to
specific breed lines in the herd.
Producer organizations could as-
semble and disseminate such infor-
mation over a wide area and thus
make it possible to describe the
true economic values of feeder
cattle with considerable more ac-
curacy than is the case at present.

17 W. F. Williams, Structure and Con-
duct of the Commercial Cattle Feeding
Industry, Ibid., p. 46.
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Marketing Practices Used by
Fed -Cattle Producers

The pattern of marketing used
by fed -cattle producers is related
to the fact that 65 percent of the
total sales of fed cattle in the West
are made by only 247 producers.
Thus, the fed -cattle market is pre-
dominately one of large sellers and
large buyers. Some feedlots are
large enough to supply the total
needs of a large packer killing 2,000
head each week.

Volume of Sales by Outlet
In 1964, 90 percent of all fed cattle

were sold direct. About 80 percent

of these were live basis, f.o.b. feed-
lot, or delivered to the packer. The
remainder, about 10 percent, were
sold on a carcass basis, including
grade and yield, rail, and consign-
ment (Table 16, below) .

Of those not sold direct, only 6.5
percent were sold through auction
and terminals and 3.6 percent were
sold through other outlets. (Most of
the sales to other outlets were
transfers of packer -owned cattle
directly from the feedlot to slaught-
er and could logically be added to

Table 16. Percentage Distribution and Total Sales of Fed Cattle
from Commercial Feeders by Type of Outlet and Method
of Sale, by State and Subregion, Western States, 1964.

State and
subregion

Direct
Terminal
or auction Other

Total head
soldLive I Carcass I Total

(Percent) (Thousands)

Washington 84.2 14.4 98.6 1.4 0.0 290
Oregon 72.4 18.2 90.6 9.4 0.0 147

Northwestern States 80.1 15.8 95.9 4.1 0.0 437

California 84.9 10.5 95.4 0.3 4.3 2,061
Arizona 91.8 4.9 96.7 0.2 3.1 600

Southwestern States 86.5 9.2 95.7 0.3 4.0 2,661

Intermountain States* 78.6 13.7 92.3 2.6 5.1 417
Northern Plainst 78.6 13.7 92.3 2.6 5.1 187

Colorado 67.0 4.3 71.3 28.7 9.9 951
New Mexico 69.7 9.6 79.3 0.2 20.5 166

Southern Plains States 67.4 5.1 72.5 24.4 3.1 1,117

All Western States 80.5 9.4 89.9 6.5 3.6 4,819

(Thousand head sold)

Total 3,879 453 4,332 313 174 4,819

* Includes Idaho, Nevada, and Utah.
t Includes Montana and Wyoming.

Source: National Commission on Food Marketing survey of Cattle Feedlots, 1965.
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the percentage sold direct.) Recent
trends in size of feedlots indicate
that sales through auctions and
terminals will decline even further
relative to direct sales.

Thus, the principal and most com-
mon method of selling commer-
cially fed cattle is one involving
sale of the live animal f.o.b. feedlot
or delivered to packer. All Western
States exhibited this pattern.

Southwestern and Northwestern
States sold 95.7 percent and 95.9
percent, respectively, of fed cattle
in this manner while the Southern
Plains States sold only 72.5 percent
direct. Sales at terminals and auc-
tions amounted to 9.4 percent of
the total in Oregon, which was rela-
tively high.

For the United States as a whole,
the proportion of fed animals sold
through public markets is much
greater. A recent survey by the
Packers and Stockyards Commis-
sion reveals that only 45 percent
of the cattle and 31.7 percent of the
calves were bought direct by pack-
ers in 1964.18

Selling on
Carcass Grade and Weight

Selling fed cattle on a carcass
basis varied considerably by states
and areas. Northwestern States
were high in this respect, with 15.8
percent of all sales. Intermountain
and Northern Plains States sold 13.7
percent of fed cattle on some varia-
tion of the carcass basis.

Areas with fewest sales of this
type were the Southwest with 9.2
percent and Southern Plains States
with 5.1 percent (Table 16, page 37) .

18 Packers and Stockyards, Resume,
Vol. III, No. II, USDA, November 26,
1965.

Iowa and Oklahoma sold 4 percent
of all sales in this manner.

Number of Packer Outlets
Per Feedlot

One means of selling employed
by feedlot owners and operators
was to invite several packers to
inspect the finished cattle and to
solicit bids from each before at-
tempting to conclude a sale. This
technique should contribute to the
increased effectiveness of the pric-
ing system. In practice, many cattle
were bought by way of telephone
on the opinion of the feeder as to
quality and dress -out.

In a large number of cases the
cattle feeder sold his entire annual
volume to one buyer. Of the 717
commercial feedlots producing 82
percent of all commercial fed cattle,
21.5 percent sold to one buyer in
1964. About 25 percent of the feed-
lot operators sold to one or two
buyers and about 48 percent of the
feeders were patronized by three
or fewer packer- buyers (Table 17,
page 39).

This pattern of selling to only a
few buyers prevailed in all of the
states much like the percentages
shown in the West. This raises the
problem of adequate pricing of fed
beef animals because of the thin-
ness of the reported market. Market
reporters contact relatively few
sellers each day to determine prices.
As more feedlots become lined up
with large packers on an informal
or formal integrated basis, fewer
animals are left in the open market
to be used by market reporters.

Market news personnel should be
aware of this situation and take
steps to insure the adequacy of their
price and volume reports on fed
cattle.
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Potential for Improving
Fed -Cattle Marketing

The present pricing and market-
ing system for fed cattle in the
Western States has not been as ef-
fective as possible in guiding the
use of resources. A mixed system,
including vertical coordination by
ownership and contract, along with
an improved system of price re-
porting at the wholesale and live
level, may have some advantages
in improving the efficiency of beef
production and marketing and
needs further exploration. Prob-
lems created by vertical coordina-
tion, such as restricted competition
and elimination of public price re-
ports, can be reduced -if not elim-
inated-if they are recognized early
enough and steps taken to maintain
bargaining power of small feeders
by promoting bargaining associa-
tions and equitable contracts.

The present trend toward large
commercial feedlots, custom feed-
ing, and packer feeding can con-
tribute to the efficiency and growth
of the beef industry. In combina-
tion with an improved price report-
ing system and grading, both pro-
ducers and consumers could become
the beneficiaries of the increased
efficiency.

The resulting structure of the in-
dustry requires that commercial
cow -calf and feedlot operators re-
study the needs of their industry.
This will include, among other
things, a study of several alterna-
tives that feeders now have:

(1) Feeding on contract for pack-
ers.

(2) Custom feeding for packers
on an individual or cooperative
basis.

(3) Feeder entering into corpor-
ate or cooperative arrangement to

operate meat packing companies.
(4) Increased use of sale by car-

cass grade and weight.
Relatively few changes would be

needed to make grade and yield
selling more acceptable. Federally
employed and bonded weighmas-
ters would be needed at the packing
plant in much the same way that
graders and inspectors are now pro-
vided. In this manner carcass
weights, condemnations, and han-
dling arrangements would be certi-
fied to the feeder. Feeders would
be given the grade and yield reports
which would be of benefit in mak-
ing adjustments in production
methods.

Pricing efficiencies associated
with wider use of an improved car-
cass grade and yield method of sell-
ing could be rather large. Grade
and yield would not have to be es-
timated. Weighing of live cattle
would not be necessary. Incentives
to fill cattle prior to shipment
would disappear.19

The extent of vertical integra-
tion and packer feeding is indi-
cated by the following: In the
Eleven Western States, one head of
cattle in every five was fed in
packer -owned or in custom feedlots.
The percentage fed by packers in
other states was much less than
this.

States of the West with the high-
est percentage fed by packers were
Washington, 37.6 percent; Northern
Plains States, 29.3 percent; Inter-
mountain States, 33.1 percent; and
Colorado, 23.7 percent (Table 18,
page 41).

19 T. M. Stubblefield and N. Gene
Wright, Analysis of Carcass Grade and
Weight Sales of Fat Cattle in Arizona.
and Southern California, Arizona Agri-
cultural Experiment Station Tech. Bulle-
tin No. 156, 1963.
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Table 18. Total Number of Cattle Fed and Number and Percent
Fed by Packers and Associated Interests, by State and
Subregion, Western States, and the United States, 1965.

IState and
subregion

I Total
cattle fed

Packer feeding

(Thousand head) (Percent)

Washington 306 110.5 36.1
Oregon 167 12.4 7.4

Northwestern States 473 122.9 26.0

California 2,282 588.3 25.8
Arizona 650 94.5 14.5

Southwestern States 2,932 682.8 23.3

Idaho 272 45.3 16.6
Nevada 50 10.3 20.6
Utah 125 9.4 7.5

Intermountain States 447 65.0 14.5

Montana 141 48.2 34.2
Wyoming 62 1.6 2.6

Northern Plains States 203 49.8 24.5

Colorado 1,144 268.5 23.5
New Mexico 173 39.9 23.1

Southern Plains States 1,317 308.4 23.4

All Western States 5,372 1,228.9 22.9

United States 17,850 2,048.9 11.5

Source: Arnold Aspelin and Gerald Engelman, Packer Feeding of Cattle, Its Volume and Significance,
USDA, MRR No. 776, November 1966.

Of the total fed by packers, 281.6
thousand were fed in custom feed-
lots, with 248.0 thousand head of
these fed in California and Arizona.
Packers tended to feed in their own
feedlots in all other states.

Which firms, at which level of the
market, will be able to integrate
the cattle industry? The logical
choices are the packer and the large
commercial feeder. Feeder calf
producers are not expected to feed
out calves and yearlings on the
ranch in small lots, as many have
done in the past.

Most of the existing vertical in-
tegration in the beef cattle industry
has contributed to increased ef-
ficiencies and is a potential way of
reducing prices to consumers and/
or increasing prices to producers.
The integrative process can intro-
duce and use the new and develop-
ing technology required to reduce
costs. The potential for reducing
risk by evening out daily slaughter
schedules and savings in procure-
ment costs are likely to be signifi-
cant.
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Cost Factors in Cattle Marketing
Producer expenses in making a

sale of cattle vary according to the
method of sale, place of sale, and
outlet used. Selling cattle delivered
to a distant public market, includ-
ing commission charges, may be
much more expensive to producers
than selling at the farm.

On the other hand, the price re-
ceived by the more costly method of
sale may be high enough to more
than offset the higher cost so that
greater net profit could be made by
shipping cattle to distant markets.
Information is needed as to both
cost and prices before decisions
can be made as to the best method
of marketing.

Some of the obvious marketing
expenses to the producer are
charges of the market facility for
commission and yardage, transpor-
tation, fees for brand inspection and
cattle promotion, insurance, and
charges for feed and water. These,
of course, vary with distance and
type of transportation used and
type of market facility. Other ex-
penses, such as shrinkage, bruises
and death loss, and time spent by
the producer in marketing activi-
ties, are more difficult to evaluate.
From the grower's standpoint, he
may be selling a 600 -pound animal
if sold at the farm or a 570 -pound
animal if sold at the distant market.
For this reason, shrinkage must be
considered when evaluating pro-
ducer decisions as to marketing.

The present system of "buying
on averages" tends to overpay pro-
ducers of poor quality cattle and
underpay producers of better cattle.
A better method for evaluating the
true economic value of live animals
at time of sale is needed.

Cost of Selling
Feeder Cattle

An average producer's selling
expense for a typical feeder and a
typical slaughter steer shipment
are shown in Table 19, page 43. This
is an average for the Eleven West-
ern States, as reported by individ-
ual state workers. Of the total cost
per head of $9.00, shrinkage was
estimated to be $4.22, which was
the highest cost. Commission and
yardage charges averaged $2.77 per
head and transportation charges
were $1.57 per head. Minor ex-
penses, including insurance, in-
spection fees, feed and water total-
ed only $0.44 per head.

Because of location and other
factors surrounding a given sale,
individual costs vary considerably
from the above cost figures. For
example, highest costs per head of
$10.03 were paid by producers in
the Northwest, while the lowest
charges were $7.75 per head in the
Northern Plains States.

It is apparent that terminal costs
are much higher, $17.12 per head,
and costs of direct selling are much
lower, $4.22 per head (Table 19,
page 43) than costs of selling feeder
cattle at auctions. Terminal selling
is relatively expensive to producers
since they are forced to pay a high
transportation charge of $8.42 per
head and absorb a shrinkage charge
of $6.04. This much more than off-
sets the lower commission and
yardage charge at terminal markets
relative to auctions.

Selling direct to feeders and other
buyers at the ranch is the least ex-
pensive method, amounting to only
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Table 19. Estimated Producer Cost of Selling 600 -Pound Feeder
and 1,000 -Pound Slaughter Steers by Market Outlet,
Western States, 1962.

Cost item
600 -pound feeder cattle 1,000 -pound slaughter cattle

Auction I Terminal I Direct 1 Auction
I

Terminal I Direct

(Dollars per head)

Transportation 1.57 8.42 0.0 2.59 5.43 0.0

Commission and yardage 2.77 1.96 0.0 3.36 2.33 0.0

Shrinkage 4.22 6.04 3.96 9.20 12.63 9.88

Feed and water .22 .54 0.0 .40 .11 0.0

Inspection, insurance, etc. .22 .16 .26 .14 .13 .12

Total 9.00 17.12 4.22 15.69 20.63 10.00

Source: Based on data reported by individual members of Western Regional Livestock Marketing,
Research Committee, WM -39.

$4.22 per head, including a shrink-
age charge (pencil shrink) of 3

percent.

Cost of Selling
Slaughter Cattle

The typical animal selected to
represent the slaughter class of
cattle was the 1,000 -pound steer.
The usual cost of selling an animal
of this size at auction in the Eleven
Western States was $15.69, which
included $9.20 for shrinkage, $3.36

for commission and yardage, $2.59

for transportation, and $0.54 for
feed, water inspection, and miscell-
aneous expenses (Table 19, above).
These expenses were averages of
the cost data reported by each state
worker.

As would be expected, producer
expenses were higher for selling at
terminal markets because of the
greater distance hauled and the
added shrink charges. The average
cost of selling at terminals was
$20.63, which is about $5.00 per head

higher than the cost of selling at
auction.

The average cost of selling
slaughter animals direct is made up
almost entirely of the shrinkage ex-
pense and amounted to $10.00 per
head. This is based on the sale be-
ing made at the feedlot with a
pencil shrink of four percent.

Marketing of livestock is in the
process of revolutionary change,
involving rapid shifts from termin-
al to direct marketing, and less
dramatic shifts from private treaty
trading on terminal to auction sell-
ing. Under these conditions it is
becoming increasingly complex for
individual stockmen to determine
the best methods of selling their
livestock.

The best system of marketing in
one area might be a poor alterna-
tive in another area because of dif-
ferences in characteristics of pro-
ducers, transportation and market-
ing facilities available, and the sys-
tem of buying used.
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Advantages to be derived from
direct marketing are positively
correlated with size and bargaining
ability of producers. Small produc-
ers are likely to favor the use of
auctions located near the farm.

Large ranchers have enough cattle
to "shape" them into larger, more
uniform lots and appeal to the de-
mand and needs of large buyers.
Smaller operators are usually not
able to achieve this sorting.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
The structure and organization

of producing and marketing units
of the Western beef cattle industry
have continued to change. Since
1955, both feedlots and the cow -calf
operations have increased in num-
ber of animal units handled. This
trend is expected to continue.

Much of the increase in size has
been due to economies of scale.
Large firms have lower costs per
unit because of the possibility of
better combinations of resources.
Perhaps the main reasons for fur-
ther increases in size are the ad-
vantages the large operators have
in procurement of supplies, feed,
feeder and breeder cattle, etc., and
in the marketing of feeder cattle
by large ranchers and fed cattle by
commercial feedlots.

The small ranches and feedlots
(under 100 beef cows or 1,000 -head
capacity feedlot) numbering about
42,000 will continue to have difficul-
ty in making a profit from their
operations. Most are already feel-
ing the pinch of competitive dis-
advantages. The alternatives ap-
pear to be related to enlarging the
size of the operation, and thereby,
increasing efficiency.

A sharp increase from 55.3 per-
cent in 1955 to 72.8 percent in 1964
has occurred in direct marketing of
fed and nonfed cattle. Terminal
public markets are no longer an
important factor in the sale of
Western cattle. Less than 10 per-
cent of cattle on feed are sold
through public markets and about
20.4 percent of all cattle marketings
in 1964 were by auction.

Livestock auctions will continue
to be an important outlet for West-
ern cattle, more especially in those

states with large numbers of small-
er ranches and feedlots. The num-
ber of auctions has remained almost
steady, varying from 253 in 1955
to 243 in 1964. However, the aver-
age number of cattle handled at
auctions has grown sharply so that
they are doing a more efficient job
of selling. Auctions have been es-
pecially useful in the selling of
calves and other cattle from dairy
herds and older cows and miscel-
laneous animals from the beef herds
in the West.

Potentially, the most efficient
system of marketing cattle is direct
since it reduces transportation and
handling charges, including shrink-
age. This system of marketing is
much more important in the West
than in other sections of the nation.
Over 10 percent of direct sales are
made on a carcass basis.

Along with the direct method of
marketing, the feeding of cattle in
feedlots owned by packers or on
contract with packers has expanded
in recent years; in 1964, these
amounted to 21 percent of total cat-
tle fed in the West. This is somewhat
higher than the percentage fed by
packers for all the United States.
Where packers were not formally
integrated in the feeding operation,
it was apparent the feeders were
informally integrated. This is il-
lustrated by the fact that 21.5 per-
cent of the 717 commercial feedlots
sold all their output to one packer
and 46 percent of the feedlots used
three or fewer packer outlets.

The growing trend toward large
commercial feedlots, custom feed-
ing by packers and /or large ranch-
ers, and other forms of vertical in-
tegration in the cattle industry
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appear to represent efficient and
logical developments and improve-
ments as the industry becomes
mature. Producers of nonfed and
fed cattle have much to gain by
growing larger and /or more effici-
ent, contracting with other stages
of the marketing system and /or
forming cooperative bargaining as-
sociations.

Regardless of the market outlet
used, the real need is for further
refinement of cattle production to
meet the needs and desires of con-

sumers as to specifications for
weight, grade and cutability. Ad-
ditional efforts will have to be made
to improve price reporting and
grading in order to help reflect
consumer desires to producers.

New developments throughout
the Western beef cattle industry
continue to raise questions for the
future. The most important of these
are: What is the best structure and
organization for the industry and
what problems may develop from
the resultant adjustments?
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