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Abstract:
The purpose of this study was to determine the desirability of a feeder calf certification for Montana
producers, and determine select management competencies to be included in an educational Beef
Quality Assurance program that will result in a perceived economic advantage for Montana’s beef
cattle industry.

Data for this study were gathered through questionnaires mailed to twenty percent of the active
members of the Montana Stockgrowers Association, and all feeder-members of the Nebraska
Cattlemen. Within the Montana Stockgrowers Association sample 534 sampling units, the response
rate was 45.9%, as 245 surveys were returned. The response obtained from the Nebraska Cattlemen
was 55.4%, as 77 of the 141 questionnaires were returned. Data collected from the Montana
Stockgrowers Association were gathered in four categories: (1) certification acceptance, (2)
management practices affecting a certification program, (3) professional educational contacts used in
developing a herd management program, and (4) demographics. Data collected from the Nebraska
Cattlemen were gathered in the same categories, with the exception of the educational contacts.

Data analysis revealed benefit that could be gained through use of a certification program, but indicated
a disparity in the perceived value of the program as viewed by feeders and producers. While feeders
were willing to pay $3/cwt for certified calves, producers indicated they would need $5/cwt to continue
to participate in a certification program. Although a high level of interest was reported, this indicated
program retention would be a concern.

Data also revealed differences in management practices across the state, as divided by the Montana
Stockgrowers Association Executive Committee districts. This has implications for educational
program development, as needs and perspectives vary.

The researcher’s recommendation to the Montana Stockgrowers Association was to develop a system
which would address Beef Quality Assurance in a more comprehensive, holistic approach. 
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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to determine the desirability of a feeder calf 
certification for Montana producers, and determine select management competencies to 
be included in an educational Beef Quality Assurance program that will result in a 
perceived economic advantage for Montana’s beef cattle industry.

Data for this study were gathered through questionnaires mailed to twenty percent 
of the active members of the Montana Siockgrowers Association, and all feeder-members 
of the Nebraska Cattlemen. Within the Montana Stockgrowers Association sample 534 
sampling units, the response rate was 45.9%, as 245 surveys were returned. The response 
obtained from the Nebraska Cattlemen was 55.4%, as 77 of the 141 questionnaires were 
returned. Data collected from the Montana Stockgrowers Association were gathered in 
four categories: (I) certification acceptance, (2) management practices affecting a 
certification program, (3) professional educational contacts used in developing a herd 
management program, and (4) demographics. Data collected from the Nebraska 
Cattlemen were gathered in the same categories, with the exception of the educational 
contacts.

Data analysis revealed benefit that could be gained through use of a certification 
program, but indicated a disparity in the perceived value of the program as viewed by 
feeders and producers. While feeders were willing to pay $3/cwt for certified calves, 
producers indicated they would need $5/cwt to continue to participate in a certification 
program. Although a high level of interest was reported, this indicated program retention 
would be a concern.

Data also revealed differences in management practices across the state, as 
divided by the Montana Stockgrowers Association Executive Committee districts. This 
has implications for educational program development, as needs and perspectives vary.

The researcher’s recommendation to the Montana Stockgrowers Association was 
to develop a system which would address Beef Quality Assurance in a more 
comprehensive, holistic approach.



CHAPTER I 

THE PROBLEM

Introduction

USD A. and Cattle-Fax (as cited in The Brand-Like Initiative, 1997) have both 

reported that from 1980 to 1996, beef has seen a decline in market share of 11.9%, while 

chicken has realized an increase of 10.4%. This cost the beef industry $12.84 billion in 

1996, and Purcell (1997) suggested that further losses in market share may be inevitable 

as we move toward the year 2000 and beyond. There are numerous factors to which this 

trend can be attributed. Quality and consistency is one area, which has been identified as 

key to the success of the beef industry. The National Cattlemen’s Beef Association has 

developed a series of goals and leverage points which must be addressed to accomplish 

the vision statement developed by the Industry Planning Group: “A dynamic and 

profitable beef industry, which concentrates resources around a unified plan, consistently 

meets consumer need and increases market share,” (National Cattlemen’s Beef 

Association, 1997, pi ) .  Seven leverage points create the basis of the action plan, of 

which quality and consistency is one.

The beef industry is a segmented one, in which each (segment) simply accepts 

what the preceding has to offer. This commodity-driven approach has created an industry 

struggling to meet the needs of consumers. In 1991, and again in 1995, national beef
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quality audits identified a variety of practices (National Cattlemen’s Beef Association,

1995), which have led to targeting of specific management practices through voluntary 

Beef Quality Assurance (BQA) programs. Since then, BQA programs have evolved to 

address varied management practices in a manner which has saved the industry over $20 

million dollars without affecting the cost of the final product (National Cattlemen’s 

Association, 1995). Often though, these management strategies, which adhere to BQA 

guidelines, can result in greater immediate costs to producers, while benefits are more 

difficult to identify or quantify.

Preconditioning and backgrounding programs have fallen under the scope of 

BQA, as they reduce morbidity and mortality rates, and increase the consistency of feeder 

calves delivered to the feeding segment of the industry. A variety of states have 

developed certification programs which verify to buyers that calves have been managed 

for efficiency through these programs. Results and returns have been varied, but 

producers have continued to participate, even when these programs charge a per head 

certification fee.

Statement of Purpose

The purpose of this research was to determine the desirability of a feeder calf 

certification for Montana producers, and determine select management competencies to 

be included in an educational Beef Quality Assurance program that will result in a real 

and perceived economic advantage for Montana’s beef cattle industry.
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Need for Study

In 1996, 450 lb steer calves averaged $64.10/cwt (Cattle-Fax, 1997). Prices in 

1993, only three years earlier, averaged $103.15/cwt. The resultant difference of over 

$175/head has significantly impacted producers. Sixteen years earlier, in 1980, the price 

was $84.62/cwt, which leaves today’s producers with significantly lower disposable 

incomes, even without adjusting for inflation. In a year like 1.996, when producers are 

struggling to meet their break-even point, every aspect of the industry is examined with 

greater scrutiny.

Prior to the 1997 Annual Convention of the Montana Stockgrowers Association, 

eleven candidates for positions as officers and directors of the Association were asked to 

identify the major challenges facing the beef industry in the next 10 years (Meet the 

candidates, 1997). Ten of the eleven candidates included in their response that the 

. industry must address any deficiencies in quality and consistency to regain lost market 

share. Identifying areas where Montana producers feel they need additional education 

will aid in developing programs which promote management practices that address 

quality and consistency.

The National Cattlemen’s Beef Association (NCBA) has shown it’s dedication to 

programs which seek to improve the overall quality and consistency of beef in several of 

its recent projects, demonstrating the importance the industry has placed upon this 

concept. Through the National Beef Quality Audits, which were completed at the request 

of NCB A, individual management areas were identified that have resulted in economic 

losses to the industry. The industry was able to identify areas of needed improvement in 

1991, which it targeted through educational BQA programs. By 1995 it had saved
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$3.23/head (NCBA, 1995), which had previously been lost to quality defects. Quality

and consistency are still responsible for a loss of $137.82/head however, which suggests

the BQA programs, although effective, could be improved. Specific management

practices in Montana can be identified, in which producers have a greater educational

need, which will allow BQA programs to more efficiently address specific competencies.

The need for developing management strategies to improve quality and consistency is

well stated by Dr. Gary Smith of Colorado State University (NCBA, 1995):

“Market share can be bought, but not maintained by just lowering the 
price; or market share can be earned, and sustained, by improving quality 
and thus value- and at a price that allows all sectors to remain profitable”
(p. 63).

It is likely the future of the beef industry will see more market coordination 

(Bastien, 1996). This will result in cattle buyers having stricter standards for the calves 

they purchase, including health programs, source verification, types of feeding programs 

used in backgrounding, and types and timing of implants used. This places even more 

importance on determining what management strategies are being utilized in Montana, 

and for which there is a need for more education.

The Brand-Like Initiative proposed by NCBA, is meant to be one of the most 

forward-looking proposals the industry has considered. Developers of this proposal have 

recognized the industry’s inability to adequately respond to consumer signals, as a 

weakness to be addressed (The Brand-Like Initiative, 1997). Promoting the flow of 

information from the consumer back through the various stages of marketing to the 

producer was deeply rooted in this proposal.
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Motivating producers to increase their inputs to the commodity they market can 

be difficult, if there is not a perceived financial benefit outweighing the input cost. If a 

certification program in Montana is not perceived to be beneficial, it will not be worth 

spending the time and money to develop and implement a program. Although a 

certification program should eventually be self-supporting, implementation would require 

funding (Peterson, 1997). The Association hopes to attain start-up funds through a grant 

from the Montana Beef Council. Attaining this grant would require evidence that an 

effort has been made to determine the benefit of a certification program in Montana.

■ Objectives

The objectives of this study were to: . '

(1) determine the convergence and/or divergence of perceptions of management 

practices in a preconditioning or backgrounding operation deemed important to a 

Beef Quality Assurance (BQA) program, by beef cattle producers in the state of 

Montana and the next level of production (feedlots); and

(2) determine the desirability of implementing a Montana Feeder Calf certification 

program which would include BQA training, and be perceived as beneficial by 

both producers and consumers (including feeders, as the next level of production), 

through the Montana Cooperative Extension Service and the Montana 

Stockgrowers Association.



Definition of Terms
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Backgrounding — post-weaning management strategy of calves, which moves them

beyond the stress of weaning, prior to subjecting them to the stress of shipping.

BQA — acronym for the Beef Quality Assurance program developed by the National 

Cattlemen’s Association in 1986 to be a non-regulatory approach to addressing 

chemical residues in beef, and since expanded to address various management 

practices which affect the quality, safety, and consistency of beef.

Cattle -  bovine breeds raised for the purpose of supplying beef to the marketplace.

cwt -  abbreviation for hundred-weight, the common unit upon which feeder calves are 

priced and sold, at dollar increments. Prices given in this report which include 

tenths and hundredths of a dollar are periodic or regional averages.

Montana Feeder Calf Certification -  Proposed project of the Montana Stockgrowers 

Association which attempts to add value to Montana cattle producers’ output.

NCBA — National Cattlemen’s Beef Association, formed by the merger of the National 

Cattlemen’s Association, the Beef Industry Council, and the National Livestock 

and Meat Board, to serve as an organization whose membership is committed to 

•promoting the beef industry.

Preconditioning — pre-weaning management strategy of calves, through a vaccination 

program, which develops the immune system prior to times of highest stress.

SAE -  Supervised Agricultural Experience project completed by FFA members consist 

of planned, practical activities conducted outside of scheduled class time, in 

which students develop and apply agricultural knowledge and skills. (National 

Council for Agricultural Education, 1992)
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Assumptions

The assumptions guiding this study are:

1) Preconditioning and backgrounding programs add value to feeder calves.

2) Cattle feeders are aware of the economic benefit of preconditioned and 

backgrounded feeder calves. '

3) Montana producers possess knowledge of individual facets of BQ A.

Limitations.

The population for this study extended to:

(1) Montana beef cattle operations as managed by members of the Montana 

Stockgrowers Association, between February 1997 and. April 1997; and

(2) feeder members of the Nebraska Cattlemen, as listed in the “Nebraska 

Cattlemen: Cattle Feeders Annual” (Cattlemen’s Communications, 1997).



8

CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF LITERATURE .

Economic Impact

Preconditioned calves have been recognized as being economically advantageous 

to feeders. One backgrounding facility found that in a population of 3,565 calves on 

feed, the calves that had not been preconditioned required $4/head more in medicine 

costs for maintenance of sick animals (Grafel, 1996). In the past decade, as weaning. 

weights increased, greater numbers of weaned calves were going directly into feedlots, 

which reduced the total time to marketing and slaughter. Calves that enter the lot with ' 

developed immunities had a greater potential to perform efficiently in this shortened time 

period (Bailey and Stenquist, 1996).

Because of the nature of the cattle market reports, in which the highest prices are 

reported, it is often difficult to identify a producer as having received a premium. 

However, in studying prices received through video auctions, individual items reported to 

buyers for consideration, can be taken into account. In a recent study which allowed 

researchers to identify various program variables on 1576 lots of calves sold through 

video sales (King, 1995), calves that had been certified through programs requiring • 

calves be subjected to preconditioning and backgrounding strategies received
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significantly higher prices in some instances. A program which required calves to be 

vaccinated at least 3 to 4 weeks prior to weaning resulted in $1.35/cwt higher price than 

calves not certified through any program. Even greater returns were seen when calves 

certified to have received specified shots before or at weaning, and a booster 21 days 

later, such that $2.47/cwt was realized over non-certified calves. However, returns 

depend upon the cost of feed and the price of calves. In years when calf prices were 

already high and/or feed costs Were low, there was a greater opportunity for additional 

profits through preconditioning programs (Bailey and Stenquist, 1996).

Backgrounding has required the producer to increase financial inputs to the 

product. Time and handling of the calves, death loss, vaccinations, and feed costs needed 

to be considered when a producer had to make the decision to hold the calf crop for 

backgrounding. The exact cost varied greatly depending upon the feed type and ration 

that was fed, which also affected the rate of gain for the calves. Another factor, which 

had to be considered when evaluating the economics of backgrounding programs, was the 

sliding price scale feeder calves were sold on. Research at Utah State University (as cited 

by Bailey and Stenquist, 1996), found for each pound of additional weight, there was an 

average decline in calf prices of $0.055/cwt. In this manner, as a producer backgrounded 

calves, additional pounds were gained, which could be sold, but the price per pound 

decreased. This led the researcher to assume the profitability of preconditioning and 

backgrounding programs was going to vary between producers.



Bovine Respiratory Diseases

One of the main goals of preconditioning programs nationwide has been to reduce 

the occurrences of bovine respiratory diseases (BRD) in calves. Weaning and shipping 

has created great stress in feeder calves, which heightened susceptibility to various forms 

of BRD (Purnell, et. ah, 1997). Infectious bovine rhinotracheitis (!BR), bovine viral 

diarrhea (BVD), Parainfluenza Type 3 (PI3), and bovine respiratory syncytial virus 

(BRSV) are all caused by viruses (Pfizer Animal Health, n.d.), and have been targeted by 

most preconditioning programs. Additionally, Pasteurella haemolytica, Pasteurella 

multocida, and Heamophilus somnus are bacterial forms of BRD that have been targeted 

in preconditioning programs if they were a problem in the geographical area where the 

program was being conducted.

Much research has gone into developing vaccines, which will effectively combat 

BRD in cattle. Vaccines have been developed that are either killed, modified live, or 

chemically altered modified live. Texas’ VAC program (Value Added Calf) accents the . 

importance of the different vaccine forms, as it requires specific combinations. For a 

vaccine to meet the requirements of the program (Skiles, 1995), it must contain IBR and 

PI3 strains that are chemically altered modified live, BVD that is killed, and BRS V that is 

modified live. One concern with the use of modified live vaccines in calves, is the 

possibility of transferring the virus to the mother cow through nursing. So even in 

programs, such as Texas’ VAC program, which recommend use of modified live 

vaccines, pharmaceutical companies will not back them up. Because they are not clearly 

labeled for use in nursing calves, a producer is taking a risk in using them. There have 

also been programs developed which avoid this issue by not requiring the shots until

10
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weaning. In order for this to be effective however, the calves cannot be commingled 

immediately. Instead, they are not shipped until they have received a booster shot 14 to 

21 days after weaning. '

Education

In early 1986, three independent NCA Policy Committees directed the NCA to 

address consumer concerns about beef (Smith, et. al., 1997). A BeefQuality Assurance 

Task Force was established to enhance the image of beef as a food product. One aspect 

of the industry given recognition by this task force was the fact that even when scientific 

data supports certain management practices or health issues concerning beef, consumer 

concerns continue to exist.

It has been suggested that a preconditioning program could be more effectively 

instituted as a quality assurance program (Herrick, I. B., 1989). Preconditioning 

programs need to be accepted by multiple segments of the industry. By addressing the 

program as a scientific approach to reducing the overall input costs, as well as a program 

that assures the final consumer of safety, quality, and consistency, the would be viewed 

as useful to all segments of beef production.

Hazard Analysis Critical Control Points (HACCP) has also been used to educate 

everyone involved in the food production industry. Initially developed to ensure food 

safety for manned space flight (Westendorf, et. al., n.d.), the United States Department of 

Agriculture Food Safety and Inspection Service (USDA-FSIS) adopted the concept in 

1990. Although traditionally associated with food processing, there is increasing
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pressure to develop on-farm HACCP programs. Producer education would be key to the 

development of such a program. -
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY

This descriptive survey research assessed perceptions, practices, and needs 

associated with aspects of Beef Quality Assurance and feeder calf certification. This was 

accomplished using a mailed questionnaire, as it was determined to be the most 

economical method of contacting the large number that was sampled from the population.

Instrument

Each question on the survey instrument was designed to be .usable in determining 

the factors outlined in the objectives of this study. Once a draft survey was developed, 

the following steps were followed before the final survey instrument was mailed.

The Feeder Calf Certification Task Force, acting as a sub-committee of the 

Marketing Committee of the Montana Stockgrowers Association, reviewed a draft of the 

questions to be included in the instrument. Based upon recommendations made by this . 

Task Force, the questions were then revised by the researcher. The next step was to have 

the researcher’s graduate committee critique the instrument for face validity and content 

validity. After this revision process, a pilot study was conducted. The population for this 

pilot was the Animal & Range Natural Resources (AKNR) 401 senior-level Planning and 

Program Analysis class. This pilot test was not used to gain any initial information, but
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rather to test the general ability of individuals to complete the questionnaire, and to 

identify any areas which needed further clarification.

The pilot test was also used to evaluate the data collection method, which was to 

be the researcher’s first use of an integrated scanner and optical mark reader program for 

self-developed forms. Remark Office OMR 4.0 software was used to read and interpret 

responses as they were run through a Fujitsu ScanPartner 6000 scanner with auto tray 

feeder. Although this system required a greater amount of time in development of the 

survey instrument and set-up, a large amount of time was saved in data entry. The pilot 

proved to run successfully on this system, with no entry errors when cross-checked.

One question associated with shipping charges was added to the final version of 

the questionnaire (Appendix B), at the request of researchers in the Montana State 

University -  Bozeman Department of Agricultural Economics and Economics. This 

addition made it possible for further analysis of the data by other researchers, and was 

approved for inclusion by the Montana Stockgrowers Association.

A second version of the questionnaire (Appendix B) was developed to survey the 

consumer of a feeder calf certification program. By removing impertinent questions, and 

rewording several aspects of the questionnaire, it was directed at feedlot managers. The 

Executive Director of the Montana Stockgrowers Association, and the chair of the Feeder 

Calf Certification Task Force reviewed this questionnaire for content validity.

Population

The population from which the sample for this study was taken, was the 

membership of the Montana Stockgrowers Association. This is a population of



15

approximately 3,500, from which a sample of significant size and scope was taken. 

Although results from a sample of this population cannot be generalized to all Montana 

producers, it was possible for the researcher to retain more control over the survey 

process using this population. In order to gain access to a mailing list of all Montana 

producers, the services of the Montana Agricultural Statistics Bureau would have to have 

been retained. This service would mail the instrument to a random sample of the larger 

population, but the researcher would not have been able to solicit responses from non

responders to the primary mailing. Additionally, in compliance with policy as an 

unbiased federal agency, no questions tied to membership in the Montana Stockgrowers 

Association could be included. The researcher felt it better to have statistically valid 

results from a smaller population, than to have results for the greater population, which 

may not have been usable due to a lack of information surrounding the data.

The membership structure of the Montana Stockgrowers Association is based 

upon the number of head owned. Before the sample was taken for this study, the 

population was divided into membership groups, and only voting members were included 

in the population. Doing this eliminated associate, complimentary, and inactive 

memberships, which eliminated non-cattle owning members from the population. A 

systematic sampling method was then used to obtain a proportional stratified sample, 

which can still be categorized as random. By taking every fifth listing within each 

membership subgroup, approximately 20% of the population were sampled. Due to the 

fact that there was not a perfect multiple of five in every subgroup, the actual sample was
J

slightly less than 20% of the population resulting in 534 sampling units.
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The second population was chosen to represent the feeding segment of the beef 

cattle industry. The data in Table I reflect the reasoning behind choosing Nebraska as 

the population to represent the consumer of Montana feeder calves. Nebraska is the 

primary purchaser of Montana feeder calves and they have already developed a 

certification for their Nebraska Corn-Fed Beef program. This is a program with 

guidelines similar to the guidelines of the proposed Montana feeder calf certification.

The sampling units were obtained from the Nebraska Cattlemen, a producer organization, 

which resulted in a list of 141 feeder-members of the Nebraska Cattlemen. No sampling 

procedure was used on this population, so the entire population was surveyed.

Table I. MSGA member responses when asked for final destination of calves sold. 
(N=153) -

Nebraska Multiple states including Nebraska Other
Response 56 46 51
Percent 36.6% 30.1% 33.3%

Data Collection

The questionnaire was mailed to MSGA members February 23, 1998, with 

postcard reminders' being mailed March 17,1998. As this time falls into the first part of 

calving season for many Montana producers, six weeks was allowed from the date of the 

initial mailing, before mailing a second copy of the questionnaire April 2, 1998. As seen 

in Table 2, there was an overall response rate of 45.9%.
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Table 2. Return rate of MSGA members by mailing date. (N=534)

Number Number Percent
Sent Returned Returned

First Mailing 534. 158 29.6
Second Mailing 376 87 23.1
Total 245 45.9

Frame error, which is due to the original population including sampling units 

which were not included in the defined population, resulted in some of the surveys 

returned from the MSGA members not being usable for general statistical analysis, as 

shown in Table 3. Fifteen responses were not included in the results.

Table 3. Reasons for non-usable surveys, and frequencies. (N=245)

Reasons n Percent
Returned uncompleted (no cattle) 14 5.7
Ranch moved out of state 1 0.4
Total*
★  A l l  ________________ L I - _____ _____  _  X  i t

15 6.1

The response rate to the feeders’ version of the questionnaire was 5,5.4%, as seen 

in Table 4. A total of 141 sampling units were included in this population, but one 

address was incorrect, and two units were combined into one by a common manager in 

the response, so that 139 sampling units were used to calculate the total response.
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Table 4. Return rate of Nebraska feeders by mailing date. (N=ISP)4

Number
Sent

Number
Returned

. Percent 
Returned

First Mailing 
Second Mailing

141*
82

57
20

40.4
24.4

Total ' ■ 77 55.4

4One address undeliverable, and one duplicate manager. (141-2=139)

Data Analysis

Data were collected and saved into a computer system using Remark Office OMR 

4.0. Conversion of the file format allowed the data to be analyzed by Microsoft Excel 97, 

using the built-in statistical components. Further analysis was completed using Statistical 

Package for Sopial Sciences (SPSS) software.
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS OF THE STUDY

The information gained through the survey was used to analyze the sample. 

Information in this chapter is a result of the quantitative analysis of the data. Comments 

and written answers (Appendix C), are alsq available for qualitative analysis of the data. 

As interpretation of this data can and should change due to the reader’s experiences, no 

qualitative analysis is included in this chapter.

Demographic Data

The data arranged in Table 5 show the distribution of responses when the MSGA 

sample was asked to indicate how many feeder calves they market annually. Of the 230 

usable surveys, only 11 (4.78%) marketed more than 1000 head of feeder cattle annually. 

The most common response was in the 201-500 head category, with 69 (30.00%) of the 

respondents fitting within that demographic description. Seventeen (7.39%)respondents 

did not indicate how many feeder calves they marketed annually. Non-response can be 

due to a variety of factors, and care should be taken in attempting to describe non

respondents.
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Table 5. Distribution of MS GA respondents by number of feeder calves marketed
annually.

Annual number of 
calves marketed n Percent
<50 ' 23 10.00
50-100 36 15.65
101-200 56 24.35
201-500 69 . 30.00
501-1000 18 . 7.83
>1000 ' 11 4.78
no response 17 7.39

Total 230 100.00

Describing the population according to the number of feeder calves sold annually 

is informative, but by looking at responses by location, educational programs can be 

directed to meet varying needs. In Table 6, the data illustrates the response from within 

each of five MSGA Executive Committee Districts. These districts split Montana into 

regions, along county lines (Appendix D). The greatest response came from within the 

South Central district, with 64 (27.83%) respondents. This is consistent with MSGA 

membership numbers, as the South Central district accounts for the highest number of 

members. The membership data displayed in Table 6 is from April 16, 1998. The 

sample for this study was taken in February, 1998, so that actual membership numbers 

are not exactly as they were the date of the sampling. Membership percentages by 

district would be affected very little by small changes in the district count, due to the size 

of the population.
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Table 6. Distribution of MSGA respondents by executive committee districts, compared
to actual membership April 16, 1998.

Executive Committee ■ Respondents . 4/16/1998 membership
Districts. n Percent n Percent
Northeastern 30 • 13.04 439 17.95
Southeastern 31 13.48 416 17.01
North Central 38 16.52 506 20.69
South Central 64 27.83 692 28.29
Western 36 15.65 393 16.07
no response 31 13.48

Total 230 100.00 2446 100.00

The distribution of data in Table 7 is representative of the number of respondents 

within each district who fit into each of the ranges describing the number of calves 

marketed annually. It is interesting to note the greatest number is 23 respondents from 

the South Central district who market from 201-500 head of feeder calves annually The 

most important numbers to recognize however, are the zeroes (0) which occur in several 

categories. Information which is found to be significantly different within the group of 

MSGA producers marketing <50 head of feeder calves annually cannot be inferred back 

to the Southeastern district. This also applies when considering MSGA producers who 

market >1000 head from within the Northeastern district, and 501-1000 head from within

the North Central district.
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Table 7. Distribution of MSGA respondents by size and district. (N=220*)

<50 50-100 101-200 201-500 501-1000 >1000 no response
Northeastern 3 5 9 11 2 0 0
Southeastern 0 5 ■ 6 8 7 2 3
North Central 4 9 13 9 0 2 I
South Central 6 10 15 23 5 2 3
Western 9 3 6 10 3 5 0
no response I 4 7 8. I 0 *
*10 respondents did not answer either question.

The data in Table 8 break down the population of Nebraska Cattlemen feeder- 

members by their reported one-time feeding capacity. Thirty-five (45%) feeders reported 

having a capacity of less than 5000 head. For each category with a larger one-time 

capacity, there were fewer respondents, so that the largest category, feeders with a 

capacity greater than 20,000 head had only 8 (10%) respondents.

Table 8. Distribution of Nebraska Cattlemen feeders capacity.

Feeding capacity n Percent
<5000 35 45
5001-10,000 20 26
10,001-20,001 13 17
>20,000 8 10
No response I I

Total 77 100

Reported Interest in the Proposed Program 

■ The data in Table 9 indicate the willingness of MSGA producers to participate in 

the proposed certification program at a minimal cost. Overall, 124 (53.9%) respondents 

replied positively to the idea of paying a minimal fee in order to participate in a Montana 

Feeder Calf Certification program. The greatest willingness was expressed by the portion



23

of the sample which markets from 501-1000 head annually, as 72.2% (13) of this 

category of respondents stated they would be willing to pay a minimal fee. The largest 

number of respondents, 40, willing to pay the certification fee occurred within the group 

marketing 201-500 head annually. The percentage within this group was lower, but due 

to the greater number of producers fitting this category, a larger number of participants 

are reported within this demographic by the respondents.

Standard deviations and confidence intervals cannot be calculated for the data in 

Table 9, so the data simply describe the respondents’ willingness as a proportion of total 

responses. For this reason, the researcher has included in the table a percentage of 

respondents willing to participate, as a proportion of the entire sample. This statistic 

(23.2%) would be true of the sample, if a non-response to the survey indicated a lack of 

willingness to participate in the proposed program.

Table 9. Respondents willing to pay a minimal certification cost per head to participate 
in the described program, by the annual number of head marketed.

Feeder calves Yes No no response
Marketed annually n number Percent number percent number percent
<50 23 11 47.8 8 34.8 4 17.4
50-100. 36 20 55.6 8 22.2 8 22.2
101-200 . . 56 32 57.1 10 17.9 14 25.0
201-500 69 40 58.0 13 18.8 16 23.2
501-1000 18 13 72.2 4 22.2 I 5.6
>1000 11 6 54.5 2 18.2 3 27.3
no response 17 2 11.8 9 52.9 6 35.3

Total 230 124 53.9 54 23.5 52 22.6

Yes/entire sample (N=534) 23.2% '
-
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In order to further analyze the sample’s willingness to participate, the data in 

Table 10 has been calculated to show participation responses by district. Participants 

within the Western district indicated the greatest willingness, as 69.4% responded they 

were willing to pay a minimal certification fee, whereas the lowest willingness occurred 

within the North Central district where 47.4% of the respondents replied with an 

affirmation of participation. It is also apparent from data in this table that as the percent 

responding “No” increased, so did the percent of respondents that did not complete this 

question when completing the questionnaire.

Table 11 consists of data which signifies the response to the second question 

regarding participation, and a willingness to attend BQA training in order to participate. 

Responses varied only slightly from the responses in Table 9. The relationship noted in 

Table 9 between “No” responses and non-response varies. In Table 10, the Northeastern 

district has a higher percent (20.0%) responding “No” than the South Central (18.8%), 

but a lower percent (16.7%) non-response than the South Central (20.3%).

Table 10. Distribution of respondents willing to pay a minimal certification fee in order 
to participate, in rank order by district. *

. N
Yes No no response

Number Percent number percent number percent
Western 36 25 69.4 5 13.9 6 16.7
Northeastern 30 20 66.7 5 16.7 5 16.7
South Central 64 39 60.9 13 20.3 12 18:8
Southeastern 31 16 51.6 8 25.8 7 22.6
North Central 38 18 47.4 10 26.3 10 26.3
No response 31 6 19.4 14 45.2 ' 35.5
*See Table 9 for totals for the sample
**Eleven (11) respondents did not answer either question
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Table 11. Distribution of MSGA respondents by district willing to attend a BQA training
seminar in order to quality for participation in the proposed certification p ro g ram

Tcs______________ No______  no response
n number Percent number percent number percent

Western 36 24 66.7 7 . 19.4 5 13.9
Northeastern 30 19 63.3 6 20.0 5 16.7
South Central . 64 39 60.9 12 . 18.8 13 20.3
Southeastern 31 16 51.6 8 25.8 7 22.6
North Central 38 17 44.7 12 31.6 9 23.7
No response 31 7 22.6 11 35.5 13* 41.9
^Thirteen (13) respondents did not answer either question

Table 12 presents data on participation with BQA training prerequisites within 

each of the ranges of annual numbers marketed. For the three groups which fall into the 

range annually marketing from 101-1000 head of feeder calves, there was a greater 

willingness to attend a BQA training seminar (62.5%, 59.4%, 77.8%) than there had been 

to pay a certification fee (57.1%, 58.0%, 72.2%), as presented in Table 9. For the 

remaining three groups which fall on either end of the 101-1000 head marketed range, the 

percent willing to attend BQA training (43.5%, 47.2%, 45.5%) was less than it had been 

to pay a certification fee (47.8%, 55.6%, 54.5%). Overall, reported willingness to pay a 

minimal certification fee (53.9%) was very similar to the reported willingness to attend 

BQA training (53.0%).

Tables 9-12 show the positive response to the idea of a Montana Feeder Calf 

Certification. However, written responses to Question 3 in the survey (Appendix B) 

indicated the average producer felt he/she would need $5/cwt above the market to 

continue to participate in the program. Feeders responses indicated on average they 

would be willing to pay $3/cwt above the market to buy these calves.
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Table 12. Respondents willingness to attend a BQA training seminar in order to qualify 
for a certification program, by the annual number of head marketed. '

Yes_____________ No • no response
n number Percent number percent number percent

<50 23 10 43.5 9 39.1 4 17.4
50-100 36 17 47.2 11 30.6 8 22.2.
101-200 56 35 62.5 . 9 16.1 12 21.4
201-500 69 41 59.4 10 14.5 18 26.1
501-1000 18 14 77.8 2 11.1 2 11.1
>1000 11 5 .45.5 3 27.3 3 27.3 ■
no response 17 0 0.0 11 64.7 6 35.3

Total 230 122 53.0 55 23.9 53 23.0

Yes/entire sample (N=534) •______ 22.8*_________
^Participation if non-response to the survey indicates no participation (122/534)

In Table 13, the feeder population is considered, as the data show 77.9%(60) of 

respondents in the feeder members of NC currently feed Montana cattle. The data also 

indicate the highest percent (87.5%) of feedlots containing Montana cattle occurs within 

the largest feedlots, a capacity greater than 20,000 head. The smallest percent of feedlots 

with Montana cattle on feed occurred within the smallest feedlots, as 74,3% (26) of those 

with capacities of less than 5000 head were currently feeding Montana cattle.

Table 13. Distribution of NC feeders responses by feeding capacity, when asked if they 
currently feed cattle originating from Montana.

One-time feeding 
Capacity N

Yes No no response
number Percent number percent number percent

<5000 35 26 74.3 6 17.1 2 5.7
5001-10,000 20 17 85.0 . 2 10.0 I 5.0
10,001-20,000 13 10 76.9 3 23.1 0 0.0
>20,000 8 7 * 87.5 0 0.0 I 12.5
no response I 0 0.0 I 100.0 . 0 0.0

Total 77 60 77.9 12 15.6 4 5.2
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In Table 14, it can be seen from the data that 90.9% of the feedlot managers who 

responded felt the proposed certification program would benefit their feeding operation. 

The greatest variance from this overall response occurs within the category of feeders 

with a capacity of greater than 20,000 head, as 87.5% stated it would be of benefit. This 

■is 3.4 percentage points below the overall acceptance. Once again, the entire population 

was taken into consideration. In this case it is important to recognize the results are 

shown for respondents of an entire population. So it can be said with 100% confidence 

that at least 5 0.4% of the feeder members of the NC felt this proposed program would be 

beneficial to their feeding operation.

Table 14. Distribution of NC feeders’ responses by feeding capacity, when asked if they 
felt this proposed certification program would be of benefit to their feeding operation.

One-time feeding 
Capacity n

Yes ' No • no response
number Percent number percent number percent ■

<5000 35 32 91.4 ' I 2.9 2 5.7
5001-10,000 20 18 90.0 0 0.0 2 10.0
10,001-20,000 13 12 92.3 0 0.0 I 7.7
>20,000 8 I ■ 87.5 0 0.0 I . 12.5
no response I I 100.0 0 0.0

Total 77 70 90.9 I 1.3 6 7.8

Y es/Population (N= 139) 50.4*
*Population descriptor if non-response indicates feeder feels program would not be 
beneficial (70/139)

Marketing Options

Beginning with the data in Table 15, the data in this section was calculated from 

responses on a Likertrtype scale from I to 5, where a I designated a producer never used 

that particular marketing option, 2 indicated seldom use of the practice, 3 indicated use of
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the practice 1A the time, 4 indicated it was usually used, and 5 indicated the producer 

always used that method of marketing feeder calves (Appendix B). It would have been 

possible to treat this data as nominal or ordinal data, as each number on the scale does 

have a definition. The researcher chose to treat it as interval data, assuming the scale was 

viewed by respondents as having equal variance between each number on the scale. This 

allowed the data to be summarized using a mean and standard deviation.

Interpreting the standard deviation varies slightly between populations. When 

dealing with the respondents from the sample of MSGA producers, the standard deviation 

can be used to calculate a confidence interval. This confidence interval would indicate 

with a certain degree of confidence, a range in which the mean of respondents would 

occur if the entire population had been surveyed. So for this population, the standard 

deviation is used to deal with sampling error.

For the population of NC feeders, the standard deviation is not used to make 

inferences of a population, as no sampling was done. Instead, the standard deviation is; an 

accurate measure of the respondents’ central tendency. The calculated mean is that of the 

respondents, so the only confidence interval that may be relevant would attempt to 

include non-respondents. As there is no data from non-respondents, the only interval 

which can be calculated would be to assume the lowest possible response for all non-
. • '  V

respondents on one end, and the highest possible response on the other including this data 

with that which was collected.

Table 15 displays data that reflects the level of use reported for five marketing 

options listed in the questionnaire. Marketing through an order-buyer and private treaty 

top the list, with means of 3.08 and 3.00 respectively. Retained ownership and video
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auction use was reported as being used the least, with means of 1.89 and 1.62 

respectively.

Table 15. Marketing options in rank order by mean, level of use reported by MSGA 
respondents.

n Mean* Standard
Deviation

Order-buyer 203 3.08 1.35
Private treaty 200 3.00 1.37
Auction market 203 2.50 1.02
Retained ownership 196 1.89 1.21
Video auction 194 1.62 0.99
*Based on a likert-type scale from I to 5 (l=never, 5=always)

The data in Table 16 attempts to identify a variable to which some of the variation 

within the use of these marketing options can be attributed. The F-value listed here is a 

ratio of two unbiased variance estimates. Higher F-values indicate a greater percent of 

the variation in responses concerning that particular marketing option can be attributed to 

the variable against which it is being checked. In this case, use of private treaty is the 

only variable not significantly affected by the number of feeder calves marketed 

annually. Conversely, the category into which a producer fit due to the annual number of 

feeder calves marketed is shown to have significant impact upon the use of order-buyer, 

auction market, retained ownership, and video auction marketing strategies, with F- 

values of 2.35, 4.45, 5.31, and 2.66 respectively.
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Table 16. A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) within the marketing options as 
explained by the number of feeder calves marketed annually.

df=5 F value Significance
Order-buyer 2.35 0.043*
Private treaty 1.57 0.170
Auction market 4.45 0:001*
Retained ownership 5.31 0.000*
Video auction 2.66 0.024*
*Significant at the .05 level.

In Table 17 data, is broken down by the number of feeder calves marketed. 

Tukey’s test of real significance was used to analyze exactly where the.differences 

identified in Table 16 occur. Although a significant effect was found within use of an 

order-buyer and video auction, this test did not identify exactly where those significant 

differences occurred. This is due in part to the fact that there is a different n for each 

subset of data. For the level of use of retained ownership and the auction market 

however, several homogeneous subsets were identified. This allows us to see that as 

marketing numbers decrease, the use of an auction market increases, and use of retained 

ownership decreases.
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Table 17. Mean level of use reported by the sample of MSGA members for each 
marketing option, by the number of feeder calves marketed annually*.

Annual number of feeder calves marketed
<50 

n= . 22
50-100

36
101-200

52
201-500

65
501-1000

17
>1000

11
Order-buyer 2.31 3.212 3.27 3.25 3T31 2.50'
Private treaty 2.6.7' 2.97 2.651 3.276 3.35 3.36
Auction market 3.18c 2.7 l 2b" 2.38ab" 2.49ab" 2.073ab 1.60Ia
Retained ownership 1.352a 1.472a 1.822ab 1.983ab 2.63lb" 3.301"
Video auction LlO1 1.363 1.653. 1.844 1.881 1.601
*Based on a likert-type scale from I to 5 (l=never, 5=always) 
^due to non-response to the question, adjusted n=n-l 
2due to non-response to the question, adjusted n=n-2 
3due to non-response to the question, adjusted n=n-3 
4due to non-response to the question, adjusted n=n-4 
6due to non-response to the question, adjusted n=n-6
"Homogeneous subset (significantly different from data not marked) 
bHomogeneous subset (significantly different from data not marked) 
"Homogeneous subset (significantly different from data not marked)

The data in Table 18 once again show any effect upon the level of use within the 

marketing options by a demographic variable, the district in which the respondent 

operated. In this case, only one significant relationship was found. However, when 

Tlikey’s test for real significance was run, there were no multiple subsets found. Because 

of this, no effects can be stated for marketing options by district,

Table 18. A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) within the marketing options 
dependant upon the district.

df=4 F value Significance
Order-buyer 2.167 ■ 0.075
Private treaty 1.792 . 0.133
Auctionmarket 0.236 0.918
Retained ownership 2.471 0.046*
Video auction 0.442 0.778
* Significant at the .05 level.
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The data in Table 19 indicate the highest level of use in obtaining feeder cattle 

was through an order-buyer, with a reported mean of 3.57. The lowest reported level of 

use was through a video auction, with a reported mean of 1.66. Use of auction markets 

and private treaty were reported to have very similar levels of use, so that when rounded 

to two decimal places, the mean is 2.96 for both. Retained ownership was not included 

as a marketing option for the feeders, as they are obtaining cattle, rather than marketing 

them.

Table 19. Marketing options in rank order by mean level of use in obtaining feeder 
cattle, as reported by NC feeders. .

n Mean* Standard
Deviation

Order-buyer 74 3.57 0.83
Auctionmarket 72 2.96 0.94
Private treaty 71 2.96 0.95
Video auction 62 1.66 0.77 "
*Based on a Likert-type scale from I to 5 (l=never, 5=always)

Table. 20 lists data that was calculated in an attempt to find a relationship between 

the feeders’ level of use for each of the marketing options, and their feeding capacity. As 

the data show, no significant relationship was found, which indicates feeders of all sizes 

obtain feeder cattle in the same manner.

Table 20. A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) within the level of use in obtaining 
feeder cattle through four marketing options, as affected by feeding capacity.

F value Significance
Order-buyer 1.347 0.266
Auction market 0.045 0.987
Private treaty 0.154 0.927
Video Auction 0.079 0.971



Management Practices

The analysis completed for the management practices listed in the questionnaire is 

the same as the analysis for the marketing options. Each of the practices has been 

evaluated to identify relationships with either the number of feeder-calves marketed or 

the district in which the respondent operates.

Care should be taken in evaluating results, as perspectives were different for the 

two populations. MSGA producers were asked to indicate their level of use for each of 

the management practices, while the NC feeders were asked to indicate how important 

they felt it was for producers to utilize each practice, to the extent it affects their 

operation.

The data in Table 21 indicate there are eleven practices, which should be 

evaluated for differences, based on annual numbers marketed: vaccinate calves at 

branding (0.014), implant calves (0.005), castrate bull calves intended for feedlots 

(0.000), supplement with block minerals (0.005), retrieve carcass data (0.000), retain 

calves for market as yearlings (0.000), breeding season regulated for uniform calf crop 

(0.020), vaccinate for IBR (0.039), vaccinate for BRSV (0.044), vaccinate for H. somnus 

(0.036), and vaccinate with clostridial (0.001). Table 22 lists data that show the mean for 

each of the practices and every category for number of feeder calves marketed therein. 

Vaccinating calves at branding, and vaccinating for IBR were the only practices 

identified by the data in Table 21, in which Tukey’s test for real significance did not find 

any significantly different subsets.

Retrieving carcass data has three different homogeneous subsets of data, while the 

remaining eight significant practices have two. Data show an increased tendency to



34

retrieve carcass data more often, as the number of feeder calves marketed annually 

increases. The mean for the group marketing more than 1000 head of feeder calves 

annually was 3.50. As a 3 was defined within the questionnaire as being “1/2 the time,” 

this indicates they retrieve carcass data more than half of the time.

There was an inverse relationship between supplementing with block minerals

and the annual number marketed. As the number of head to be marketed decreases, the

producer reported a greater tendency to supplement with block minerals.

Table 21. An analysis of variance (ANOVA) within the management practices in relation 
to the number of feeder calves marketed annually.

df=5
F value Significance

Vaccinate calves at branding 2.917 0.014*
Vaccinate calves 21 days prior to weaning 1.494 0.193
Give booster shots 21+ days after vaccination 1.532 . 0.182
Internal parasite control 1.070 0.378
External parasite control 2.032 0.076
Vaccinate breeding cattle yearly . 1.442 0.211
Dehom  calves at birth or branding ' 1.606 0.160
Implant calves •3.473 0.005*
Castrate bull calves intended for feedlots 6.292 0.000*
Supplement with block minerals 3.494 0.005*
Supplement with loose minerals 2.106 0.066
Retrieve carcass data 6.375 0.000*
Individual calf weights recorded at birth 2.082 0.069
Individual calf weights recorded at weaning 1.292 0.269
Bunk-break calves after weaning 0.823 0.535
Retain calves for market as yearlings 5.932 0.000*
Keep health records on individual animals 1.829 0.109
Breeding season regulated for uniform calf crop 2.749 0.020*
Use genetic selection to gain optimum calf weights 1.415 0.220
Use EPD's in selecting herd sires 0.936 0.459
Vaccinate for Bovine Viral Diarrhea (BVD) 2.009 . 0.079
Vaccinate for Parainfluenza Type 3 (PB) 2.207 0.055
Vaccinate for Infectious Bovine Rhinotracheitis (IBR) 2.394 0.039*
Vaccinate for Bovine Respiratory Syncitial Virus (BRSV) 2.337 0.044*
Vaccinate for Pasteurella haemolytica 1.843 0.107
Vaccinate for Pasteurella multicoda 1.786 0.118
Vaccinate for Haemophilus somnus ■ 2.437 0.036*
Vaccinate with clostridial (7-, 8-way) 4.411 0.001*
* S ign ificant at the .05 level. J
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Table 22. Mean* level of use scores for the sample of MSGA members on each 
management practice, by number of feeder calves marketed annually.

Annual number of feeder calves marketed
<50 • 

n= 23 .
50-100

36
101-200

56
201-500

69
501-1000 

. 18
>1000

11
Vaccinate calves at branding 4.48 4.92 T9T 5.OO1 5.00 4.60'
Vaccinate calves 21 days prior to weaning 3.361 3.53 2.91* 1 2 3.60' 3.22 3.901
Give booster shots 21+ days after vaccination 1.725 6 2.444 2.154 2.37' 2.72 3.222
Internal parasite control 3.052 3.093 3.04s 3.28" 3.82' 4.00'
External parasite control 3.862 3.78 3.583 4.22s 4.44 4.60'
Vaccinate breeding cattle yearly 4.09 4.583 4.352 4.62? 4.56 5.OO1
Dehorn calves at birth or branding 4.04 4.44 4.66 4.57' 4.83 5.OO1
Implant calves ' 2.23" 3.64b 3:76lb 3.74,b 3.61b 3.90lb
Castrate bull calves intended for feedlots 4.45" 5.OOb 4.98lb 4.96lb . 5.00b 5.OOlb
Supplement with block minerals 3.503b 2.72ab 2.6 T ab 2.247ab 1.71" 2.10"
Supplement with loose minerals 3.18’ 4.22 4.02' 4.042 4.22 4.40'
Retrieve carcass data 1.36" 1.60Iab LSO2ab 2.06"b 2.56bc 3.50"
Individual calf weights recorded at birth 2.951 2.592 1.943 2.04 1.83 2.20'
Individual calf weights recorded at weaning 3.14’ 2.423 2.262 2.17 2.50 2.70'
Bunk-break calves after weaning 3.192 . 3.062 3.372 3.51 3.94 3.222
Retain calves for market as yearlings 1.73" 1.912a 1.943a 2.35" 3.50b 2.70Iab
Keep health records on individual animals 3.051 3,09' 2.573 2.28 2.61 2.00'
Breeding season regulated for uniform calf crop 4.14" 4.75ab 4.424ab 4.5 Iab 4.83b 4.90lb
Use genetic selection to gain optimum calf weights 4.091 3.89 4.432 4.63' 4.61 4.60'
Use EPD's in selecting herd sires 4 .102 4.42 4.22' 4.48 4.67 4.50'
Vaccinate for Bovine Viral Diarrhea (BVD) 4.142 4.11 4.343 4.673 4.56 5.00'
Vaccinate for Parainfluenza Type 3 (PI3) 4,OO4 4.29' 4.277 4.7 T 4.56 5.OO1
Vaccinate for Infectious Bovine Rhinotracheitis (IBR) 4.153 4.31 4.33s • 4.72s 4.88' 5.00'
Vaccinate for Bovine Respiratory Syncitial Virus (BRSV) 4.225ab 3.77" 4.066ab 4.39Sab 4.65 "b 5.00Ib
Vaccinate for Pasteurella haemolytica 3.887 3.66' 3.408 3.946 10 4.351 4.50'
Vaccinate for Pasteurella multicoda 3.387 * 2.973 2.87" 3.I l 14 4.002 4.002
Vaccinate for Haemophilus somnus 3.697ab 3. IS3a 3.519ab 3.83Sab 4.1Slab 4.80lb
Vaccinate with clostridial (7-, 8-way) 4.303a 4.89lb 4.78lab 4.972b 5.OOlb 5.OOlb
*Based on a Likert-type scale from I to 5
1Due to non-response to the question, adjusted n=n-l
2Due to noh-response to the question, adjusted n=n-2
3Due to non-response to the question, adjusted n=n-3
4Due to non-response to the question, adjusted n=n-4
5Dufe to non-response to the question, adjusted n=n-5
6Due to non-response to the question, adjusted n=n-6
7Due to non-response to the question, adjusted n=n-7
8Due to non-response to the question, adjusted n=n-8
9Due to non-response to the question, adjusted ri=n-9
10Due to non-response to the question, adjusted n=n-10.
11Due to non-response to the question, adjusted n=n-l I
14Due to non-response to the question, adjusted n=n-14
“Homogeneous subset (significantly different from data not marked)
^Homogeneous subset (significantly different from data not marked) 
“Homogeneous subset (significantly different from data not marked)
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The data in Table 23 and Table 24 reflect the relationship between the 

management practices, and the district in which the producer operates. Seven practices 

were significantly different across districts of operation: vaccinate calves 21 days prior to 

weaning (0.024), dehorn calves at birth or branding (0.016), individual calf weights 

recorded at birth (0.008), bunk-break calves after weaning (0.034), retain calves for 

market as yearlings (0.000), keep health records on individual animals (0.019), and use 

genetic selection to gain optimum calf weights (0.030).

Table 23. An analysis of variance (ANOVA) within the management as affected by the 
reported district of operation.

" df=4
F value Significance

Vaccinate calves at branding 1.508 0.201
Vaccinate calves 21 days prior to weaning 2.881 . ■ 0.024*
Give booster shots 21+ days after vaccination 0.547 0.702
Internal parasite control 1.482 0.209
External parasite control 2.209 0.070
Vaccinate breeding cattle yearly 0.642 0.633
Dehom calves at birth or branding 3.139 0.016*
Implant calves 2 .112 , 0.081
Castrate bull calves intended for feedlots 0.596 0.666
Supplement with'block minerals 2.166 0.075
Supplement with loose minerals 0.760 0.553
Retrieve carcass data 0.324 0.861
Individual calf weights recorded at birth 3.564 0.008*
Individual calf weights recorded at weaning 2.349 0.056
Bunk-break calves after weaning 2.657 0.034*
Retain calves for market as yearlings 5.812 0.000*
Keep health records on individual animals 3.027 0.019*
Breeding season regulated for uniform calf crop 0.519 0.722
Use genetic selection to gain optimum calf weights 2.746 0.030*
Use EPD's in selecting herd sires 0.296 0.880
Vaccinate for Bovine Viral Diarrhea (BVD) ■ 1.122 0.348
Vaccinate for Parainfluenza Type 3 (PB ) 1.158 0.331
Vaccinate for Infectious Bovine Rhinotracheitis (IBR) 0.985 0.417
Vaccinate for Bovine Respiratory Syncitial Virus (BRSV) 0.420 0.794
Vaccinate for Pasteurella haemolytica 2.200 0.071
Vaccinate for Pasteurella multicoda 0.989 0.415
Vaccinate for Haemophilus somnus ' 1.396 0.237
Vaccinate with clostridial (7-, 8-way) 1.165 0.328
* S ignificant at the .05 level.
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The relationship shown by data in Table 24 suggests that MSGA producers in the 

Southeastern district retain calves for market as yearlings significantly more often than in 

other districts. In Table 22, data show a relationship with this same management practice 

and the number of feeder calves marketed annually, such that producers with greater 

numbers of feeder calves to market annually are more likely to retain calves for market as 

yearlings.

In looking at developing a preconditioning program for the entire state, it is 

important to note that data in Table 24 show a significant difference between districts in 

the practice of vaccinating 21 days prior to weaning. MSGA producers in the Western 

district reported a mean level of use of 3.94 (4 = 3/4 of the time), while producers in the 

Southeastern district reported a mean level of use of 2.70 (3 = 1A of the time).
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Table 24. Mean* level of use reported for each management practice by Executive 
Committee Districts, with homogeneous subsets noted for items found significant in prior 
table.

North
eastern 

n= ■ 30

South
eastern

30

North
Central

38

South
Central

63
Western

36
Vaccinate calves at branding 5.00 4.97 4.82 4.94 4.67
Vaccinate calves 21 days prior to weaning 3.33* • 2.70“ 3.19'* 3.572* 3.94b
Give booster shots 21+ days after vaccination 2.182 • 2:48' 2.062 2.4T4 2.423
Internal parasite control 3.15s 3.743 2.812 ' 3.22s 3.562
External parasite control 4.24' 4.502 3.472 3.93s 3.91'
Vaccinate breeding cattle yearly 4.432 4.38' . 4.313 4.592 4.67
Dehom calves at birth or branding 4.97b 4.80* 4.11' “ 4.46* 4.72*
Implant calves 4.00 ' 3.17 3.41' 3.82' 3.09'
Castrate bull calves intended for feed lots 5.00 4.97 4.86' 4.872 4.83
Supplement with block minerals 2.783 2.084 2.612 2.202 2.973
Supplement with loose minerals 3.97 4.03 3.89 . 4.16' 3.67
Retrieve carcass data 1.83' 2.07' 1.86' 2.03' 2.11'
Individual calf weights recorded at birth I.Bd2* 1.53“ 2.43'* 2.74'b 2.212*
Individual calf weights recorded at weaning ■ 2.362 ■ 1.97 2.282 3.00' 2.46'
Bunk-break calves after weaning 2.932' 4. IOb 2.95'“ 3.412* 3.442*
Retain calves for market as yearlings 1.792a 3.17b 1.84'“ 2.31'“ 2.033a
Keep health records on individual animals 2-.502* 2.03“ 3.1I2b 2.98'* ... 2.28*
Breeding season regulated for uniform calf crop 4.62' . 4.47 4.59' 4.623 4.42
Use genetic selection to gain optimum calf weights 4,00'“ 4.57b 4.59'b 4.61lb 4.50*
Use EPD's in selecting herd sires 4.20 4.43 4.30' 4.44' 4.34'
Vaccinate for Bovine Viral Diarrhea (BVD) 4.642 ' 4.50 4.082 4.462 4.502 '
Vaccinate for Parainfluenza Type 3 (PI3) 4.544 4.45' 4.093 4.594 4.483
Vaccinate for Infectious Bovine Rhinotracheitis (IBR) 4.624 4.62' 4 .192 4.573 4.562
Vaccinate for Bovine Respiratory Syncitial Virus (BRSV) 4.285 4,252 . 4.033 4.262 4.44"
Vaccinate for Pasteurella haemolytica 3.966 3.862 3.184 3.95s 4.153
Vaccinate for Pasteurella multicoda 3.299 3.227 2.854 ' 3.269 . 3.67s
Vaccinate for Haemophilus somnus 4.227 3.805 3.294 3.757 3.882
Vaccinate with clostridial (7-, 8-way) 4.792 4.97 4.782 4.934 4.71'
*Based on a Likert-type scale from I to 5 (l=never, 5=always)
1Due to non-response to the question, adjusted n=n-l 
2Due to non-response to the question, adjusted n=n-2 
3Due to non-response to the question, adjusted n=n-3 
4Due to non-response to the question, adjusted n=n-4 
5Due to non-response to the question, adjusted n=n-5 
6Due to non-response to the question, adjusted n=n-6 
7Due to non-response to the question, adjusted n=n-7 
9Due to non-response to the question, adjusted n=n-9
“Homogeneous subsets (significantly different from means in the same row not noted identically) 
^Homogeneous subsets (significantly different from means in the same row not noted identically)
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The data in Table 25 are arranged such that management practices are listed in 

descending order according to the reported mean level of use by MSGA producers. 

Opposite this column, the mean level of importance as seen by NC feeders is listed. The 

level of use for the top five practices not only meets, but exceeds the level of importance 

stated by feeders. Of the eight items to be vaccinated for, five of them resulted in a mean 

level of use greater than 4.00 being reported by the producers, indicating they were 

usually vaccinated for. Vaccination for Pasteurella haemolytica, Haemophilus somnus, 

and Pasteurella multicoda have mean levels of use among MSGA respondents of 3.78, 

3.73, and 3.17 respectively, while NC respondents continued to rate the importance at 

4.40, 4.31, and 4.20 respectively.

Table 25.. Management practices in rank order by mean level of use reported by MSGA 
respondents, against the mean level of importance of the same scale, as reported by 
Nebraska feeders.

MSGA members NC feeder members

1 n Mean* S.D. n. Mean** S.D.

Castrate bull calves intended for feedlot 218 4.91 0.51 76 4.76 • 0.67
Vaccinate calves at branding. 219 4.89 0.63 75 4.21 0.95
Vaccinate with clostridial (7-, 8-way) 212 4.85 0.61 77 4.52 0.70
Dehom calves at birth or branding 220 '4.56 1.16 77 4.34 0.95
Breeding season regulated for uniform calf crop .216 4.55 0.90 75 4.20 0.90
Vaccinate for Infectious Bovine Rhinotracheitis (IBR) 206 4.53 1.05 77 4.88 0.36
Vaccinate breeding cattle yearly 213 4.50 1.12 74 3.88 1.15
Use genetic selection to gain optimum calf weights 217 4.49 0.90 75 4.15 0.77
Vaccinate for Parainluenza Type 3 (PI3) 202 4.48 1.13 77 4.52 0.84
Vaccinate for Bovine Viral Diarrhea (BVD) 212 4.45 1.14 77 4.83 0.38
Use EPD's in selecting herd sires 217 4.37 1.08 77 4.13 0.88
Vaccinate for Bovine Respiratory Syncitial Virus (BRSV) 202 4.26 1.29 ' 77 4.71 0.70
Supplement with loose minerals 217 4.05 ■ 1.35 74 3.65 1.08
External parasite control of calves 211 4.00 1.47 77 3.94 1.04
Vaccinate for Pasteurella haemolytica ■ 197 3.78 1.51 77 4.40 0.85
Vaccinate for Haemophilus somnus 193 3.73 1.54 77 ■ 4.31 0.89
Implant calves 218 3.57 1.66 74 2.19 1.25
*Based on a Likert-type scale from I to 5 (l=never, 5=always)
**Based on a Likert-type scale from I to 5 (l=not important, 5=very important) !
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Table 25 Continued. Management practices in rank order by mean level of use reported 
by MSGA respondents, against the mean level of importance of the same scale, as 
reported by Nebraska feeders.

MSGA members NC feeder members
n Mean* S.D. n Mean** S.D.

Bunk-break calves after weaning 214 3.44 1.66 77 4.06 1.10
Vaccinate calves 21 days prior to weaning 217 3.35 ■ 1.62 75 ■ 4.83 0.45
Internal parasite control of calves 205 3.27 1.70 75 4.00 1.04
Vaccinate for Pasteurella multicoda 180 3.17 1.66 76 4.20 0.88
Keep health records on individual animals 216 2.59 . 1.63 77 4.09 ’ 1.05
Supplement with block minerals 217 2.49 1.35 76 3.45 1.20
Individual calf weights recorded at weaning 214 2.43 1.66 .75 3.04 1.18
Give booster shots 21+ days after vaccination 206 2.41 1.61 75 4.39 1.01
Retain calves for market as yearlings 214 2.28 1.36 77 2.95 1.17
Individual calf weights recorded at birth - 214 2.22 1.59 74 2.84 1.14
Retrieve carcass data 215 1.94 1.26 77 3.86 1.00
*Based on a Likert-type scale from I to 5 (l=never, 5=always)
**Based on a Likert-type scale from I to 5 (l=no t important, 5=very important)

Data presented in Table 26 describe nominal data. In an attempt to further 

describe the vaccination practices included in the Tables 21 -  25, data show a preference 

by both producers (61.76%) and feeders’ (86.76%) toward modified live vaccines.

Table 26. Distribution of vaccine preferences for each set of respondents.

MSGA NC feeders
number percent number percent

Killed 62 36.47 9 13.24
Modified Live 105 61.76 59 86.76
Chemically altered 3 1.76 0 0.00

Professional Contacts

Producers were presented with a list of twelve professional contacts with whom

consultation in developing a preconditioning or backgrounding program may be 

appropriate. Once again, a likert-type scale ranging from I to 5 was used, with I
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indicating no contact would be made in developing such a program, and 5  indicating a 

producer would greatly rely upon that contact.

Table 27 presents data that indicate a veterinarian (4.22) would be the primary 

educational contact with producers in developing a preconditioning or backgrounding 

program. A private consultant, an Agricultural Education teacher, and a banking or 

lending agent all have corresponding mean levels of contact below 2.00, at 1.87,172, 

and 1.66 respectively.

Table 27. Professionals in rank order of the mean level of MSGA producers’ reliance on 
each, in developing a preconditioning or backgrounding program.

n
i .

Mean* Standard
Deviation

Veterinarian 218 4.22 1.05
Feedlot Manager 216 2.74 1.35
Order-Buyer 216 2.62 1.26
State Extension Beef Specialist 214 2.47 1.24
Producer Association 211 2.41 1.14
University Nutritionist 214 2.30 1.25
Pharmaceutical Representative 215 2.29 1.13
County Extension Agent 214 2.15 1.06
Market Operator 212 2.01 1.16
Private Consultant 210 1.87 1.12
Agricultural Education Teacher 209 1.72 0.93
Banking/Lending Agent 213 1.66 0.93
*Based on a Likert-type scale from I to 5 (l=no contact, 5=greatly rely upon)

Table 28 presents data that indicate the mean level of contact is significantly 

different only for the private consultant when evaluated by the number of feeder calves 

marketed annually. Tukey’s test for real significance did not identify any significant 

subgroups however. From the data in Table 29, it can be seen that the significant
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difference cannot be correlated with an increase or decrease in annual number marketed. 

The differences are between individual categories.

Table 28. A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) within the level of educational 
contact and the number of feeder calves marketed annually.

Veterinarian 
Feedlot Manager 
Order-Buyer
State Extension Beef Specialist 
Producer Association 
University Nutritionist - 
Pharmaceutical Representative . 
County Extension Agent 
Market Operator 
Private Consultant 
Agricultural Education Teacher 
Banking/Lending Agent
*Significant at the .05 level.

F value Significance
1.925 0.092
1.501 0.191
2.149 0.061
1.558 0.174
1.594 0.163
1.963 0.086
1.98 0.083
1.373 0.236
1.459 0.205
2.602 0.026*
0.785 0.561
1.48 0.198

Table 29. Mean level of reliance upon various professional educational contacts for 
MSGA members, in developing a preconditioning or backgrounding program, by the 
number of feeder calves marketed annually.

<50 50-100 101-200 . 201-500 501-1000 >1000
n= 23 36 56 69 18 11

Veterinarian 3.87 4.22 4.07- 4 .211 4.72 4.64
Feedlot Manager 2.231 • 2.86 2.651 3.031 2.89 2.45
Order-Buyer 2.451 3.20* 2.70 2.54' 2.22 2.36
State Extension B eef Specialist 2.OO1 2.532 2.451 2.751 2.50 2.09
Producer Association 1.91' 2.592 2.502 2.492 2.471 1.91
University Nutritionist 1.641 2.212 2.561 2.441 2.33 2.18
Pharmaceutical Representative 1.86* 2.29' 2 .I l 2 2.36 2.83 2.55
County Extension Agent 2.09 2.38? 2.24' 2.16' 2.061 1.45
Market Operator 1.771 2.442 2.072 1.992 1.83 1.64
Private Consultant 1.332 2.213 1.813 1.94' 1.50 2.36
Agricultural Education Teacher 1.45' 1.712 1.762 1.854 1.71' 1.45
Banking/Lending Agent 1.64* ' 1.943 1.67' 1.661 1.22 1.55
*Based on a Likert-type scale from I to 5 (l=no contact, 5=greatly rely upon)
1Due to non-response to the question, adjusted n=n-l
2Due to non-response to the question, adjusted n=n-2
3Due to non-response to the question, adjusted ri=n-3
4Due to non-response to the question, adjusted n=n-4
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The data in Table 30 address the variance within the level of contact with each 

professional as a function of the district in which each producer operates. Contact with 

an Agricultural Education teacher, with an F value of 3.148, is the only one significantly 

(0.016) affected by district.

Table 30. A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) within the level of educational 
contact as affected by district of operation.

df=4 F value Significance
Veterinarian 1.215 . 0.306
Feedlot Manager 0.475 0.754
Order-Buyer 1.213 0.307
State Extension Beef Specialist 0.251 0.909
Producer Association 0.329 0.858
University Nutritionist , I 0.544 . 0.704
Pharmaceutical Representative 0.314 0.868
County Extension Agent 1.747 . 0.141
Market Operator 0.466 0.760
Private Consultant ■ 1.747 0.142
Agricultural Education Teacher 3.148 0.016*
Banking/Lending Agent 0.991 0.414
* Significant at the .05 level.

Inspection of data in Table 31 indicates producers in the Southeastern district 

would rely upon an Agricultural Education teacher the least, reporting a mean level of 

contact of 1.33. The North Central district reported a mean level of contact of 2.11, 

having the highest level of contact with the Agricultural Education teacher. The other 

districts are not significantly different from either the upper end or the lower end of the 

mean levels, and must be taken into consideration when addressing either. ■
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Table 31. Mean level of reliance upon professional contacts for MSGA respondents, in 
developing a preconditioning or backgrounding program, by district.

North
eastern 

n= 30

South
eastern

30

North
Central

37

South
Central

64
Western

36
Vetennanan 4.00 ' 4.53 4.08 4.21' 4.28
Feedlot Manager 2 .59 ' 2.93 2.68 2.70' 2.94
Order-Buyer , 3.03 2.33 2.54 2.56' 2 .592
State Extension Beef Specialist 2.502 2.27 2.54 2.46' 2.532
Producer Association 2.502 2.21' 2.51 2.41' 2.444
University Nutritionist 2 .182 2.30 2.46 2.40' 2 .092
Pharmaceutical Representative 2.21' 2.37 2.24 2 .372 2.49'
County. Extension Agent 2.212 1.83' 2.32. 1.98 2 .382
Market Operator 2.043 . 1.97 2.22' 1.89' 1.972
Private Consultant 1.703 1.83 2.312 I.SI2 ■ 1.712
Agricultural Education Teacher 1.783ab 1.33a 2.I l lb 1.643ab 1.673ab
Banking/Lending Agent 1.712 1.48' 1.86 1.54' 1.682
Due to non-response to the question, adjusted n=n-.l 

2Due to non-response to the question, adjusted n=n-2 
3Due to non-response to the question, adjusted n=n-3 
4Due to non-response to the question, adjusted n=m-4 
^Homogeneous subset (significantly different from data not marked) 
bHomogeneous subset (significantly different from data not marked)

Educational Opportunities

Five areas, which would encompass all of the management practices set forth in 

the questionnaire, were set forth for producers to state any interest in attending a seminar. 

Replies were simply “Yes” or “No” to indicate a producer’s interest or lack thereof. This 

data is simple nominal data, and as such, will be presented as percentages responding as a 

proportion of total response.

In Table 32, the data show the five seminar topics in rank order by the percent of 

producers expressing an interest in attending each seminar. The topic which the greatest 

percent of producers, 71.7%, expressed an interest in attending was marketing 

alternatives. Backgrounding as a seminar topic had 55.2% of the respondents interested,

i.
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shown to have generated the least interest from respondents. Preconditioning strategies 

(65.7%), vaccination strategies (62.6%), and using records to manage my future (57.8%) 

all generated levels of interest as seminar topics, which fell between marketing 

alternatives and backgrounding.

Table 32. Distribution of educational seminars in rank order by percentages interested in 
attending each.

Yes No Blank
number percent number percent number percent

M arketing alternatives 165 71.7 40 17.4 25 10.9
Preconditioning strategies 151 65.7 55 23.9 • 24 10.4
Vaccination strategies 144 62.6 62 . 27.0 24 10.4
Using records to manage my future 133 57,8 71 30.9 26 11.3
Backgrounding 127 55.2 77 33.5 26 11.3

Data in Table 33 show the percent within each district interested in attending each 

seminar. This data will not equal data presented in Table 32, as the non-responses are not 

accounted for in Table 33. The greatest interest could be generated in the Southeastern 

district, with a seminar on marketing alternatives, with 9 2 .6 %  of the respondents stating 

they would be interested. The lowest reported interest was for a seminar on 

backgrounding in the Northeastern district, as 51.9% of the respondents reported an 

interest. Three of the five districts. Northeastern (76.9%), Southeastern (92,6%), and 

South Central(83.1%), indicated their greatest level of interest was in a seminar on 

marketing alternatives, which the Western district reported at the same level (72.2%) as 

interest in a seminar on preconditioning strategies. In the Northeastern district (51.9%), 

the North Central district (63.9%), and the South Central district (63.8%) backgrounding 

generated the lowest level of interest as a seminar topic. The Southeastern district
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(59.3 /6) and the Western district (57.1%) reported their lowest mean level of interest in a 

seminar on using records to manage their future.

Table 33. Distribution of respondents interested in attending seminars on various topics, 
by district.

Northeastern .Southeastern North Central South Central Western

n=
Yes percent

28
Yes oercent

28
Yes percent

36
Yes percent

59
Yes percent

36
Vaccination strategies 17 60.7 20 71.4 26 72.2 45 77.6'' 24 68.6'

Using records to manage my 
future

17 63.0' 16 59.3' 27 75.0 43 74.1' 20 57.1'

Preconditioning strategies 18 64.3 19 70.4' 27 75.0 46 79.3' 26 • 72.2

Backgrounding 14 51.9' 19 70.4' 23 63.9 37 63.8' 21 60:0'

Marketing alternatives 

lDue to non-resnonse to the one

20

stinn

76.92 25 92.6' 27 75.0 49 83.1 26 72.2

2Due to non-response to the question, percent is calculated with adjusted n=n-2
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The purposes of this study were to (I) determine convergence and/or divergence 

of perceptions of management practices deemed important to a Beef Quality Assurance 

program, from the varied perspectives of beef cattle producers in Montana, and feedlot 

managers and (2) determine the desirability of implementing a Montana Feeder Calf' 

certification program. To fulfill these objectives, producer-members of the Montana 

Stockgrowers Association and feeder-members of the Nebraska Cattlemen were 

surveyed. Listed in this chapter are the researcher’s conclusions and recommendations 

regarding this study.

Conclusions

Based on the analysis of the data, both quantitative and qualitative, the following 

conclusions were drawn:

(1) There is additional benefit (added value) to be gained through adherence to a 

management program such as the proposed Montana Feeder CalfCertification program 

guidelines.

(2) There is a disparity between the perceived value of a preconditioning and/or 

backgrounding program, when viewed from the perspectives of producers and of feeders.
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(3) As seen in the written, comments (Appendix C), qualitative analysis indicates 

producers agreed there was value to be gained through a preconditioning program, but 

felt the benefit for their increased management cost is realized by another segment of the 

industry. Feeders also agreed there was benefit to be gained through a preconditioning 

program, but have varying views on what should be required and how a program should 

be managed. Feeders also expressed concern that unless all of the animals they buy are 

preconditioned, they may not realize any benefit, as they would then work every feeder 

coming into their lots as if it had not been preconditioned.

(4) Producers are seeking marketing alternatives, and seminars on this topic 

would create considerable interest throughout the state.

(5) Implementation of a certification program should be considered only as a part 

of a more encompassing program. Such a program should be focused on consumers, and 

be marketed to producers as a quality and safety assurance program, as well as an 

opportunity to capture added value.

Implications

Perceptions of the beef industry recorded by producers and feeders in this study 

led the researcher to arrive at the following:

(1) Topics of interest and indicated areas of needed education by producers should 

be considered by high school agriculture education programs as important to their 

curriculum, as these students will be the producers of the future.

(2) .The importance of carcass data is being greatly stressed in the industry. 

Montana 4-H and FFA programs have a long history of evaluation of both live animals

48
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and the carcass equivalents. This practice should see continued support, stressing to 

future agricultural producers the importance of the characteristics of the food product 

they produce.

(3) As the “Vision 2005” Task Force promotes backgrounding programs which 

retain cattle, allowing Montana to retain some of the value added through feeding, 

preconditioning may be more positively viewed, but a certification program will have no 

additional value. Respondents who were currently retaining ownership expressed no 

interest in certification.

(4) Although no reference to the topic was made by the researcher in any 

correspondence or within the questionnaire, several respondents recorded negative 

perceptions of NAFTA and other import programs in their written comments (Appendix 

C). Grass-roots support of managed trade programs, international and domestic, will be 

hard-won with any proposal.

(5) Feeders would welcome long-term relationships with single producers before 

they would a certification by a third party.

Recommendation s

The opinions and practices reported by participants lead the researcher to make 

the following recommendations:

Recommendations to the Montana Stockgrowers Association

Implementation of the certification program as it Was proposed would nqt be ■ 

recommended. There is benefit to be gained from such a program, and initial

I



participation would be positive. However, without a more comprehensive vehicle to 

emphasize the importance of designated practices, premiums alone will never be 

sufficient to ensure continued participation.

Recommendations for further study

(1) Research should be conducted which identifies specific animal science and 

marketing topics currently being taught in Montana high school Agriculture Education 

programs, in order that specific topics may be targeted.

(2) While members of the Montana Stockgrowers Association generally view 

themselves as more progressive producers, research should be conducted which. 

quantifies population differences and similarities. This information would assist in 

making decisions based on the MSGA population, which is surveyed often due to 

accessibility and staff policy development procedures.

50
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Telephone (406) 994-3201 
Fox (406) 994-6696

Agricultural and Technology Education 
Cheever Holl 
MSU • Bozemon 
Bozeman, MT 59717-0374

D e p a rtm e n t o f  E ducation

B O Z E  M A  N

April 13, 1998

Dear Nebraska feeder:

A month ago I mailed you a questionnaire regarding the possibility o f a feeder calf certification 
program in Montana. Since I did not hear from you, I was concerned the first survey may have 
been misplaced.

The initial responses from the membership of the Montana Stockgrowers Association have 
indicated that well over 50% o f them send their feeder calves to Nebraska feed yards. Many of 
them have expressed concern that if  a certification program is to be developed in Montana, that it 
be up to Nebraska’s standards.. With this in mind,. ! hope you can take the time to provide your 
valuable input to this process.

The enclosed questionnaire has a detailed description of the proposed Montana Feeder Calf 
Certification program printed'inside the front cover. Please take the time to read through the 
proposed requirements and let Montana cattlemen know what you think o f  this program. 
Specifically, the first page has questions which attempt to quantify your perceptions of this 
program and its value.

The number printed on the survey will be used for tracking response rates, and no results will be 
associated with your name or operation. All responses will be held-in the strictest o f  confidence. 
Upon completion o f  the questionnaire, it'can be taped shut and placed in the mail, and the 
postage will be paid by Montana State University upon arrival.

I f  you have already filled out and mailed a questionnaire, disregard this letter. I f  not, please 
complete and return the questionnaire by April 27,1998. Please don’t hesitate .to call me at 
406/994-5778 with any questions.

Your participation is greatly appreciated. Thank you for sharing your expertise and for your 
valuable time.

Sincerely,

Quinn Holzer
Graduate Student
Agriculture Education
Montana State University - Bozeman

MSU Is on cquol opportunily/Affirmotlvc octfon Institution.
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Sening Montana's Cattle Industry Since 1684

420 N. California 
Post Office Box 1679 
Helena, MT 59624 
Phone: 406/442-3420 
Pax: 406/449-5105

OFFICERS: ' April I, 1998
President 

Lynn Cornwell 
Glasgow

First Vice President 
Keith Bales 

Otter

Dear MSGA Member:

A month ago we mailed you a questionnaire regarding the possibility of a 
feeder calf certification program in Montana. Since we did not hear from you, 
we are concerned the first survey may have been misplaced.

Second Vice President 
Bill Garrison 

Glen

Exec. Vice President 
Jim Peterson 

Buffalo/Helena

We know you are busy this time of year, but your input is needed to ensure we 
have adequate input to assist us in deciding which direction to proceed with 
the proposed certification program. Your response will be used in making the 
final decision to proceed with the implementation of this program, or seek out 
other options instead.

BOARD OF 
DIRECTORS:

Bill Daris 
Sidney

Rob Fraser 
Miles City

The enclosed questionnaire has a detailed description of the proposed 
Montana Feeder Calf Certification program printed inside the front cover. 
Please take the time to read through the proposed requirements and let us 
know what you think of the program. Specifically, the first page has 

■ questions which attempt to quantify your perceptions o f this program and the 
level of benefit you feel this deserves.

Chuck Fuller 
Wyola

John Grande 
Lennep

Mike Meull 
Dayton

Don Ross 
Chinook

Lesley Robinson 
Dodson

Steve Rolh' 
Big Sandy

Randy Smith 
Glen

John Swanz 
Judith Gap

The number printed on the survey will be used by the researcher for tracking 
response rates, and no results will be associated with your name or operation. 

' All responses will be held in the strictest o f confidence. Upon completion of 
the questionnaire, it can be taped shut and placed in the mail, and the postage 
will be paid by Montana State University upon arrival.

If  you have filled out and mailed a questionnaire, disregard this letter. If not, 
please complete and return the questionnaire by April 17, 1998. Any 
questions can be directed to Quinn Holzer by calling (406)994-5778.

Your participation is greatly appreciated. Thank you for sharing your 
expertise and for your valuable time.

Sincerely,

Jim Peterson
Executive Vice President
Montana Stockgrowers Association.

Quinn Holzer 
Graduate Student 
Agricultural Education 
Montana State University
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Dear MSGA member:

Two weeks ago, you were sent a survey entitled M o n ta n a  F e e d e r  C a lf  
C e r tif ic a tio n . I know you are busy calving during this time of year, but 
please take this opportunity to voice your valuable opinion.

The responses I receive will aid your Association in deciding whether to 
commit resources to this proposed certification program, and guide the 
direction it will follow. So even if you would not participate in a 
certification program, please let me know. The postage will be paid upon 
arrival, so all you have to do is place it in the mail. If you have already 
filled out the survey, please disregard this notice.

Sincerely,

Quinn Holzer 
Graduate Student
Montana State University - Bozeman

i.

Dear Nebraska feeder:

Two weeks ago, you were sent a survey entitled M o n ta n a  F e e d e r  C a lf  
C e r tif ic a tio n . I know you are busy, but please take this opportunity to 
voice your valuable opinion.

The responses I receive will aid the Montana Stockgrowers Association in 
deciding whether to commit resources to this proposed certification 
program, and guide the direction it will follow. Even if you do not agree 
with the proposals in this certification program, please let me know. The 
postage will be paid upon arrival, so please just place it in the mail. Ifyou 
have already filled out the survey, please disregard this notice.

Sincerely, . (

Quinn Holzer 
Graduate. Student
Montana State University - Bozeman
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—-CZjfAv=:—
D e p a rtm e n t o f  E d u ca tio n
Agricultural and Technology Education 
Cheever Hall 
MSU • Bozeman 
Bozeman, MT 59717.0374

B O Z E M A N Telephone (406) 994-3201 
Fax (406) 994-6696

Dear MSGA Member:

Feeder cattle prices have been encouraging throughout the past year, but the fact remains 
that many producers are not receiving the compensation they deserve for good management and 
quality cattle. Montana has long boasted superior cattle, but without some changes, our cattle 
will continue to be purchased at the same price the market dictates for all cattle.

The attached survey instrument regarding economic value of feeder cattle in Montana is 
your opportunity to provide input into a Feeder Calf Certification program for Montana cattle. 
This program is being developed cooperatively by the Montana Stockgrowers Association and 
Montana State University-Bozeman. Your views on a certification program are important, since 
you as a producer will choose whether to participate. If you feel this is not an appropriate 
program on which your Association should spend its resources, please let us know.

It is our desire to design the program to benefit you to the greatest extent possible. To 
achieve this, it is important we receive adequate feedback. Please complete the enclosed survey 
and return it prior to March 16. It should take only about 20 minutes to complete. Other phases 
of. this research and development cannot be carried out until we have sufficient data to complete 
an analysis. We would ;also welcome any comments you may have'concerning the development 
o f this program. . ’•

The number printed on your survey will be used only for tracking response rates. Please 
be assured your responses will be held confidential and used only in the statistical analysis and 
development of this program, with no tie to your name.

Thank you for your cooperation and participation.

Sincerely,

Quinn Holzer 
Graduate Student 
Agricultural Education 
Montana State University

Jim Peterson 
Executive Vice President 
Montana Stockgrowers Association

MSU is an equal Opportunity/Affirmative action Institution.
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Agricultural and Technology Education 
Cheever Hall 
MSU • Bozemon 
Bozeman, MT 59717-0374

D e p a r tm e n t  o f  E d u c a t io n

B O Z E M A N Telephone (406) 994-3201 
Fax (406) 994-6696

March 17, 1998 

Dear FIELD(Contact):

The Montana Stockgrowers Association recently proposed the development o f a 
certification program for feeder calves. As a part, o f this process, the Association has requested 
that I seek your input, as a potential consumer of this program. The proposed requirements are 
outlined inside the enclosed survey, for your comment.

Nebraska is the destination of the largest percentage of the feeder calves produced within 
Montana's borders every year. It is our desire to design the program to benefit you to the greatest 
extent possible. To achieve this, it is important we recieve adequate feedback. Please complete 
the enclosed survey an return it prior to March 30. It should take only about 15 minutes to 
complete. Other phases o f this research and development cannot be.carried out until I have 
sufficient data to complete an analysis. I would also .welcome any comments you may have 
concerning the development o f this program.

-

The number printed on your survey will be used only for tracking response rates. Please 
be assured you responses will be held confidential and used only in the statistical analysis and 
development o f this program, with no tie to your name.

Thank you foryour cooperation and participation.

Sincerely,

Quinn Holzer 
Graduate Student 
Agricultural Education • 
Montana State University

enclosure

MSU Is on equal opportunlty/Affirmatlve action Institution.
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Montana Preconditioning Certification Program
The proposed Montana Preconditioning Certification Program is designed 

to enhance the value o f  feeder calves to the producer, the feeder, and the eventual 
consumer. This program  seeks to educate participants in the areas of immunology, 
vaccines, animal welfare, the economics o f disease, and to further the efforts o f the 
B eef Quality Assurance program. This program also seeks to provide a recognizable 
method o f identifying cattle that have undergone, a standardized preconditioning 
program.

Veterinarians and producers will be educated on how they can reduce
sickness and death loss, improve carcass quality and "increase consumer confidence.

Proposed minimum requirements for each level are as follows:

Level One—
1. Participating veterinarians and producers must be BQA trained.
2. Calves must be properly identified with an approved ear tag. Tag numbers will 

. be listed on an approved Certificate.
3. Calves will be dehorned and healed. Bull calves will also be castrated and 

healed, or verified to be a steer.
4. Vaccination: 7-way clostridial, !BR, PI3vBVD, BRSV,-Haemophilus, and 

Pasteufella.
5. ■. Individual calf treatments will be recorded to include date, product, dosage,

■ route o f  administration and injection site ."
6 . Cattle must be source, verified. ,
7. Vaccinations to qualify must be given 2 1-60 days prior to delivery.
8 . Acknowledgement o f  implant, i f  given, including name o f product and implant ■

date. • ' ' -
9. Acknowledgement o f  mineral program. ' .. '
10. A  preconditioning Certificate is to be filled out in quadruplicate and signed by 

the producer and the veterinarian. One copy stays with the producer, the "second
• will go to the buyer, the third stays with the veterinarian, and the fourth will be 

sent to certification headquarters.
.. V ■ .. ■ . " ; . ■■ ....

Level Two—-
1. Level One requirements. • ’ v lv. j
2. - W eaned 45 days before being offered for sale. .
3. Must receive boosters a minimum o f 21 days following last set o f vaccinations- 

and no closer than 14 days from  s a le ... .
4. Minimum boosters to consist o f  a second vaccination for !BR, BVD, PI3, BRSV,

and Haemophilus. -. •
5. Intemal/Extemal parasite control.
6 . Bunk broke., . s"
7. Cattle receiving prim ary and secondary vaccination at least 14 days prior to 

shipping would also qualify.
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PARTICIPATION INFORMATION'

Please indicate your answer by marking the corresponding circle. YES NO
EXAMPLE: Are you willing to fill out this survey? q  ~q ~

YES NO
I) Would you be willing to participate in the described certification O O

program at a minimal certification cost/hd?

.2) Would you be willing to attend a BQA training session to O O
qualify for a certification program?

CERTIFICATION B E N E FIT '

.. ..Consider what you would need to see in return for the additional costs o f vaccines, 
labor, and certification, in order for you to annually, certify your feeder calves.

3). I feel sufficient benefit from a Montana Preconditioning Certification Program 
would be: (Please write in your answer.)

1 1 7 5
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Listed below are ranching management practices that may affect a preconditioning or 
backgrounding program. Please fill the appropriate circle, indicating the extent to 
which you utilize each practice, and which items you would like to see more . 
educational programs developed for. '

EXAMPLE:
If  you always use Individual Electronic Identification (EID) to track records 

or results in your animals, you would mark your response like this.
1 2  3 4 5

Ex) Use EID to track results o f  my .cattle. O O O O ©

Ie "S „

I l l l l
Management Practices
4) Vaccinate calves at branding
5) Vaccinate calves 21 days prior to weaning
6 ) Give booster shots 21+ days after vaccination
7) Internal parasite control o f  calves
8) External parasite control o f  calves
9) Vaccinate breeding cattle yearly

1 2 3 4 5
My Level o f  Use
O O O O O
O O O O O
O O O O O
O O O O O
O O O O O
O O O O O

10) Dehom  calves at birth or branding
11) Implant calves
12) Castrate bull calves intended for feedlpts
13) Supplement with block minerals
14) Supplement with loose minerals

O O O O O
O O O O O
O O O O O
O O O O O
O O O O O

.15) Retrieve carcass data
16) Individual calf weights recorded at birth
17) Individual calf weights recorded at weaning
18) Bunk-break calves after weaning
19) Retain calves for market as yearlings
20) Keep health records on individual animals
21) Breeding season regulated for uniform calf crop
22) Use genetic selection to gain optimum calf weights
23) Use EPD’s in selecting herd sires

O O O O O  
O O O  O O 
O O O O O  
O O O  O O  
O O O O O  
O O O O O  
O O O O O  
O O O O O  
O O O O O

24) Vaccinate for: Bovine viral diarrhea (BVD)
25) Parainfluenza Type 3.(PI3)
26) Infectious bovine rhinotracheitis (IBR)
27) Bovine respiratory syncitial vims (BRSV)
28) Pasteurella haemolytica
29) Pasteurella multicoda "
30) Haemophilus sbmnus
31) Clostridial (7, 8 -way)

O O O O O
O O O O O
O O O O O
O O O O O
O O O O O
O O O O O
O O O O O
O O O O O



n

64

32) I have a preference for vaccines that are:

Killed O
Modified Live O
Chemically Altered O

CONTACT INFORMATION

In this section, please indicate the degree to which you would rely on the various 
professionals in developing a preconditioning or backgrounding program  for your 
cattle.
EXAMPLE: I f  you would ask your neighbor, but would rely very little on this, 
information, you would mark your response like this:
Ex) Neighbor

1 2 3 4 5 
O © O O O

In developing a preconditioning/backgrounding program, 
I would rely upon:_____

IO
' F

I
.1

I 2 3

§
§■

O "3 
-  ^  
B  "
S I
4 5

33) Veterinarian O
34) County Extension A gent O
35) Producer Association O
36) State Extension B eef Specialist O
37) Agricultural Education Teacher O
38) Pharmaceutical Representative O
39) Private Consultant O
40) University Nutritionist O
41) FeedIot Manager O
42) Banking/Lending A gent O (
43) Order-Buyer O '
44) Market Operator O '

EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES

I would be interested in attending a seminar on: YES ' NO
45) Vaccination strategies O O
46) Using records to manage my future O Q
47) Preconditioning strategies d O
48) Backgrounding O O
49) Marketing alternatives O O
50) Other !specify) O O

O
O
O
O
O
O
O
O
O
O
O
O

O
O
O
O
O
O
O

O
O
O
O
O
O
O

O O 
O O 
O O 
O O 
O O

O
O
O
O
O
O
O
O
O
O
O
O
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D E M O G R A PH IC S
P lease be assured that the information you  provide in this part o f  the survey  
instrument w ill be used on ly  to group responses in order to analyze data based  on 
sim ilar characteristics. Y our name w ill not be associated with this study or w ith any 
final report.

I

B

I J f I2
U  VfJ
V ) 3  "I

I market feeder ca lves through: (respond to each item)
1) - Private treaty
2) V ideo  auction
3) Retained ow nership
4 ) Order-buyer
5) A uction  market
6) Other: fsp ecify ) _____________________

1 2 3 4  5

O O O O O
O O O O O
O O O O O
O O O O O
O O O O O
O O O O O

7) I f  know n, p lease indicate the state(location) o f  final destination for ca lves sold:

Y es  N o
8) D o you  pay shipping charges associated with the sale o f  your calves? O  O 

I f  so , how  m uch do you pay for shipping?__________ .__________

9) A nnually. I market feeder calves totaling:
< 5 0  hd O
50-1 0 0  hd ............- .... ...... -.......... O
101-200 hd • O
2 0 1 -5 0 0  hd .......      O
501 -1 0 0 0  hd O

' > 1 0 0 0  h d ......  O

10) In what county do you  operate?
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THANK-YOU

Please close the questionnaire, tape it shut, and place it in the mail.

F eel free to .m ake additional com m ents.

V



NO POSTAGE 
NECESSARY 

IF MAILED 
IN THE

UNITED STATES

BUSINESS REPLY MAIL
FIRST-CLASS MAIL PERMIT NO. 69 BOZEMAN MT

POSTAGE WILL BE PAID BY THE ADDRESSEE

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE EDUCATION 
MONTANA STATE UNIVERSITY - BOZEMAN 
103 CULBERTSON HALL 
BOZEMAN MT 59715-9947
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Montana Preconditioning Certification Program
T he proposed Montana Preconditioning Certification Program is  designed  

to enhance the value o f  feeder calves to the producer, the feeder, and the eventual 
consum er. This program  seeks to educate participants in the areas o f  im m unology, 
vaccin es, anim al w elfare, the econom ics o f  disease, and to further the efforts o f  the 
B e e f  Q uality A ssurance program. This program also seeks to provide a recognizable  
m ethod o f  identifying cattle that have undergone a standardized preconditioning  
program .

V eterinarians and producers w ill be educated on how  they can reduce  
sickn ess and death loss, im prove carcass quality and increase consum er confidence.

P roposed  m inim um  requirements for each level are as follow s:

L ev e l O n e—
1. Participating veterinarians and producers m ust b e B Q A  trained.
2 . ' C a lves m ust be properly identified with an approved ear tag. Tag num bers w ill 

b e listed  on  an approved Certificate.
3. C a lves w ill b e dehorned and healed. B ull calves w ill a lso  be castrated and 

healed , or verified  to be a steer.
4 . V accination: 7 -w ay  clostridial, B R ,  PI3l B V D , B R SV , H aem ophilus, and

Pasteurella. "
5. Individual c a lf  treatments w ill be recorded to include date, product, dosage, 

route o f  adm inistration and injection site.
6 . Cattle m ust be source verified.
7. V accinations to qualify  must b e g iven  21-60  days prior to delivery.
8. A ck now led gem en t o f  implant, i f  given, including name o f  product and implant ■'

■ d a te .' " V
9. A ck n ow led gem en t o f  mineral p rogram .'
10. A  precondition ing Certificate is to be filled  out in  quadruplicate and sign ed  by

. the producer and the veterinarian. One copy stays w ith the producer, the second  
w ill g o  to the buyer, the third stays with the veterinarian, and the fourth w ill be 
sent to certification headquarters.

L ev e l T w o—
1. L ev e l O ne requirem ents. v VC-
2. W eaned  4 5  days before being offered  for sale.
3. M u st receive boosters a m inim um  o f  21 days follow ing last set o f  vaccinations • 

and no  closer than 14 days from  sale.
4. - M in im um  boosters to consist o f  a second vaccination for B R ,  B V D , PI3, BR SV,

and H aem ophilus.
5. Ihtem al/E xtem al parasite control.
6. B unk  broke.
7. C attle receiv ing prim ary and secondary vaccination at least 14 days prior to 

sh ipp in g  w ould  also qualify.
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PA R T IC IPA T IO N  INFO R M A TIO N

P lease indicate your answer by  marking the corresponding circle. YES N O
EX AM PLE: A re you  w illin g  to fill out this survey? #  q

YES N O

I) Do you currently feed cattle originating from Montana? O O

2) W ould this proposed certification program be o f  benefit 
to your feeding program? O O

C ER TIFIC A TIO N  B E N EFIT

W ould  you  prom ote the continued support and participation by producers, in such  a 
program?

3) P lease indicate what va lue you w ould p lace on this program.

0 1 5 0
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Listed b elow  are ranching m anagem ent practices that may affect a precondition ing or 
backgrounding program. Please fill the appropriate circle, indicating h ow  important 
you feel each practice is at the producer level, to the extent it affects your operation.

EXAM PLE:

I f  you feel it is very important for producers to use Individual E lectronic  
Identification, you w ould  mark your response like this.

I 2 3 4  S
Ex) U se  EID to track results o f  cattle.

For producers I purchase feeder cattle from, I feel the 
level o f  im portance for each practice is: —
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4 ) V accinate calves at branding O O O O O

5) V accinate calves 2 1 days prior to weaning O O O O O

6) G ive booster shots 2 1 +  days after vaccination O O O O O

7) Internal parasite control o f  ca lves O O O O O

8) External parasite control o f  calves O O O O O

9) V accinate breeding cattle yearly O O O O O

10) Dehorn calves at birth or branding O O O O O

11) Implant calves O O O O O

12) Castrate bull ca lves intended for feedlots O O O O O

13) Supplem ent with b lock  m inerals O O O O O

14) Supplem ent w ith  loose  m inerals O O O O O

15) R etrieve carcass data O O O O O

16) Individual c a lf  w eigh ts recorded at birth O O O O O

17) Individual c a lf  w eigh ts recorded at w eaning O O O O O

18) Bunk-break ca lves after w eaning O O O O O

19) Retain calves for market as yearlings O O O O O
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20) K eep health records on individual anim als

21) Breeding season  regulated for uniform ca lf  crop

22) U se  genetic se lection  to gain optim um  c a lf  w eights

23) U se  E P D ’s in se lecting  herd sires

n. «
. §  . §

■1 I

I 2 3 

O O O  

O O O  

O O O  

0. O O

4 5 

O o. 

O O 

O O 

O O

24) V accinate for: B ov in e  viral diarrhea (B V D ) O O O O O

25) Parainfluenza T yp e 3 (PI3) O O O O O

2 6) - Infectious b ovine rhinotracheitis (IBR ) O O O O O

27) Bovine respiratory syncitial virus (B R SV ) O O O O O

28) PasteurelIa haem olytica O O O O O

29) P asteurellam ulticoda O O O O O

30) H aem op hilussom n us O O O O O

31) Clostridial ( 7 , 8 -w ay) O O O O O

3 2) I prefer that producers I purchase feeder cattle from, use vaccines that are:

K illed O
M odified  L ive O
C hem ically  A ltered O
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D EM O G ?-APH ICS
P lease.be assured that the information you provide in this part o f  the survey  
instrument w ill be used on ly  to group responses in order to analyze data based  on  
sim ilar characteristics. Y our nam e w ill not be associated with this study or w ith any 
final report. i

I obtain feeder cattle through: (respond to each-item)
1) Private treaty
2) V id eo  auction
3) Order-buyer
4 ) A uction  market
5) Other: (sp ecify )____________________________

£ I 
% % 
I 2

I
■5

3
a
5

O O O O O  
0 . 0  O O O 
O O O O O  
O O O O O  
O O O O O

6) H o w  m uch do you  pay for shipping?.

7) M v one-tim e feeding capacity is:
< 5 0 0 0  hd O ‘
5 0 0 1 -1 0 ,0 0 0  hd  O
10 ,001 -20 ,000  hd O
> 2 0 ,0 0 0  hd O

Iw
a'



IL I

74

THANK-YOU

Please close the' questionnaire, tape it shut, and place it in the mail

F eel free to m ake additional com m ents.

.
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MSGA member responses to Question #3
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Considering the market for feeder calves, any and all benefits that I can offer to the buyer 
will help the price I receive and the salability of my calves.

$0.08 to $0.10 per pound

I would need 5 cents / pound fo build facilities to precondition.

$5.00 per hundred weight 

$8.00/cwt

I have my own program and also we run our calves over to yearlings.

$0.05-$0.10

I already do it so hopefully it might help recoup the expense. I certainly do not get any 
benefit now.

1.05/LBS for steer calves, .95/LBS for hiefers

Cover the cost of the vaccines required, plus the labor cost to process. This would be the 
minimum but I would expect a premium on this type of program of 5-7 cents/lb.

$25/hd for Level one

To receive payment for the vaccine used in the fall prior to shipping and receive payment 
for doing the vaccinating.

If it is a start to market some way other than direct, certification may be important. Now 
there is trust between the Buyer and myself.

Level one: Costs of tags, veterinarian fees, medications and paperwork need to be 
covered plus $.02 to $.05 per pound premium. I

I would like to see $.05/lb premium for weaned, vaccinated calves. The producer is 
taking most of the risk, (i.e.) sickness, weaning wt. loss, bunk broke, and they should be 
rewarded for it!!

Five & seven dollars/cwt plus vaccine cost

$20 per head over my fixed and variable input costs.
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A list of feeder/stockers who will actually become part of the other end of the program & 
cost share or actually pay for this program. They will get 95% of the benefit, I feel.
Having worked my way up to this type of program several years ago, amid all the 
rhetoric that this is what people wanted, I could not find a buyer willing to pay any extra 
for the $22/hd I had invested to bunk break, vaccinate, 45 day wean and all. Turned out 
to be only an added expense on my part.

Ifthe cost of vaccines & weight being lost due to vaccines, labor were covered. It is my 
view that we cow/calf operators think of this in terms of premiums for doing such, but 
buyers think of it as discounts if we don’t do it. We have preconditioned calves in the 
past, but we lost money on them and feeders gave us no feedback.

I would need to cover the cost of Preconditioning & some benefit in price.

Depending on certification cost, a $ 1.50 per hundred wt would be good.

Any out of pocket cost (vaccine, Vet & certification). Worming should be included in 
Level I or an option. Does a Vet need to be present at time of vaccination?

$30-$40 per head (Pd like to have a government official figure out the reimbursement 
level!)

2(two) cents per hundredweight. On most recent sales I have been receiving one to one 
& 1A cents per hundredweight.

Guaranteed market with a guaranteed premium for the costs involved.

Level I: $2/cwt, Level 2: $3/cwt over level I
f

To hopefully get a premium for doing the work of preconditioning and other handling i
associated with this type of program. j

$30 per head and would hope for more

The carcass data back on my production would be invaluable.

An additional $.05 to $.10 a pound when selling calves. I

Increased price :
' I

At least a price premium that would offset the cost of the vaccination program .and other I
related costs. We have preconditioned our calves under Superior Livestock Auction’s [
Vac 24 (whit tag) program since its inception. One suggestion I have is to use fly tags for Ai
identification rather than another useless tag that is only used for a marker that the I
producer is forced to pay for. j

78



20+ dollars per head 

$5 to $10 cwt

We currently sell BQA certified calves with 45 days weaning. Labor, vaccine, shrink 
headache should be worth $. 10/lb over the commodity calves.

Depends on verification procedure

At least $1.00 cwt over the cost.

I have been preconditioning my calves using my local veterinarian and the products he 
recommends for the past 10+ years. Level one would fit my procedures. I received $.03- 
.05 per lb more than my neighbors who did not precond. Last year it was $.06 per lb. 
Therefore minimum of $.03 per lb/

.03 to .05 a pound

Level I vaccine & 5.00 a head for labor. Level II Vaccine & 20.00 a head labor.

Better price, feedlot performance data, carcass data.

More input from feeder/buyer as to maintaining consistency. Selecting weaning dates for 
different cattle is non-manageable. Most of the levels are attainable.

Better buyer demand year after year. But I’ve been told the buyer usually reworks calves 
at the destination too. They claim it works as a booster.

Certification could mean we might get paid for good management and vaccine programs 
that I and a lot of other producers already have in place. The benefit of a good 
vaccination program would most likely make more money for the feeder than it Would 
the producer. The return for this should be based on how much more the feeder cattle 
make for the feeder.

We do this program already, if for no other reason than healthy calves and credibility 
with buyers.

Increased prices. Increased interest.

Feed, labor, facilities, vaccine, etc. Minimum $75/hd

Somewhat of benefit -  Maybe preconditioning isn’t possible for some producers. Maybe 
Nebraska Fed Beef should be contacted to see what they want.



Minimum would be at least$. 15/cwt ' 1

We retain our own calves as well as purchase calves in the surrounding area to operate ' 
our own finishing feedlot. So from a calf producer standpoint we would not be interested 
in this program. However from a calf purchasing standpoint the program is very 
appealing and could be worth as much as $8-$12 per head depending on which level the 
calves were from.

Good to have a method that buyers would know the calves they buy are properly handled 
if they are willing to pay a bonus for the guarantee.

Greater exposure for producers to buyers if the preconditioning program is uniform and 
run with integrity.

Contact with a more serious higher quality buyer.

I do not believe in a shotgun approach to vaccination. It is necessary to have a very 
aware veterinarian (I have 3) as to the threat to my herd and vaccinate for that threat. I 
have never been shown a monetary return from steroids, hormones dr across the board, 
anti-biotics. I don’t have enough grass to feed my genetics, I don’t want to pay for more 
potential and I don’t believe in eating drugs fed to me through my beef. I can certify 
what I don’t do better than any city group or ear tag can certify what I do.

This is possible if you shed calve. If you range calve this is impossible.

$10/cwt extra

Level one - $2 cwt, Level two - $5 cwt

Costs of program need to be covered. The feedlot man gets the benefit of the 
preconditioning. He should pay for it.

Where I can make a profit on the effort to comply, therefor a return greater than the cost 
of time, labor, materials used to be in the program.

Just a fair price. A person can’t expect to get more than what the market is just because 
all these things have been done to the calves..

I believe a $ 10.00 per hundredweight premium would be necessary.

We should at least see a net increase in price per .b to offset our cost & labor involved,

We currently do Level II and have been doing it for 7 years. Don’t want to keep birth 
records or individual calf weights. We do weigh calves in groups of 20, for average 
weights.
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My costs for all shots and parasite control and certification program plus $ .'05/lb •

$. 06/lb

I -  more cents per lb
II — greater demand for preconditioned calves

$50 ..

Cost +

If the price per pound is the same for the heavier weight after a 45 day program, the 
program will pay.

I would never be for this program. All this extra labor to wean calves for 45 days. We 
are a sensible program, all calves are weighed & in feedlot in 15 hrs. You would have to 
have several dollars per hundred to break even on this program.

All calves that have gone through the program would be labeled all the way to the meat 
counter. Feed back from feeders who buy the calves, so we were positive that the 
program was truly beneficial for healthy calves.

Level I -  3.00/100, Level 2 -  5.00/100

3.00 cwt

Basically it ahs to cover my time: I charge $75/hr so the cost would be based on this 
figure.

In Level Two with cost & time/labor on 650# steers $.02 is needed to cover cost/labor to 
make it pay. This is with no death loss during weaning and shipping.

Add up cost of vaccines, labor, extra feed & tack on to price received for like calves 
without level one or two. • •

1. Increased Revenue
2. Better Quality control for better marketing possibilities ■

Healthier & higher quality cattle. I am a member ofMSGA, however, I feed cattle not 
produce them. This will reflect.in my answers.

Helpful as long as there was a premium that coincided with the certification. The need to 
distinguish properly managed beef is of a growing concern in today’s market in light of 
problems like NAFTA.
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Having sold our commercial cows, we would not have enough feeder calves for this 
questionnaire to apply to us.

I feel a producer would need at least $5-$6/cwt premium on calves to participate in the 
program. (This also depends on cost to participate in the certification program) Another 
benefit I would like to see is for those producers who don’t retain ownership, since the 
cattle will be “source verified,” receiving carcass data back would be an added benefit.

I have been preconditioning.

The minimum would be an additional return adequate to cover the additional costs 
involved. It would however be nice to receive a premium for putting the extra effort into 
the process.

There would have to be a large price increase to make up for the lost weight and stress in 
the cattle. Also the time and experience of getting a crew together. We are not set up to 
run everything through a chute. It is too costly in comparison to a cost difference in 
price.

Giving us one more option on marketing our calves. We already do everything that is 
required in levels I & 2 (except Level 2, #4). We are on a retained ownership program 
but do sell calves and this is one more marketing tool we can use, *Our feeders say it is 
better to do the parasite control when they go to the feedlot. Otherwise you’re doing the 
control twice because the lot always does it because of the #’s of cattle coming through 
the lot.

Absolutely need at least $.02/lb probably more.

For producers who intend to continue to produce commodity destined feeder animals, 
they need to have calves that will not be segregated as inevitable problem animals when 
they reach the feedlots. So need to be preconditioning certified. The problem is the same 
when you precondition your calves: getting paid for the effort. Soon there will be no 
choice. Requirements will demand healthy feeders. Until demanded, Montana producers 
who cooperate with the Montana Certification Program must feel they are being paid, or 
see where those who don’t bother or take the time or effort are discounted. The value, of 
properly preconditioned feeders has been established. Demand payment, there are plenty 
of benefits. Producers who expect to be part of a system or alliance are expected or must 
follow the requirements of the certification program.

Sold ranch & cows.

Level I - .09 per pound 
Level 2 - .13 per pound



Cost of vaccines, parasite control, sot of transportation plus $.02-.03 per lb.

I have rented out the ranch so am out of the cow business.

This program may be good business for veterinarians, but I am. not interested. Therefore, 
I am not filling out the rest of this survey. It is an intrusion into my business.

. 83

I would think $.10 premium would attract attention.

$16.00 per 100#, repeat customer, less sickness.

I run a yearling, summer grass operation. Therefore I have no mother cows, calves, to 
certify. Being a buyer of Montana calves however, makes this certification program very 
important. My biggest problems are health of the incoming calves and their gain rates. 
This is certainly a step in the right direction for my program.

I am a grass yearling operator & the program does not pertain to our kind of operation. 

$.01 to .02 over vaccinating costs.

I am no longer in the cattle business.

Improve communication between producer & feeder. Feeder or retained ownership 
would receive maximum value/benefit, but cost/expense must be recovered on the ranch 
for the expenses incurred. Value added should amount to at least $.30/lb to recover costs. I

I don t think the seven calves I have are going to make a whole lot of difference in your 
survey.

None • . ’

Minimum $5.00/cwt 

$40 to $50 per calf or so.

We retain ownership on our calves so this program would not be something we would 
use.

Buyer acceptance to reduce risk.

$10.00/cwt

Financial reimbursement to compensate for costs associated with additional labor, 
materials & management: $7-8 per cwt.



A good step I towards furnishing feeders with a better product that was “source verified” 
so that they could determine if they paid too much or too little for a set of feeders. Level 
I & 2 are what we are doing now.

$40-$50 per head

Level I — $20/head 
Level 2 -  $50/head

$.05/lb. - We have done a similar program with a video auction and did no better than 
non-conditioned cattle — we didn’t get paid for it. When we asked the buyer about it he 
said ke could not keep track of these cattle when they came in and he had his own or 
different program and didn’t want to rely on someone else for vaccination.

$.05 cwt

We have for many years backgrounded our calves with a program that matches the 
feedlots. It costs a lot to do this and we never recover our costs.

. I would not be interested.

It would come down to if I got more for the calves. Thafwould be a substantial benefit.
It looks like someday, we’ll have to do it, one way or another.

Level I - $.02/lb
Level 2 -  Additional $.05-.06/lb

To have the same buyer year after year.

$5/cwt would be needed to cover costs & hassles.
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Nebraska Feedlots Response to Question #1-

Source, Vac program fresh calves, Program very good, $l-2/cwt

I) There’s no doubt, in long run this program will add significant value by:
a) herd health knowledge to feeder ■
b) future market selection once carcass data exists

We treat incoming calves very aggressively regardless of origin in regard to vaccinations. 
Knowing calves were through this'verifiable program, we would vaccinate calves less ■ 
aggressively thus reducing costs. We are also very concerned with injection lesions.
With this program, we would be able to trace injection lesions beyond our own premises, 
thus providing accountability for defects in carcasses.

$3-4/cwt

$2-3/cwt

For retained owners it would mean about a $10-15/hd savings on feed costs & health 
programs. Buyers would maybe give $3-5/cwt more for the calves.

Depending on wt, $2-$5 per cwt.

This is of great value to us feeders to have healthy calves brought in. In a dollar value I 
would say $2-3/cwt.

I would pay $3 to $5 a cwt above market for ranch cattle depending on the quality & 
packer bids. IfI  have to take the little greys- the Jersey cross from mother’s milk cow, 
etc., some of the heifers that didn’t bred last spring, they turn into hard bone. The 
packers discount heavily for those.

High value mainly on vaccination programs the last 21-60 days before delivery.

We are in favor of this program.

Our feedlot will not buy calves that are not on the Level one vaccination program or are 
weaned. Source verification is a part of some branded beef program now going on and 
will be critical to part of being able to sell calves for a premium.

If I got cattle from Montana very important.

Although more calves are being vaccinated presently, this program would promote 
consistency and fewer vaccination site problems. I

I would be willing to pay $2 a hundred more for calves that were preconditioned.
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This program will save 2-3% death loss plus a lot of doctoring at the feedlot level.

Shots would benefit, horns & castration are a +. Along with information concerning 
implants would benefit those that use less implants or no implants.

Very much of value.

Level one less valuable than Level two. Morbidity & mortality at feedlot are primary 
issues. Level one may or may not reduce these concerns. Feel strongly that modified 
live vaccines (!BR, BVD) are preferred in either program.

Very important

I won’t buy calves that haven’t been handled under this program.

Helps reduce sickness, in-houses gain.

100% needed, I do it with my own.

$1-3.00 hundred

Valuable to the extent that I will not buy calves that have not had a complete vaccination 
program. More valuable if producer is BQA certified to conform to NCBA 
specifications.

The value is automatically set by the market place.

If you wish to continue to be a unique viable source of feeder cattle this may be 
necessary. You need to address injection sites, (ahead of shoulder)

Any program with a good vaccination regimen will work. But I strongly suggest you also 
put a great emphasis on handling the calves. We need to ensure that they are not bruising 
their feet, that the truckers handle them carefully and that all cattle are administered 
vaccines properly. I would also suggest or demand, instead of acknowledgement of a 
mineral program, that all cavles have more than adequate mineral, stressing copper, zinc, 
phosphorous -  to help prevent brainers, lameness, and all-around health problems 
including haemophilus. Then I would really value this program as a starting point for 
continued improvement in the livestock industry.

The value of this program will vary greatly depending on the type of vaccinations given, 
the timing of those vaccinations, and most importantly the communication between the 
rancher and the feedlot. There is certainly a benefit to proper vaccinations but their value 
really depends on communication and timing. The ideal animal to enter a feedlot is: one 
which is dehorned, castrated (if it is male), has had proper initial vaccinations that are
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timed correctly and somehow recorded or verbally communicated to the feedlot, less than 
800#, and is built with a frame to support.gain. If we are assured this type of animal, we 
will pay a premium. Ifis difficult, however, to put a number on this premium without 
first having established a business history with a specific rancher or with your program.

Death loss from shipping fever has been drastically reduced. Starting cattle on feed is 
much easier when they are preconditioned and bunk-broke. The preconditioned calves 
we received this fall had a death loss of less than 1A  of 1%. The ranchers should be paid 
more for their work to keep these calves healthy before they are shipped to Nebraska. 
Many of them sent their records and vet papers with their calves last fall and some even 
called us to see how they were doing. One man drove down to see his and called them by 
name. It was great.

With margins decreasing every year it is important to have cattle perform from day one. 

$.03. per lb of calf wt.

$2.00 to $3.00 per hundred premiums.

Cattle certified in this manner would be worth 2-5.00/cwt more.

The cattle under this program should be worth $2.00 -  4.00/cwt more than the base 
market.

From past experience we no longer even look at calves that have not had modified live 
viral shots some time before we receive them.

100%

It has high value in reducing cost of production of beef.

Bunk broke & weaned with a certification proving what was done would be worth $4 to 
$5 cwt.

It’s hard to place a dollar value on healthy calves, but we know exactly what a dead one 
is worth. Past experience with.pre-vaccinated calves has shown us less pulls due to 
respiratory problems, which means less time spent on each new group. All this at a time 
of the year when man-hours are at premium. Now that we custom feed & don’t farm so 
much, it would mean that a little more of the yardage stays in my pocket.

Helps make the decision to buy or not to buy cattle.

Level one — $3.00/hd above market 
Level two — $10.00/hd above market
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I believe it would benefit everyone involved. The producer would see a small premium if 
he could verify certain shots. We could feed for a cheaper cost of gain, with healthy 
calves, and in the end the finished steers should return more dollars.

$2.00 cwt

Reduction of sick cattle. Sick cattle tale a lot of time and labor. Sick cattle don’t perform 
as well. Customers don’t like high treatment bills and/or death loss.

$3.00/cwt

$3 to $4 cwt

I think this program has great value to both producer and feeder or backgrounder, but I 
think these calves should be vaccinated with modified live vaccines both times and never 
with killed vaccines. I think you will see 3 to 4 dollars per hundred wt. paid for calves 
meeting these programs.

The value would be known after the program is put in place and is tested.

It will give me a better understanding on the cattle, what they were vaccinated with and 
what kind of implant they have, and have they been wormed and also the time they have 
had these treatments. Also the breeding of the calves is very important.

Depending on what total package would consist of the value could be anywhere from $3 
to $6 over non-program cattle.

Source verified cattle with BQA records is the start of what we need for the future.

Answers to most feedyard health problems are known. Problemis, most must be 
executed at point-of-origin. Programs like this may get it done.

Source verification allows for feedback between the producer and feeder to help make 
more profits for both. Health, breeding programs, processing, range conditions, etc.

Unknown, would be determined at that time.
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We use the Red Angus feeder calf program. We also are certified for the Nebraska Com 
Fed program. I would hope that the guide-lines are similar so these different programs 
would be interchangeable providing better marketing options.

1) End NAFTA now
2) Improve beef advertisement
3) Improve beef publicity
4) Break up the packer monopoly
5) Impeach Clinton & Gore

Buyers must be willing to pay for this year after year. It is insurance that no one wants to 
pay the premium unless there is a “wreck” and then it is too late.

I do not have physical operation or facilities to wean steer calves for 30 to 45 days. We 
always wean for 30 days on heifer calves before shipping.

If we are not careful, preconditioning could easily become a required condition of sale 
and not an extra added service demanding a higher calf value as it should be.

We are more aggressive in getting feedback about our calves and their performance. I 
don’t know if it will make much difference as the price of calves is # driven, with price of 
feed etc. all having a bearing. Leaning toward Canada and marketing calves on a grid as 
I am confident our calves will perform. The Northwest Pilot project is a step in the right ■ 
direction, just takes time to test water before we dive in over our head.

Preconditioning my calves has paid dividends. It has helped me sell them at a premium 
through my order-buyer. It makes it easier for the order-buyer to place the calves and 
gives the order-buyer more confidence that the calves will do a good job when they reach 
the backgrounder or feedlot. I would precondition my calves at my own expense 
realizing my premium comes from reputation calves. Ifthey do better the feeder will pay ■ 
a premium. .

I would hope this will work because I have seen it tried in the past with other 
organizations and it never got off the ground.

Feed calves on cow for 2-3 weeks at feed bunks prior to weaning. Very seldom so I have 
a sick calf. Feed on farm to May June to 1000# then put in feedlot to finish.

I am presently certified under the Nebraska Beef Quality Assmrance program. I believe ■ 
that Montana needs such a program.

The greatest benefit I have seen in marketing calves is when 2 or more people within 20 
to 40 miles of each other with similar kind weight and delivery date on calves get
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together and sell their calves on a “big package deal.” Being able to sell 10 loads of steer 
• calves at once that are ranch fresh can draw in some heavy duty bidders. Ifthe sellers 
can be flexible and agreeable this benefit is often worth $10 to $50 for each calf. More 
needs to be published about this economy of scale that can be achieved to entice bidders 
with very deep pockets. This idea could work in conjunction with certification.

Because I own my cattle to the rail there is. no need to certify my calves. Between • 
myself, the feeder and my vet we have worked out a program of vaccination that has 
worked for my calves. .

We preconditioned calves for ’95 and ’96. Calves were sold at auction with prices at 
high end of range but marginal as to return for labor and vaccine. We used the Select 
Vac program and listed on electronic cattle drive. We would consider preconditioning if 
requested by buyer.

I feel this will work only if producer, veterinarian and buyer are involved together.
Trader cattle & put together loads present problems. Local auction will work only if 
paper work is in order. Order-buyer can mix loads if all cattle are handled same or if 
stated differently on health inspection.

For Level 2 would vaccination at birth & at branding work as a booster?

We bought 200+ 250-400 lb calves each fall at local auctions. Few had virus or H. 
Somnus shots. High death losses forced us to switch to cows and direct purchase larger 
vaccinated calves this past season. Auctions need to organize some sales where 
vaccinated calves are identified.

Past two years I’ve sold direct to a Nebraska Feeder and gotten data down to back fat 
thickness & ribeye sq. in. measurement, rate of gain, yield & grade. We have learned 
that preconditioning has only slightly more value than using the Modified Live vaccines 
at branding. In a recent visit (January 98) to the Clay Research Center we found no value 
in Haemophilus vaccine. Feedlot life of about 7 days. So maybe more research is 
necessary before deciding how to precondition and a 3d level of branding vaccination. I

I think you had really better study this. You will be stepping on some breed 
Associations’ toes. Will this be USDA certified? How much will tags cost? Do you 
have the $ to support such a program? I really question if you have the $ that it will take 
to implement & educate the public on this.

I am at the present time enrolled in a similar program with a feedlot in Iowa.

I think there are a whole lot better ways of promoting beef than running around the state 
selling more ear tags to put in calves, to charge a rancher for what the feedlot will cut out 
and ignore.

\
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I run 22 head of breed cows.

Survey is unclear about calves sold or calves kept (Ex: #7 & #8 always on kept calves, 
never on sold calves). If a vet is going to be required on site during all vaccination etc. 
the cost will be out of range.

We already precondition our steers and all heifers bound for feedlots. We retain at least 
■ 50% ownership. I know that the preconditioning really pays for itself. We have lost one 

calf at the feedlot in three years, that on&, over 500 hd for the three years. As an industry, 
we do need more information passed between the producer and packer (maybe even 
consumer). That should be both ways.

Great idea! This idea will work if you have strong guide-lines.

We had better get a hand on the NAFTA and the likes, it is not economically feasible to 
compete against Canada and other 3rd world countries. Because of environmental reasons 
as well as cost of operation.

It is almost impossible for me to sell weaned calves. I come off the Forest Service permit 
Oct. 15 and usually pre-wean vaccinate then. IfI  wait for 3 weeks to wean, that puts my 
weaning date around Nov. 10. IfI weaned Nov. 10 & waited 45 days to ship, the market 
has dried up by then and the calves are usually too heavy for most of the order-buyers by 
then. I usually sell off the cow around the 10th of November.

Having sold calves in Butte last Nov./97 that were weaned 45 days, had shots (Pyramid4 
& Presponse) & Warbex, I feel this is the way of the future for selling calves. My calves 
were in great demand, sold quickly, & brought top $ @ $640 cwt. Most buyers are now 
looking for preconditioned calves and are willing to pay extra.

I am presently using a Vac-45 program without ear tags and using vaccination at 
branding and weaning. I find the calves are easy to sell, but many buyers want to reduce 
the price per pound because they are heavier.

Question #32 really depends on a lot. I like modified live for the better immunity, but 
cannot get the O.K. while calves are still on the cows. So have been using killed. Some 
products used in the past for preconditioning calves have made calves sick, others 
haven’t, but until you have this knowledge a couple of such calves takes profits real 
quick. I feel there is a need for preconditioned calves but have talked to folks who want 
nothing but all natural, no vaccinations of any kind. If this catches on with consumers 
we’ll really be hurting unless they pay us for the dead ones. So far they won’t.

I’ve bought a few yearlings for my own grass for 6 years. Many cow/calf operators are 
banding their bull calves with quite a few testicles being missed. Ex: I bought 59 from a 
ranch, calves were as good as anything in the state for size, color, uniformity, etc. I paid 
a little above average price to get them. Had 4 with one testicle. Since now I talk with
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more yearling grass cattle people, they say it is a chronic problem. Point is, your level 
one says certified to be a steer: So what if they aren’t & I’ll bet these damn banders 
would worry about that, (is needed though)

I understand the need for preconditioning. However, we use a rest/rotation grazing 
program. This means that on a given date, the cattle will be in a different pasture each 
year (5 yr cycle). Vaccinating calves would require construction of several sets of corrals 
at various remote locations.

I feel we in Montana are truly producing a superior beef product. When so much 
emphasis is being placed on red meat safety I feel Montana cattle for the most part are 
clean & safe. Our feeding practices (no chicken wastage, no ground up animal parts), our 
high quality forage and water, even our northern climate should give Montana cattle, ' 
especially calves, a superior position as compared with cattle from the rest of the United 
States, especially the southern half of the country. I believe northern tier states cattle, ' 
especially Montana cattle are being used in the packing industry to raise the overall 
quality of the finished beef product. I definitely don’t feel Montanaproducers are 
rewarded for an obviously superior product and that any steps that can be taken to 
achieve this goal should be taken. I have retained ownership of my feeders for 4 years 
and have learned from the carcass traits of my cattle and am, I feel, well acquainted with 
preconditioning etc. I encourage and support your efforts. One point I would add. I do 
not castrate my bull calves at birth or at branding. I also do not use growth implants on 
the ranch. Instead, we take weaning weights at the time we precondition all our calves 
which is about the first of September. After using various criteria to select which bulls 
to keep and which to steer we then castrate with either the Manpower Bloodless castrator 
or the newer Calicrate castrator. This is the state of the art in bull castration. We have 
done this for three years with no wrecks. We ship the newly steered calves with the 
tubing on before the scrotum has sloughed off. The advantages are great with no 
disadvantages. The steers don’t go off feed, they don’t bleed to death or die of infection. 
By not having to implant in the spring you get a bigger bang in the feedlot when they are 
first implanted there. This has to become an accepted part of any preconditioning 
program. Knife castration should not be the only acceptable procedure.

We calve year around, the bulls are always with some cows. I’m. not really sure about 
how you can guarantee beef quality (even with cloning) due to extenuating circumstances 
(i.e. environment, range conditions, etc.)

I answered all the questions that were marginally associated with my operation.
Depending on the cost of this program to me I’d consider it a good idea. Just as long as 
those cattle which aren’t certified are not discounted too severely. I have bought ■ 
preconditioned cattle before over a video sale & was pleased with the results.

We finish our own cattle for the last 4 years. Most cattle going into feedlot should be 
preconditioned and on feed. The producer must be payed by either more money or more 
pounds sold. I would like to see a certification /identification program for finished cattle
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from Montana. Ifthe cattle feeder can make more money, they would be more willing to 
pay more for feeder cattle as most Ieedlots work on a margin.

We retain V2 ownership in our calves to a family feeder. The calves are fed to choice at 
1225 to 1300# and sold in May & June. Heifers at 1150 to 1200#.

Do not have cow-calf operation.

I have been on committees for 45 years & your dam program doesn’t work & the rancher 
takes the preconditioning loss.

If you want to help ranchers in particular and Americans in general, strive to get rid of 
NAFTA and GATT. Also the dollar/head check-off. It is a dictatorial rip-off of 
cattlemen, benefiting other segments of the industry, et al.

It appears our current management strategies would qualify our calves for your 
certification program.

We sell 1Z2 interest in our calves Jo a Nebraska feeder. He’s never had a problem with our 
calves, so we don’t precondition them before we send them to him.

As a veterinarian I encourage you to work closely with the MVMA. Such a program was 
developed and is still in place. Albeit wobbly, that effort and what was learned from it 
are still available. ■

We only have 8 cows.

I preconditioned calves in the past and never saw much increase in price at the Auctions. 
If wean in late fall, there is no time to precondition without running into mid-winter, cold 
and a falling cattle market. Not to mention shipping problems (snow) cold temperatures, 
etc. It could work if there were honest people on the other end, and there aren’t.

Very concerned about the “blame game” mentality being promoted by some people and 
believed by so many producers. Packer concentration and NAFTA doesn’t worry me 
much but continuing loss of market share does. I feel we need to concentrate on getting a 
consistent, quality product to the consumer before we lose even more.

Most of this my father does.

I have been producing for 37 years. This low cycle is the worst yet. At these prices a 
cow can barely take care of herself. I’m afraid ranching as we have known it is on its 
way out.
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Nebraska Feeders’ comments:

To know what the mineral deficiency are in the area the calves have been raised

We feed the better end of the cattle that are out there, but if bunk broke they usually carry 
too much flesh, and that is a concern. -

Vaccinate calves at branding with a killed Virusi the re-vaccinate using a modified live 
product at weaning or prior to shipping.

We are certified to be Beef Quality Assurance feeders. We have computerized records 
on all our pens & could easily do individualized records. Our feedlot is small & owner 
operated and we give individual attention to the cattle.

Preconditioning shots 20-60 days before delivery especially on calves just weaned. Very 
important. As a buyer this is very critical.

Keep the heifers open. A calf-y heifer in the feedlot costs us approximately $70. Ifyou 
know they have been exposed tell us, so we can give them shots to abort them.

I would like the results and to be a certified Montana Feedlot. I already am Nebraska 
Com Fed Beef certified. Are you going to have that as part of your program? (*21)

Send me a list of sale bams in Montana and some reputable order-buyers. I buy about 
300 hd per year out of Missouri. (*4)

A producer must become BQA certified so we are “all” handling cattle the same way. 
Each producer should retrieve carcass data in order to improve their genetics and herd 
selection. There are branded beef programs that the producer can market his product 
through & if the right data is obtained they can receive a premium for their product.

We must stress to the rancher and grower that they are part of the finishing process, and 
they are equally responsible for the consumers welfare and satisfaction.

It has been our experience that a veterinarian need not always be involved in this process. 
Ifhe is generally present at the time of vaccinations and is directly involved in working 
with the cattle, then his signature means something. However, if the rancher typically 
vaccinates and works his cattle without the help of a veterinarian then it seems 
unnecessary to incur the additional cost of getting a vet” signature. We are just as happy 
to rely on the word of the producer as that of a vet.

It ahs been a pleasure working with the high quality cattle Montana produces now days. 
We feel that being able to procure the cavles directly from the ranches has abee the 
biggest dividend of all. We background 5000 calves for bigger feedlots in our area. The 
sale bam cattle always have more pulls than the ranch cattle. Keep up the good work.
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Along with BQA, ranchers should be encouraged to protect implant sites on ears from tag 
holes (put tags in lower part of ears). Producers should try to keep their herd not only 
even but of the same breed cross.

Sorry this is late, hopefully not too late to use. Good survey.

I feel health is very important on calves coming in and also a good breeding program 
with good gaining cattle. But I would say most Montana calves are very good quality 
stock. The kind you like to feed.

I feel your group is on the right track. Fm very pleased to see this much effort put into 
changing our industry as a whole. Montana cattle are customer preferred over all. This 
program would make a difference to them.

Programs such as these have been so abused in the past it is hard to get very enthused 
about it. Unless you got the same cattle year after year and got to know and trust the 
rancher as to exactly what was done, I don’t think the program would have much benefit 
to me.

Need to bring producers and feeders together through communication. Producers need to 
align with feeders that will provide information back so we can keep the beef industry in 
line with other competitive protein sources. We are not cattlemen, we are food producers ' 
in today’s environment.
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