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Abstract:

Montana has experienced a slow rate of economic growth during the past decade. Many suggestions
have been made for improving incomes and overall economic activity. Further processing of raw
agricultural products within the state is one way in which economic growth can be realized.

Montana exports large quantities of both feed grains and feeder cattle. The combining of these
resources through increased cattle feeding has been strongly encouraged. A number of little used or
abandoned feedlots, idle as a result of inadequate information,' poor analysis, poor planning and hasty
action would impede, not stimulate the state’s economy, however. The purpose of this study is to
determine the feasibility of additional profitable investment in cattle feeding and slaughtering in
Montana through cooperative feeding and slaughtering facilities. To facilitate analysis of feasible
expansion in greater depth, the Northeast district of the state was selected for detailed study.

It is concluded that opportunities for expansion of feeding and slaughtering do exist in Montana.
Feeder cattle and feed grain production are sufficient for approximately an 800 percent increase in
cattle feeding over present levels. The lack of other factors, however, such as capital, management and
markets were found major obstacles to significant expansion over present levels.

Cooperative feeding operations provide a means to overcome most of these limitations. However, an
upper level for profitable increased feeding is dictated by the capacity of slaughter facilities, and
market outlets.

Significant expansion of slaughter facilities at this time does not appear warranted until greater
year-around supplies of fed cattle are available. The expansion of feeding and slaughtering in many
areas is extricably intermingled. A significant expansion of feeding tends to be inhibited by the lack of
slaughter facilities, while at the same time, immediate expansion in slaughtering is hindered by the lack
of year-around feeding in the area. Simultaneous development through a coordinated feeding and
slaughtering enterprise provides one means of solution to this problem. A coordinated cooperative
operation is one method by which this could be effectively accomplished. A growing out-of-state
market is seen as rapid population expansion continues on the West Coast. While our contribution to
this market is relatively small at the present time, the potential does exist. The ability to serve a given
market depends more on the location and development of feeding and slaughter components of the
industry than on the location of primary feeder cattle or feed grain production. Through sound
expansion of its feeding and slaughter industries, Montana is in a position to competitively obtain a
share of this market, Such expansion would increase net returns and stimulate economic growth
throughout the state.
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ABSTRACT

Montana has experienced a slow rate of economic growth during the
past decade. Many suggestions have been made for improving incomes and
overall economic activity. Further processing of raw agricultural
products within the state is one way in which economic growth can be
realized.

Montana exports large quantities of both feed grains and feeder
cattle., The combining of these resources through increased cattle feed-
ing has been strongly encouraged. A number of little used or abandoned
feedlots, idle 'as a result of inadequate information, poor analysis, poor
planning and hasty action would impede, not stimulate the state's economy,
however. The purpose of this study is to determine the feasibility of
additional profitable investment in cattle feeding and slaughtering in
Montana through cooperative feeding and slaughtering facilities. To
facilitate analysis of feasible expansion in greater depth, the Northeast
district of the state was selected for detailed study.

It is concluded that opportunities for expansion of feeding and
slaughtering do exist in Montana. Feeder cattle and feed -grain produc-
tion are sufficient for approximately an 800 percent increase in cattle
feeding over present levels. The lack of other factors, however, such
as capital, management and markets were found major obstacles to signi-
ficant expansion over present levels.

Cooperative feeding operations provide a means to overcome most of
these limitations. However, an upper level for profitable increased
feeding is dictated by the capacity of slaughter facilities, and market
outlets,

Significant expansion of slaughter facilities at this time does not
_appear warranted until greater year-around supplies of fed cattie are
available. The expansion of feeding and slaughtering in many areas is
extricably intermingled. A significant expansion of feeding tends to be -
inhibited by the lack of slaughter facilities, while at the same time,
immediate expansion in slaughtering is hindered by the lack of year—around
feeding in the area. Simultaneous development through a coordinated feed-
ing and slaughtering enterprise provides one means of solution to this
problem. A coordinated cooperative operation is one method by which this
could be effectively accomplished. A growing out-of-state market is seen
as rapid population expansion continues on the West Coast. While our con-
tribution to this market is relatively small at the present time, the po-
tential does exist., The ability to serve a given market depends more on
the location and development of feeding and slaughter components of the
industry than on the location of primary feeder cattle orxr feed grain
production, Through sound expansion of its feeding and slaughter indus-
tries, Montana is in a position to competitively obtain a share of this
market., Such expansion would incregse net returns and stimulate economic
growth throughout the state.




CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

The General Problem Setting

A slow rate of economic growth in Montana over the past decade has

Icalled forxh‘an intensive search for ways to enhaﬁce economic activity.,
Tﬁe social, economic, and political aspec£SQof a slackening economy in
the state have been the focus of.increasing concern by individuals, groups

and local government agencies.,

Many suggestions have beeg'méde for improving incomes and overall
economic activity. One idea suggested has been to speed industrial develop-
ment as a.méans of providing more opportunity for surplus and under-~em-—
ployed labor, Another approach would be to increase efficiency and';et
returns to a given resource base through some type of resource-use adjust—
ment,

Beyond efforts to emcourage industrialization and increase efficiency,

it seems only natural that attention be directed toward improving the
marketing of products produced in the state. S R
Agriculture continues to be Montana's most importantlindustry and
is based primarily upon the production of raw products which leave. the
state for additional processing. Further processing of these products
within the state is one way in which ecoﬁomic growth can be realized. -
Montana exports large quantities of both feed grain and feeder cattle.

The possibility of fattening more cattle within the state has received

considerable attention in recent years. Studies made to determine the
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feasibility of additional cattle feeding have usually indicated opportunities
do exist but due to lack of know-how, financial resources or fat-cattle

markets, development is proceeding slowly.

‘ The Research Problem

This study is designed to examine the feasibility of additiqnal cattle
feeding and slaughtering in Moﬁtana° Particular attention is given to the
cooperative form of organization, and the contribution it might provide in
bringing about such expénsion° Other‘ﬁethods of operation may prove equally
succéssful but will not be analyzed in this study.

An analysis of the availability of those resources necessary to expan-
sion of feeding and slaughtering must first be made to see if they do, in ‘
fact, exist in sufficient quantities to allow for significant expansion.

The mere availability of these resources does not insure the feasibility of
exﬁansion, however ., .

Before individuals or groups move too far in encouraging the building

of large new feedlots or slaughtering facilities, édditionai information

is needed regarding conditions under which these feeding and slaughtering
facilities might become established and be reasonably sure of survival.

A number of little used or abandoned feedlots and slaughter plants, idle

as a result of inadequate information, poor analysis, poor planning and
hasty action would impede, not stimulate, the state's e;:onomye Further
analysis is necessary to determine both the existence and significance
.of other factors that would tend to inhibit increased levels of'feediﬁg
and slaughtering in the state. Such factors must be considered as the

availability of markets, capital, labor and skilled management; freight
rate structures for both live and carcass beef, cost of operation, the
attitudinal structure of those involved and areas for most opportune

expansion. This research attempts to isolate those factors which impede
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. the immediate expansioﬁ of feeding and slaughter and evaluate the effect~-
iveness of cooperatives as a means of overcoming them.

This study examines a specific area of the state referred to as the
Northeast district. This includes th; following eight counties: Daniels,
Dawson, Garfield, McCone, Richland, Roosevelt, Sheridan and Valley.
Inferences are drawn from this analysis and applied to the entire Qtateq
Thé availability bf some state-wide data has served to add more validity

to these inferences.

Objectives
The purpose of this study is to determine the feasibility of addi-
tional profitable investment in cattle feeding and slaughtering in Montana
through coeperative feeding and slaughter facilities, Although much of
the analysis is centered in the Northeast district, it is believed  to be
applicable throughout the entire state. Whether or not expansion is
feasible, and the manner in which such expansion should take place rests
on several vital consideratioms.
Specifically, the research objectives are:
1. Evaluate the availability of those resources required for
a significant expansion of cattle feeding and slaughtering
in Montana.
2. Evaluate present and potential markets for Montana fed
cattle and meat, and make analysis and comparison of the
transportation cost structure to alternative markets for
both live and carcass beef. Determination will also be
made of the state's competitiveposition in achieving new
markets,
3. Determine the most feasible size of feéedlot and slaughtering

facilities for the state and make recommendations as to
the most sultable areas for - expansmno :
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4, Analyze the opportunities for feasible expansion through
the cooperative form of organization and consider the
location, distribution and size of feedlots necessary
to support a cooperative slaughter facility in the
Stateo )
5. Estimate and project increased benefits that would accrue
as a result of expanded cooperative cattle feeding and.
slaughtering in Montana.

Procedure

Sélection of Stud§ Area

The Northeast district was selected as the specific area to be studied.
By limiting the analysis to a particular area, examination of the feasi-
bility of feeding and slaughter expansion is permitted in greater depth
than would otherwise be possible. Initial interes£ in the feasibility
of cooperatively owned feeding and slaughtering facilities was expressed
' by feed and livestock producers and business interests in this area.
Realizing that their area normally produces a surplus of feed grains and
feeder cattle, these individuals desired to expand local industry throﬁgh
further processing and utilization of their agriculture production. It was
largely a result of this expressed interest thgt this particular area was
chosen, This study serves to test the hypothesis that a potential for
increased feeding and slaughter does, in fact exist, and that such expan-
sion may be facilitated through the cooperative form of operation. This
is an established feeding area and is the second largest feed grain pro-
ducing area of the state. Large quantities of both feeder cattle and feed

grains are shipped out of the area each vear.




Source of Data

Data used in determining the'feasibility of expanded feeding and
slaughtering for both the area and the state have been developq@ largely
through the use of secondary sources. However, analysis of many factors
associated directly with the study area required informatiom from iﬁdiv—
iduals in the area. To meet these data nee&s personal interviews were

conducted.,

‘Geéeneral Procedure

The research approach taken in this study differs somewhat from the
methodological approach normally utilized in determining the feasibility
of further resource development,

The conventional approach would involve thorough evaluation of all
resources in the area, both natural an& human, as well as climatic con-
ditions, markets, availability of capital, transportation facilities, etc;
Examination of such factors would indicate those industries'that would be
most applicable to an area and establish limitat;ons as to the particular
industries in which growth and development could take place, Economic
analysis is then made of each of these to determine their relative priority
for development or expansion, Ranking is not always based upon relative
nef returns pef doliar invésted according to the usual investmen‘t':.criteria9
however., Priority %ould‘normally be affected and often resolved on the

basis of a comparative appraisal of the strength with which development

in one industry will induce development in others. In determining the
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sequence of development projects, planning authorities woiuld usually give
attention to the indu;ed investment creating ability of particular indus-
tries,

In contrast, this study resulted from a request to gtudy one industry,
cattle feeding per se, in a given area, and therefore approacheé the usual
method in a somewhat reverse manner. We were also requested to analyze
opportunities for expansion of slaughtering facilities in the Nértheast
area,

The scope of this study was limited by cost, time and personnel con-
siderations., It was determined that it would be more meaningful, in view
of the stated limitations, to proceed on the basis of selective sampling,
Individuals to be interviewed were selécted largely on the basis of being
in some way connected with the livestock industry, and their ability to
provide information regarding those factors to be considered in determining
the feasibility of expanded feeding.anﬁ slaughtering. Included in the
interviews were county agents, farmers, ranchers, feeders, packers, bankers,
"merchants, Chambers of Commerce leaders, freight rate agents, cooperative
managers and members and livestock auction operators.

On the basis of data collected through these interviews énd from
secbndary courses, this report first attempts to evaluate the economic
poféﬁﬁiaiﬂgf ékﬁaﬁdéé i£§é§foéﬁ'fe;aing-aﬁd sléﬁéhtéringAiﬁ Nofghé;sée;n
Montana and then to extend the overall aﬁalysis to other areas of the

state,




CHAPTER II
OPPORTUNITIES.FOR. EXPANDED..CATTLE FEEDING. AND SLAUGHTERING IN MONTANA

Montana Cattle Industry

Approximately 65 percent of the land surface in Montana is considered
tp be pasture or rangeland. 1/ These lands amount to 61 million acfes and
- provide the basis for an extensiﬁe beef cattle industry.

Cattle and calf salés compete with wheat for first place in agricul-
tural receipts (Table I). Total cattle and calf numbers on Montana farms
and ranches reached an all-time high of 2.76 million head January 1, 1965.
This is an increase of 3.2 percent over 1964 and up 18.7 percent from 1963,
However, cash receipts from cattle and calf sales decreased both in absol-
ute dollar figures and in relative percentage of total farm receipts
betﬁeen 1961 and 1963, Beef cattle numbers, cash receipts and out-of-state
shipments for 1950-1964 are shown in Table IL. Both the increase in num-
bers and lowering of cash receipts have béen closely tied to low cattle
prices,

Other factors contributing to the build-up in numbers were plentiful
supplies of feedgilarger calf crops and increased.;attle imports into the
state. The bulk of the inventory increase has been calves, although sub-

stantial increases in cow and heifer numbers have also occurred.

1/ Montana Agricultufe——Basic Facts, Bulletin 293, Cooperative Extension
Service and Agriculture Experiment Station, Montana State College,
Bozeman, Montana, June, 1962,
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The success of the Montana cattle industry depends on out-of-state
demand for its feeder catéle. Annual out-of-state shipments. averaged
over one million head from 1956 through 1961, then declined to 977 thous-
and in 1962 and continued to decrease to 881 thousand head in 1963; -This
decrease in out-of-state shipments resﬁlted from the large increase in
numbers-held within the state during this period. In 1964, outﬂof—state
shipménts increased to 1,094 thousand head,

During the past two decades the flow of out-of-state shipﬁents has
shifted from westward to eastward., The destination and number of out-of-
state\cattle shipments for 1961-1964 are presented in Table iII} Where
Weét Coast states were taking over 65 percent 15 years:ago, they were
taking only 9 percent in 1959 and 8ffercent in 1964° On the other hand,
approximately 65 percent are now going to six Midwest states. Iowa alone
received 28.9 percent of total out-of-state shipments in'1964, followed
by Minnesota with 12,1 percent, Illinois with 10.2 percent and Nebraska
with 9.1 percent.

The makeup of out-of-state shipments has changed considerably during

the last three decades. Records show that during the period of the early

thirties, over one half of total out-of-state shipments consisted of steers,

while approximately 37 percent were cows and only 1l percent were calves.

In 1962, calves accounted for over 47 percent of total shipments,

’ AN
followed by yearling steers at 26.4 percent, cows at 13,8, yearling heifevs.

at 11.1 and bulls running at only 1.4 percent. In 1964 the breakdown was
42 percent calves, 33'pgrcgnt steers,; 12 percent cows, 11 percent heifers

and 1 percent bulls.
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TABLE I, CASH RECEIPTS FROM FARM MARKETINGS, BY COMMODITIES, AS A PER-
CENTAGE OF TOTAL RECEIPTS FOR ALL COMMODITIES--1958-1963.%

Commodities 1958 1959 1960 = 1961 1962 '1963
Percent of Total
Livestock and Products 52.6 52.6 54.5 58.4 50.7 46.0
Cattle and calves 41.3 40.5 42 .9 44,8 38.6 34,0
Dairy products - 3.5 3.5 3.4 3.9 3.4 3.5
Sheep and lambs 3.3 3,1 3.2 3.3 2.9 2.7
Wool ) 1.0 2.0 1.7 1.9 1.6 1.8
Hogs 1.6 1.6 1.6 2.4 2.3 2.1
Eggs _ 1.3 1.3 1,2.. 1,5 1,3 1.3
Chickens . - 02 .1 .1 o1 .1 .1
Other EA : ’ 05 04 05 GS IS
CYOPS 47 94 47:4 45e5 41 a6 49.3 ’ 5400
Wheat P 33.1 34,2 32.6 28.8 35.2 39.0
Barley o 7.5 6.0 5.4 .. 4.7 6.6 6.2 -
Sugar bgets 2.7 2.3 2.6 2.8 2.8 3.8
Hay 1,1 1.6 1.6 1.6 1,6 1.5
.Potatoes o7 .6 .7 .8 ) 6
Other 2.3 2.7 2.6 2.9 2.6 2,9
All Commodities ) 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

* Source: Statistical Reporting Service, United States Department of
Agriculture, Helena, Montana., (1964 figures not availablgo)
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TABLE II. MONTANA CATTLE AND CALVES--PRODUCTION, INCOME AND OUT-OF-STATE
SHIPMENTS, 1950 TO 1964, *

Cash Production Calf Beef Cattle - Qut-of-State
" Yedr Income Pounds Crop Population Shipments -
Mil. Dol. Mil, Lbs. Thous .Hd Thous. Hd. Number Thous.
1950 - 112 528 8i1 1,533 598 a/
1951 169 629 872 1,696 658 a/
1952 129 657 923 1,892 733 a/
1953 90 703 1,044 1,984 780 af
1954 108 770 1,089 2,131 . 855 a/
1955 110 .. 793 1,117 | 2,229 897 a/ .
1956 - 133 794 1,111 2,282 1,308
1957 137 740 . 1,060 2,072 1,120
1958 181 748 . 1,069 2,033 1,086
1959 172 740 . 1,063 2,063 1,069
1960 175 788 1,081 2,113 o 1,228
1961 162 728 1,105 2,028 1,202
1962 157 - 727 1,112 1,990 977
1963 137 806 - 1,183 2,212 881

1964 b/ b/ 1,211 2,563 1,094

* Source: Statistical Reperting Service, U. S. Department of Agriculture,
Helena, Montana.

a/ Estimated on basis of inventory births, farm and commercial slaughter
in shipments and deaths.

b/ TUnavailable.
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TABLE III. CATTLE SHIPMENTS OUT-OF-STATE, NUMBER OF HEAD AND PERCENTAGES
BY STATE OF DESTINATION, 1961-1964, =*

1961 1962 1963 1964
No.of Pct.of No.of Pct.of No.of Pct.,of No.of Pct.of

‘Destination Head Total Head Total Head Total Head Total

Midwest9 total 705,961 58.7 623,152 63.8 531,046 60.2 714,134 65.4

227,433 25.8 315,534

Iowa 256,198 v 21,3 259,537 26.6 28.9
Minnesota 131,029 10.9 129,655 13,3 102,240 11.6 132,537 12.1
Illinois . 116,805 9.7 111,949 11.5 94,411 10.7 111,118 10.2
Nebraska 126,989 10.5 86,239 8.8 67,690 7.7 99,637 9.1
Wisconsin - 37,922 3.2 24,484 2,5 29,473 3.3 46,709 4.3
Kansas .~ 37,018 3.1 11,288 1.1 9,799 1.1 8,599 .8
Bordering states,
Total 295,092 24,5 232,041 23.7 229,228 26.0 236,414 21.6
South Dakota 108,230 9.0° 70,084 7.2 .61,593 7.0 75,852 6.9
Wyoming 76,013 6.3 68,940 7.0 74,220 8.4 73,451 6.7
Idaho . 66,654 5.5 54,877 5.6 47,697 5.4 40,942 3.8
North Dakota 44,195 3.7 38,140 3.9 45,718 5.2 46,169 4.2
West Coast, )
Total 87,204 7.3 76,897 6.7 73,705 8.4 86,015 7.8
Washington 46,118 3.8 49,037 5.0 54,691 6.2 62,743 5.7
California 32,122 2,7 12,514 1.3 12,404 1.4 15,387 1.4
Oregon 8,964 -8 4,346 A 6,610 .8 7,885 o7
Other states, " ,
Total 113,636 9.5 56,316 5.8 47,213 5.4 57,202 5.2
Colorado 49,448 4,1 30,094 3.1 27,310 3.1 29,546 2.7
Utah 10,709 .9 10,565 1.1 9,270 1.0 13,542 1.2
Texas 22,327 1.9 1,962 62 484 Y 241 -
Michigan 3,898 .3 3,175 .3 2,926 .3 4,281 . .4
Ohio e 13336 A - 774 - 1 - 661 oL -861 i
Missouri 7,742 o7 740 .1 415 .1 2,631 02
Arizona 1,307 o1 314 - .0 450 .1 373 ol
All Other 16,869 1.4 8,692 .9 5,697 .6 5,727 .5
Total 1,201,893 100.0 977,406 100.0 881;192]b0;1,093,765 100.0

* Source: Statistical Reporting Service, U. S..Department of Agriculture,
Helena, Montana.




- 12 -
Seasonal variation in out-of-state cattle sﬁipments is great. In
Table IV, the average monthly variation is shown for the period 1958-1962.
Indications are that the Midwest will continue to be Montana's top
feeder market, As a rule, feeder cattle come off the range at just the
right time to fill the needs of the cgfn bglt feeder. This, togéther
with their proven ability to put on fést gains in the feedlot, helps

maintain the brisk demand for Montana feeder cattle.

Present Level of Cattle Feeding in Montana

The cattle feeding industry in Montana has not experienced rapid growth
through the years, though the trend has been one of gra&ual increase.
"Table V gives a comparison of the number of cattle on feed, as of January
1, for the years 1948~1965. On january 1, 1965 the number on feed reached
95,000 head, highest on record for the state. This compares with 85,000
6n feéd January 1, 1964 and the 1958-65 average of 72?000 heédo The
number of fat cattle moving from feedyards during the period from January
1, 1959 through 1964 is shown in Table VI, The total number of cattle
fattened in the state set a new high of Apprbximately 128,000 in 1964,

In Table VII, cattle and célves on feed are listed by class and size,
Of the 95,600 head on feed January 1, 1965, 61 percent were steers and
.. Steer calves, 35 percent were heifers and heifer calvgs and 4 percent
were listed as "cows and other"., Steers and steer calves have consist-
'ently comprised over 50 percent of the total number fed. Only at the.

beginning of the first quarter has thexe been a'sigﬁificant number on

-
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feed weighing less than 500 pounds, these being spring calves which are
put into the feedlotvshqrtly after Weat'xing° Since these calves.are not
placed in the feedlét until after the beginning of éhe fourth quarter,
they do not show up in Table VII as being on feed until the beginning of
the first quarter,

It is difficult to determine the exact number of feedlots operating
within the state at a given time. Some feeders may feed out only two
or three lots in a 5~year period while others are regular feeders but
only feed 10 to 25 head at a time. Some "warm-up” operations alsoc con-
sider and repért fhemselves to be feedlots. . ;

Data are not available. as to the approximate number of feedlots nor’
the annual number of cattle fed ‘in each individual crop reporting district
since 1961, There has been some combining of diggrict totals since that
time so as not to reveal individual operations‘where the number of large
. feeders are small, On January 1, 1964, the Southcentral district (Billings)
was reported to have 28,000 head of cattle on feed. This was 1,000 more
than a year earlier, bistricts 2 and 5 (mainiy the Great Falls area) had
a total of 26,000 head or 3,000 more than the previous year. In'the
other feeding areas, which include the eastern third anduwestern.part of

the state, there were 24,000 head on feed compared with 21,000 a year earlier.

This total of 78 000 head was later revised to 84, 000 head, 2/

2/ Montana Department of Agriculture, Statlstical Reporting Serv1ce,
Helena, Montana.

-
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TABLE IV. SEASONAL VARIATION OF OUT-OF-STATE CATTLE SHIPMENTS--AVERAGE
OF 1958 TO 1962, =
-Percent of Annual Shipment

Month All Cattle Steers Heifers Cows Calves
January 5.1 3.5 3.3 7.9 5.3
February 2.8 2.6 2.8 5.4 1.8
March 3.6 4,2 5.4 ‘ 4,7 2,1
April 3.5 5.5 7.5 3.3 1.5
May 2.2 3.3 4.2 4.3 .6
June 2.4 _ 2.4 3.0 6.9 o7
July 3.7 3.6 5.0 9.5 .9
August 6.2 8.9 10.8 10.4 2.1
September 14°1> 26.0 27.6 9.0 4,6
October 32,2 28,6 18,5 13.8 47.5
November 18.4 8.4 8.8 15.3 26.7
December 5.8 3,0 3,1 9.5 7.2
T;;al 100.0 100.0  100.0 100.9  100.0

Average Numbers 1,113,000 271,000 118,057 134,183 424,000

* Source:

Clive R, Harston and Elmber L. Menzie, Montana Cattle Movements,
Montana State College, Montana Agricultural Experiment Statiom,
Bozeman, Montana. : - ‘
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TABLE Ve CATTLE AND CALVES ON FEED IN MONTANA, JANUARY 1, 1948-1965, *

Pct° of. °  Pet, of

No. Previous No., Previous
" ‘Yéar ' {000) Year Year (000) Year
1948 35 73 1957 75 110
1949 38 ‘ 109 1958 73 97
1950 25. 66 1959 72 99
1951 26 04 - {1960 70 97
1952 32 123 1961 77 ) 110
1953 45 141 1962 69 ) 90
1954 54 120 1963 71 103
1955 49 91 1964 85 120

1956 - 68 139 - 1965 95 - 112

* Source: Statistical Reporting Service, U. S. Department of Agriculture,
Helena, Montana )

TABLE VI. NUMBER OF FED CATTLE MARKETED, BY QUARTERS, 1959-1964, *

Quarter 1959 1960 1961 1967 1963 1964
(000)  (000) _ (000) _ (000) _ (000) (000
1st 39 34 34 35 28 35
2nd 28 30 29 27 32 44
3rd. 17 28 28 23 200 . 26
4th s 23 2 15 20 23

Total 99 115 113 100 100 128

% Source: Statistical Reporting Service, U. S, Department of Agriculture,
Helena9 Montana :




TABLE VII, CATTLE AND CALVES ON FEED IN MONTANA, BY QUARTERS, JANUARY 1, 1963-JANUARY 1,

1965, *
~Jan.1 April 1 July 1 Oct.l Jan. 1 April 1 July L Oct.l Jan.1
1963 1963 1963 1963 1964 1964 1964 1964 1965
Thousand- Head -
Total number on feed 71 56 34 37 85~ 73 b4 50 95
Placed on feed af 59 13 10 .23 66 23 15 32 68
Marketed a/ - 15 28 32 20 18 35 44 26 23

Number on feed by
kind and weight.

Steers and steer calves 36 29 18 19 52 40 25 29 58
‘Under 500 pounds 6 .2 - - 10 -3 - - 8
500-699 pounds 7 9 2 4 10 16 2 5 13
- 700-899 pounds ‘ 12 6 8 8 23 8 12 13 17
900-1099 pounds -9 8 6 7 7 12 8 10 15
1100-pounds and over 2 4 2 - 2. 3 3 1 5

Heifers and heifer calves 30 25 16 18 31 31 19 20 33
Under 500 pounds 9 2 e e 6 4 T - 6
500-699 pounds 10 i0 3 7 10 13 5 8 9
'700-899 pounds 9 8 . 9 8 12 8 11 8 13
'900~1099 pounds 2 5 4 3 "3 6 3 4 "5
1100 pounds and over - am 1 = = o - - = -

Cows and other ‘ 5 2 ea — 2 2 - 1 4

Length of time on feed ‘

beginning each quarter ,

Less than 3 months 59 13 9 23 66 .23 15 3% 68

3 to 6 months 10 39 11 9 17 47 16 13 26

" More than 6 months 2 - 4 14 .5 2 3 - 13 6 1

& Source: Statistical Reporting Service, U. S. Department of Agricul;ure,'Helena, Mont,

a/ TFor the three months preceding date shown.

- 91 ~
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The feeding industry is particularly well established in the South~
central district. On January 1, 1964, 36 percent of the state's total
number on feed were being fed in this district. Concentrated in this dis-
trict, particularly in the area of Billings, are the 1argest'9at£1e‘feed—
ing operations between Minnesota and North Pacific Coast. 3/ .Between
35,000 and 50,000 head are fattened annually in this area, mostly in com-
mercial feedlots. ‘

On January 1, 1961_£here were approximately 602 feedlots operating
within the state, These are broken .down by crop reporting district accord-
ing to the number of head on feed and presented in Table VIII. At that
time, 386 or 64 percent of the feedlots had less than 100 head on feed,
with 84 percent having less than 200 head and 92 percent ranging below thé

300 head level, There were only eight feedlots repbrting more than 1,000

head, with seven of these being near Billings, in the Southcentral district.

Only three of these lots had over 2,000 head on feed. One lot had between
2,000 and 2,999 while the other two had between ‘3,000 and 3,999 head.

There were no feedlots reporting more than 4,000 head on feed at the be-

~ginning of the first quarter in 1961, Figure 1 shows the area of the state

included in each district and the number of feedlots in each, as.reported

in 1961,

3/ "The Northwest and Its .Resources', Vol, XXXVI, Northern Pacific Rail-
way Company, St, Paul, Minnesota, November-December, 1962.
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TABLE VIII. NUMBER OF FEEDLOTS IN MONTANA, BY CROP REPORTING DISTRICTS,
ACCORDING TO NUMBERS. OF HEAD ON FEED, JANUARY 1, 1961. *

1 50 100 200 300 400 500 1000 2000 3000
to to to to to to - to to | to to .
District 49 99 199 299 399 499 999 1999 2999 3999 Total

Northwest 24 15 5 4 - 1 - —_ — - 49
North- ' . )
central 50 48 24 6 - 2 3 - - - 133
Northeast 44 39 35 11 -_— 2 2. - _— - 133
Central 15 18 9 6 6 2 4 1 - - 61
Southwest 2 9 4 - 1 1 3 —— —-— —— 20 .
South- , {
central 43 54 37 18 3 8 4 4 1 2 174
_Southeast 14 - 11 5 1 1 - — - —— - 32
Total - 192 194 119 46 11 16 16 5. 1 . 2 602

* Source: C. A, Infanger, et. al., The Economics of Cattle Feeding,
Cooperative Extension Service, Special Report No. 1, Montana
State College, Bozeman, Montana, September, 1961. Data ob-
tained from USDA, AMS, Helena, Montana.
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The total number fed in 1964 increased appréximately 15,000 over the
1961 level, but thefe does not appear té have been a significant change
in the number of feedlots throughout the state since that time. There
were approximatély 600 feedlots in operation on Janua?y 1, 1964, 574 of
which were undgr 1,090 head capacilty aﬁd-26 that had capacity in excess
of 1,000 head. 4/

Cattle feeding in Montana is highly seasonal, In 1962, for example,
.the numbér onfeed dropped from 69,000 on-January 1, to 27,000 head on
October 1, This.is primarily the result of (1) the present seasonal
pattern of feeder cattle marketing within the. state, and (2) tﬂg largé

number of feeders who feed only one lot of cattle per year.

‘Meat Packingﬁin Montana

/

In 1963 there were 63 licensed slaughtering firms in Montanaa\éj
These firms are well dispersed throughout the state. The location and
size of these firms are shown in Figure 2, These firms vary in size from
the very small plants which often kill less than five head of»cattle per

week to the large plants that average from 100 .to 400 head per week.,

4/ "Cattle on Feed", Statistical Reporting Service, United State Depart-
ment of Agriculture, Washington, D. C., January 17, 1964,

5/ Montana Crop and Livestock Reporting Service, Helena, Montana
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For purposes of analysis, these firms are divided into four general
groups, The first group consists of those plants which have federal
inspection. These are the only plants in Montana that can participate
in interstate trade. To qualify for federal inspection,planis must
slaughter over two million pounds liveweight annuallya..In 1963, Montana
had four federally-inspected slaughter plants, two of these being in
Great Falls and the other two in Billings. The second group‘consists of
12 firms which ais§ slaughEef over two million pouhds liveweight anﬁualiy
but do no£ han federal inspection. These firms will be referred to as
medium plants. ‘The third group is made up of 20 small plants which
slaughter over 300,000 pounds but less than two million pounds liveweight
annually. These slaughtering firms shall be defined as small plants. fhe
remaining 27 firms make up the fourth group and will be termed local
plants., They each slaughter less than 300,000 #ounds liveweight annually,

The total dresséd weight of livestqck slaughﬁered'in Montana has been
increaéing through the years, with the 1964 total df 125.4 million pounds
dressed weight exceeding that of any previous year. The number and average
weight of livestock slaughtered in Montana from 1961 through 1964 is
presented by specie in Table IX.

In this dynamic era of rapidly changing te\achnologys the packing
. “induéﬁry:mﬁst léok fo';hd ptebére fo? the future, Prégreésiﬁé management
is a must if Montana firms hope toymeet the keen competition that exists
throughout the industry, Remodeling, adjgstmentsiand reorganization

require additional finances, and in'most cases this will mean longer-term
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Figure 1. Number of feedlots in Montana by crop reporting districts, January 1, 1961, *

C. A, Infanger, et, a., The Economics of Cattle Feeding, Cooperative Exten~-
sion Service, Special Report No.l, Montana State College, Bozeman, Montana,
September, 1961, Data obtained from USDA, AMS, Helena, Montana
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Figure 2, Location and size of meat packing plants in Montana, 1963, *
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financing., As these firms face the future, they will find adequate

financing and competent management the keys to continued success.

'Oppdrtunities for Expanded
Feeding in Montana

Availdbility of Feeder Cattle and Feed Grains

" Numerous and diverse factors affect the development of cattle feed-
ing in the state. However, the availability of sufficient quaptities.of
feeder cattle and feed grains is most b.‘asi‘co |

In 1964, Montana had a recofd calf crop of approkimatély 1.27 million
head, of which approximately 1.2 million were beef calves. 'In addition
to this number, there were approximately 35,000 steer caiveé of dairy
origin. After making proper allowance for beef réplacement stpckg the
number of cattle availaﬁle for feeding in the state would exceed the number
placed in feedlots by approximately 800 percent. This'would provide a
base for a cattle feeding industry of approximately 1 million head annually.

In addition, Montana has greatly increased its production of feed
grains, particularly barley. Acreage, prédﬁction; price and the total vélue
of barley produced within the state from31948 through 1964 are shown in |
Tablé X, The rapid expansion in barley prodﬁction since 1954.has~madé |
Montana a leading producer of feed grain, With present production being
far in excess of local demand.

Barley production for 1960-~1964 has averaged 43.3 million bushelg.

During this period production has exceeded that needed for cattle feeding
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TABLE IX, NUMBER AND WEIGHT OF LIVESTOCK SLAUGHTERED IN MONTANA, BY SPECIE,

1961-1964, * a/

Species and L Number

Average live- Total Dressed
" Year Slaughtered weight weight b/
Thous. Hd, Pounds Thous, Pounds-
Cattle
1961 100.5 990 54,160
1962 94,4 986 . 50,993
1963 114.0 1,017 ' 63,508
1964 160.5 1,017 . 89,526
Calves o
1961 3.2 356 607
1962 2.6 347 . 474
1963 1.5 339 : 287
- 1964 2.1 303 . 334
Hogs
1961 255.5 237 ' 34,333
1962 285.4 -228 36,942
-1963 299,.5 226 38,374
1964 275.5 225 35,213
Sheep and Lambs
1961 8.7 98 417
1962 9.5 100 ' 455
1963 7.7 99 364
1964 6.2 99 302
Total
1961 367.9 89,546
1962 391.9 88,864
1963 422,5 . 102,533
1964 444,3

125,381

% Source: Compiled from reports of the Montana Crop and L1vestock Report—-

ing Service, Helena, Montana

a/ Does not include farm slaughter,

b/ Derived from liveweight figures using average dressed percentages.
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TABLE X. ACREAGE, PRODUCTION, PRICE AND TOTAL VALUE OF MONTANA BARLEY,
1948-1964, * ~ 4

Acres Production ’ Value
' : Yield Price Total
"Year ~ Planted Harvested Per Acre Total Per Bu, Value
(009) (000 ) Bushels (000) (%) ($000)
1948 . 930 876 29.0 25,404 .97 . 24,642
1949 614 - 526 21,0 11,046 .89 9,831
1950 884 852 27.5 - 23,430 .95 . 22,258
1951 504 460 27.5 12,650 1.07 13,536
1952 534 474 28.5 13,509 - 1,22 16,481
1953 582 550 27.0 14,850 1,02 15,147
1954 1,350 - 1,265 25,0 31,625 .97 30,676
1955 1,404 1,354 30.0 40,620 . - 77 . 31,277
1956 = 1,165 1,043 28.5 29,726 .83 - 24,673
1957 1,806 1,721 26.5 45,606 .72 32,836
1958 1,680 1,583 ' 34.0 53,822 75 40,366
1959 1,915 1,852 27.5 50,930 .67 34,123
1960 1,801 1,704 23,5 40,044 .66 26,429 ‘
1961 1,801 1,465 . '18.0 26,370 . .85 .22,414 , Wl
1962 1,909 1,802 30.5 54,961 074 40,671 - T
1963 1,642 1,514 29,5 44,663 .72 32,157
1964 1,626 1,529 33.0 50,457 .77 - 38,852

S\ . . ) ~

* Source: Statistical Reporting Service, U, S. Department of Agriculture,
Helena, Montana.
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by more than 1000 percent. The bulk of this excess production has either
been placed under loan with thé Commodity Credit Corporation or shipped'
out of the state as livestock feed.

With feeder cattle productioﬁ suffiéient to increase feeding éight _
times its fresent level and Barley production sufficient for ten times
the present level of feeding, it becomes readily apparent that the avail-
ability of feeder cattle and feed grains are not the important limitations

to expanded cattle feeding in Montana.

Feeding Potential by District

Table XI preseﬁts 4 comparison of barley production and cattle and
calf numbers by crop reporting district for the seven crop reporting dis-
tricts of the state. If a concentrate ration, comprising 75 percent barley
is fed, then approximately 450 poundé of barley would be‘required for each
100 pounds of gain. Assuming an avefage of 4001pounds géin is put on each
animal, then the per head barley requirement would be apﬁroximately 1800
pounds or 37.5 bushels,

On Jandary 1, 1962, 53 percent of total cattle and calf numbers.for
the state were beef cows two years old or over, Asﬁuming a corresﬁonding
percentage to be representative for each district, it is possible to
estimate the numbér of beef cows, and consequently the nﬁmber of beéf calves
in each district. A 90 percent calf crop will be assumed in determining

the number of beef calves produced annually, 6/ Table XITI gives a break-

6/ The state .average for 1962 was estlmated to be 91 percent by the Montana
Crop and Livestock Reporting Service.




TABLE Xf. MONTANA BARLEY PRODUCTION AND CATTLE AND CALF NUMBERS BY CROP REPORTING DISTRICTS
19611964, % a/ ' -

Bariey Brod, (000 Bu.) Cattle and Galf

District 1961 1962 1963 1964 b/ 1961 1962 1963 1964

' Bu, ) No, No, No. No.

(000) -

Northwest - 1,758 2,157 2,440 2,210 249,400 264,400 275,000 299,800
Northcentral ' 15,361 23,906 18,089 26,654 = 357,300 346,800 367,600 411,700
Northeast 2:491 . 12,410 10,000 9,393 265,600 260,300 306,700 371,100
Central 2,887 7,675 6,236 5,321 417,500 391,900 431,100 491,500
Southwest 1,367 2,143 2,029 1,678 257,000 272,200 283,000 322,600
Southcentral 2,235 4,985 4,096 3,775 332,400 345,300 359,300 416,600
Southeast 271 1,687 1,673 1,426 275,800 252,100 302,500 360,700
Total 96,370 54,963 44,663 50,457 2,155,000 2133,0002,325,0002,674,000

% Source: Statistical Reporﬁing Sefvice, U, S. Department of Agriculture, Helena, Montana
a/ Cattle and calf numbers as of January 1.

b/ Preliminary figures.

—LZ-—




TABLE XII, MONTANA CATTLE FEEDING POTENTIAL, BY D'STRICT BASED ON BARLEY AND FEEDER
‘ CATTLE PRODUCTION FOR 1962 %*

Number of cattle
that could be fed # of beef

Number fed
as a percente

Number fed as
a percentage of

. ‘with barley pro= calves born No, fed age of column column
Dist?icﬁ _duced in each area ip each area in 1962 ?/ No., 1’ No., 2
Northwest 57,520 123,734 3,700 6.4 3.0
Northcentral 637,490 164,183. 20,000 3.1 12.2
Northeast ' 3305930 122,875 23,000 7.0 18,7
Central 2043670 - 186,221 /'~'2s,800 FTR 15.5
Southwest '.57,150 128,695 1,000 1.7 .8
Southcentral 132,930 163,325 21,300 16.0 13.0
Southeast - 44,610 118,391 1,500 3.4 1.3
Totals 1,465,300 1,007,424 100,000 6.8 9.9

% Source:

Derived from data supplied by Montana Department of Agriculture, Statistical
Reporting Service, Helena, Montana i )

a/ Estimated on basis of an unpubllshed survey of cattle feedlng operations made by
' FERD, ERS 1962, :
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down by ‘district of the approximate number of cattle fed and the feeding
-.poteqtial based upon barley and beef calves produced in each area for
1962,

Each of the seven districts in the state has sufficient production
of feed grain and feeder cattle to greatly expand cattle feeding operatioms.,
The Northeast and Northcentral districts indicate greatest possibilities
for feedlng expan51on‘ followed by the Central and Southcentral districts.
Even in the three districts where feed grain production is limited, there
are sufficient quantities produced to greatly expand.feeding over its
present low level, /

The price of barley in Montana not only varies from vear to year, but
from one district to another., The production, price per bushel, and total
value of Montana barley are presented by'district for 1962 and 1963 in
Table XIII. Barley prices in the Northwest and Southwest districts
usually run 10 to 15 cents above the state average while the average price
in the Northeast district is usually aboet 8 cents below the etate average,
as was the case.in both 1962 and 1963. This could cauee a difference in
feeding costs of as high as $7.00 a head., This adds to the position of
the Northeaet district as an area for expanded feeding. The cost of barley
in the Northcentral district is usually close to the state average. Bl

The cost of the feed constituting the basic ration is vitally import-
ant in determining the ecenomic feasibility of feeding-beef,. The feed

value of barley has been estimated to be 88 percent of the feed value of

corn for fattening beef cattle., On the basis of this relationship, as




L Vg
well as the different bushel weights, a feed grain substitution scale,
as shown below, can be prepared, whereby the value of barley can be deter-

mined under various corn price situations. 7/

Feed Grain Substitution Scale

P""q.‘_(l‘n ’J‘/‘z ) Qf"v

Cer R b ; ] l ) ' ) ‘ | i ' 1 l \ ’ iy
o i l : llo l-olo Ialo 4 9le ll.|°ol ;.k 40 tlo )% :.--l.:uo Ao Lo 289

: [y b O e T SN e

Barley par, l""‘cl, i JE s &o MTD ) 08, . Aol oURlLa e s Olew

The average price of barley in Montana for 1960-1963 was 74 cents per
bushel, while corn averaged approximately $1.10 per bushel in the Corn
Belt during the same period, Assuming all other things were equal, it was
more profitable to feed barley in Montana than corn in the Corn Belt by
approximately 10 cents per bushel.

This analysis suggests that the feeder in Montana would be obtaining
cheaper gains than the Corn Belt feeder by approximately 10 cents per
bushel of grain fed. In addition, barley is superior to corn in rations
that require additional protein. Barley averages approximately 9.3 per-
cent digestible protein compared to an average of 7.3 for No. 1 dent
corn. 8/ The barley produced in the state is of excellent quality, aver-

aging between 12 and 14 percent protein.

7/ Leonard W. Schruben and R, E., Clifton, Grain Substitution in Feeding
Livestock, Agricultural Experiment Station, Kansas State College,
cir, 299, July, 1953,

8/ F. B. Morrison, Feeds and Feeding, Twentieth Edition, The Morrison
Publishing Company, Ithaca, New York, pp. 976-980.
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MONTANA BARLEY PRODUCTION, PRICE AND VALUE, BY DISTRICT, 1962-
1963, * a/

Price
: Production Per Bushel ‘Value
"District" 1962 1963 1962 1963 1962 1963
(000 bu) (000 bu) (dol) (dol) © (000 dol) (000dol)"
Northwest 2,156;6 2,440.2 .90 .82 1,938;3 2,009.0
Northcentral 23,905.8 18,089.7 .74 .72 17,667.6 12,982.9
Northeast 12,409.5 10,099.5 .66 .64 8,221.,2 6,437.7
Central 7,674.9 6,235.9 . 015" ".74 5,736.8 4,614,1
Southwest 2,142.6 2,028.9 .84 .83‘ 1,793.1 1,688.2
Southcentral 4,984,7 4,095.6 .82 .80 4,094.6 3,264.1
Southeast 1,686.0 1,673.2 .72 .69 1,219.4 1,161.0
Total

54,960.1 44,663.0 JTh .72 40,671.0 32,157.0

* Source:

a/ TFigures

Statistical Reporting Service, U. S, Department of Agriculture,

Helena, Montana

for 1964 not available.
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Opportunities for expanded feeding in Montana then look very favor-
able from the standpoint of availability of high quality, low cost feed
gfain supplies and feeder cattle. However, there are indications that a
local feeding industry in the state may not utilize to-best advantage the
quality of feeder cattle produced in the state., Through efficient feeding,
a high percentage éf the state's feeder cattle productioﬁ has the proven
ability to achievg the top slaughter grades, while*theudeﬁand locally and
on the West Coast is predominantly for a lower grade. Montana fgeders are

‘best situaped.to‘supply these markets and therefore many of the cattle
presently fed within thé state tend to run move to the lower grades. The
deéree of cost differential commanded by top quality feeder animals will
determine whether or not the best alternative will be to coatinue sell%ng
these animals to the Corn Belt feeder or to feed them locally., Montana
feeders, however, should pot.overlook the fact that the quélity feeder
animal will reach the 1oWér grades in shorter time and at less cost. The
cost differential between feeder cattle grades will be the determining |
factor, assuming a.continuation of the present feeder cattle demand and

consumer preference pattern.

Other resources essential to éattle feeding enterprises include labor,
capital, management, and markeé. There is considerable underemployed farm
labor in the stéte, ICapitél a&ailabiiity may be a'problem in soﬁe areas
- of the state, although there'is evidence that increasing numbers of indiv-

iduals and institutions are becoming interested in investing in cattle

feeding operations. Competent managément is vitally important to successful
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cattle feeding, It is difficult to determine the quantity or quality

of management available within the state. There are few men who ﬁave had
experience in managing large, highly mechanized feeding operations. If
expanded feeding in the form of large lots takes place, then skilled
managemenit would very likely have to be obtained from outside Mpntanar

To make 3 more detailed and meaningful study of the impact availability
of these factors will have on feeding expansion, subsequent aﬁalysis

will be restricted to the Northeastern Crop Reporting District. This area
appears to posses.the greatest opportunity for expaﬂsion on the basis of
feed and cattle éupplies. The problems facing feeders 'in this area are
indicative of those in other areas of the state,'and the majority of
findings will have direct application in considering the feasibility of

expanded feeding throughout the state.

1




CHAPTER IIX

RESOURCES AND OPPORTUNITIES FOR EXPANﬁED FEEDING
IN NORTHEASTERN MONTANA
Area Description

Northeastern Montané,ﬂas defined in this study, éonsists of eight
counties, namelf: Daniels, Dawson, Gaffield, McCone, Richland, Roosevelt,
Sheridan and Valley. (Figure 3) Encompassed within the area is the Fort
Peck.Indian Reservétion, The topography of the area is flat to rolling
plains, often severely cut by coulegs and stream channels. The climate
is semi-arid, typical of the Northérn Great Plains, of which it is a part;
It has a frost-free pgriod of approximately 120 days, runniﬁg from the.
middle of May to the middle of September, with an average-annual precipi-
tation of approximately 13 inches. Hiéh variations in temperature ;nd
precipitation are characteristic of this area. Small gréiﬁs and beef
cattle production are the basic agricultural enterprises. Irrigated farm-
ing is carried on in the river valleys. With many acres suiﬁable only for
grazing purposes, much of the area's agricultural income is derived from
the sale of livestock, particularly beef cattle, -See Table XIV.

Availability of Livestock and Feed
Grain Supplies for Expanded Feeding

Feeder Cattle Production

The total number of cattle and calves in Northeastern Montana reached
an all-time high in 1964 with 371,100 head (Figure 6). Though cattle

numbers have varied considerably, the general trend has been one of increase.
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Cyclical variations in cattle numbers have been more pronounced in the

study area than for the state as a whole.

‘Cattle by Counties

Cattle numbers for 1958-1964 are presented by county in Appendix
Table I. Valley County is the area's leading producer of cattie, with
over 80,000 head on Jaﬁuary 1, 1964, If is followed, in order by Garfield,
Richland, Dawson and McCone counties. Total cattle and calf numbers for
the 8-~county area increased 35 percent during the period, goiﬁg from
274,200 head in 1958 to 371,100 head in 1964.

In 1964 there were approxiﬁately 180,000 beef calves born in the
district. An annual production of this amount is sufficient not omnly to
suppiy needed replacement stock, but to provide the basis fér a greatl&
expanded feeding industry in the area. Less tﬁan 20 éercent of the feeder
cattle produced’in the area are presently .fed locally. In addition to
the cattle raised in the area, large numbers of feeder cattle are brought
in from North Dakota to be marketed. This is the'case particularly at

Sidney and Glendive.

Cattle Movements

The number of cattle moved into and out of each county in the North-
east district for 1964 is shown in Table XV. Richland County not only had
the largest number moved out of the county, but also by far the greatest
number shipped injg approxim@tely 29,000 compared to 16,000 for the next

ranking county. An active livestock auction at Sidney accounts, to a
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CASH RECEIPTS FROM SALE OF PRINCIPAL PRODUCTS AND GOVERNMENT
PAYMENTS, FOR NORTHEASTERN MONTANA, 1950-19640\*

Livestock and

Total Receipts GovernmeiitAll Cash Cash

Year Crops Livestock Products From Marketings Payments Receipts Receipts
AR g Per Farm
(000) (000) (000) (000) -(000) Dollars
1950 583843 19,790 78,632 19259E 79,892 al -
1951 49,556 25,649 75,206 1,218 76,424 é/
1952 40,551 24,000 64,551 1,218 65,769 9,764
1953 71,072 16,884 87,956 1,032 88,988 13,211
1954 58,166 19,564 77,729 ‘1,021 78,750 11,999
1955 50,924 20,979 71,903 .701 72,604 "11,187
i956 51,283 26,538 77,821 2,159 79,980 12,043
1957 43,323 27,%69 71,092 5,341 76,433 11,714
1958 41,024 32,339 73,364 | 3,982 77,345 12,688
1959 34;321 24,478 58,799 4,647 63,446 10,631
1960 44,033 © 23,843 67,876 5,252 73,129 12,272
1961 31,630 26,309 57,939 5,707 63,645 10,815
- 1962 55,512A 23,222 78,734 7,838 86,572 14,898
1963 69,604 22,779 92,383 7,196 99,579 17,360

* Source: Montana'Agricultural'Statistics, Vdiumes IV-X, Helena, 1952-1964.

a/ Not available.’
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No, of Head in No, of Head
Northeastern Montana in Montana
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Years
Figure 4. Comparison of cattle and calves' numbers in Northeastern
Montana and the entire state, January 1, 1940-1964, *

*Source: Statistical Reporting Service, U. S. Department of Agriculture,
Helena, Montana
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large extent, fér the greater numbers moved into and out of the county.
Vailey County consistently has the.greatest net out-shipment. In 1964
this amounted to-over 28,000 head.

In 1962, calves made up 54 percent of out-éf—county shipments'for the
Northeastern area, cows 18 percent, steers 15 percent and heifers 11 per-
cent., In 1963 this had changed somewhat with calves constituting 42 per-
cent, steers 25 percent, cows 15 percént and heifers 14 percent. 9/

A large percentage of the cattle moving out of these counties leave
the state., The destination of each county's out-of-state shipments for
1964 is shown in Table XVI,. Iowa was the leading buyer, followed by
Minnesota, North Dakota and Wisconsin. Daniels County sold approximately
86 percent of its total out-of-state shipments to Iowa buyers. Also find-
ing Iowa their best market were Dawson, Garfield, McCone and Sheridan
counties, North Dakota proved to be the best market for Richland County,
while Minnesota was the leading out-of-state buyer of Roosevelt county

cattle. Valley county shipped equal amounts to both Iowa and Minnesota,

9/ The out-of-county cattle movements, by class, for 1962 and 1964 are .
presented in Appendix Table II, for each of the counties in the
Northeastern area. '
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TABLE XV. CATTLE MOVEMENTS, NORTHEASTERN MONTANA, NUMBER MOVED OUT OF
COUNTY AND INTO COUNTY FOR 1964, *

Moved out=-of-county

Inspected at:

Moved into County

Inspected at:

41,975 48,287

’

Country Country Imported ' Mbvgzznt

. Shipping . Shipping From Other Out of
‘County "~~~ 'Poirnts Markets Total . Points Markets States Total County
Daniels 4,376 6,785 11,161 1,099 882 90 2,071 9,090
Dawson 9,479 24,978 34,457 5,179 7;676 1,122 13,977 20,480
Garfield 19;532‘ 11,440 30,972 f%;iégn ~},797 3,192 12,154 18,818
McCone 17,319 " 7,889 25,208 o;st 2,699 381 10,006 15,202
Richland 5,724 41,096 46,820 3,800 23,011 2,457 29,268 17,552
Roosevelt 19,671 13,766 33,437 10,069 "3,808 2,074 15,95i.ﬁi?;&§6
Sheridan 6,462 9,804 16,266 2,078 . 1,991 1,982 6,051 10,215
Valley 17,755' | 23,377 41,130 5;63; 3,423 319 12,401 28,729
District S
Total 100,316 139,135 239,451

11,617 101,879 137,572

|

* Source: Statistical Reporting Service, U, Si Department of Agriculture,

Helena, Montana.




TABLE XVI. PROPORTION OF EACH COﬁNTIES“ OUT-OF -STATE SHIPMENTIS GOING TO SELECTED STATES,

. 1964, *
County - Calif, GColo, 111, Towa Kansas Minn, N.D. &.D. Wash, Wisc, Wyo. Other
Daniels 85.9 9.9 4.2 -
Dawson a/ N3 4,8 4,8 29,6 24,0 13.7 6.4 .5.6 8.4 .1 2.2
Garfield 29.1 9,6 14.7 .9 .7 19.1 25.9
McCone 1.5 3 .8 38.3 22.0 30.3 .3 5.2 1.3 -
Richland g/ .1 3.9 9 17.2 .1 23.925.4 5,2 11,9 7.6 (4 3.4
Roosevelt 2,5 31.2 52,9 10,7 1.7 .3 .2 .5
Sheridan 7.1 62,2 9.4 11,3 . .
Valley a/ .5 5.9 31.6- 31.6 5.6 2.3 4,8 16,0 .8 .9
Total 2 2.2 3.2 28.9 27.3.16.2 3.7 6.4 7.6 1.0 2.9

% Source: Statistical Reporting Service,,U; S. Department of Agriculture, Helema, Montana

af Includes Auction Yard Sales of Cattle, some of which originated in counties other than

the county where the yard is located.
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Richland, Dawson and Valley counties had the widest dispersion of
out-of-state cattle sales, apparently due to better marketing facilities

and ability to attract a more diverse group of prospective buyers.

" Fed Cattle Production in the Northeast District

Cattle feeding in Northeastern Montana is located primarily in the
irrigated valleys and along the Yellowstone River. The dryland farmers
are just becoming interested in feeding prospects.

Curren£ data as to either the number of feeders or the number of
cattle on feed for the study area are not available. Figures for 1961 are
available, however, and will give an indication as to the structure of
cattle feeding in the area. ‘Tﬁe size and numﬁers of feedlots in the area,
based on numbers on feed on January 1, 1961 were shown in Table VIII. The
majority of these feedlots are small on-the-farm feeding operations. One
third of these'feediots had less than 50 head, while 83 lots, or 62 per~-
cent of the total, had less than 100 head on feed. Eighty nine percent
of the feedlots had less than 200 head, while the feedlots with less than
300 head included 97 percent of all feedlots in the area,

There were two feedlots with between 400 and 500 head, and two haying
between 500 and 1,000 head. There were no lots réportipg more than 1,000
he;d on feed January 1, 1961, 1In 1963, however, there were two lots with
over 1,000 head, and several others that were considering expamsion of
their present operations. Noticeably missing from the area are 1arée
commercial lots, as presently éeen near Billings in the Southcentral dis-

trict.
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Most of the féeders handle only one lot of cattle each year. They
usually put them in the fields shortly after crops are harvested to clean
up the aftermath that would otherwise:go unused. They are then put into
the feedlot to utilize the feed cropé produced on these irrigated farms.
These small féeders usually empéy their feed yardslby‘the time spring crop
work starts. This leads to highiy seasonal marketings. As a result, local
fat cattle prices tend to decline as these fed cattle all come to market,

| Estimates as to the number of cattle fed in the study area each year
vary from 15,000 te 50,000 heaq. Holly Sugar Company at Sidney estimates
the number of catt;e and lambs that will be fed annually in the irrigated
areas along the lower ?ellowstone give?, Four of their seven reporting
districts are in ‘the ‘study aféa. fhegestfﬁétés;ofvthé number of cattle and
lambs on feed iﬁ eéch of these four districts fdf‘19B0—1963 are shewm ‘in
Table XVII, These estimates include the:mgiofity of the irrigated feeders
but do not include dryland feeders in the area. | |

The estimated number of cattle fed in -these four districts inqreased
during the three years,.1961-1963,'reaching slightly over 16,000 for the
1962~1963 feeding period. This represents an increase over the previous
year of approximately 3.7 thousand head, or 29'peréent, This ‘compares
to an annual decrease during the 3-year period for the state as a whole.

- This suggests that the Nor#heast district is feeding an increasing per-
centage of total cattle nuﬁBers fed.iﬁ the state.. Of the 77,000 reported
on feed January 1, 1961, the Northeastern area had 11,000 or 14 percent.

On January 1, 1963 the state total had decreased to 71,000 head, while
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the number reported on feed in the Northeast'district increased to 12,000
head, or 17 percent of the total number reported on feed. 10/

Although specific data on the number of cattle fed annually -through-
out the area are not available, all indications point to a feeding industry
now in excess of 20,000 head. The number fed in 1962 was estlmated at
23,000 head 11/ and will.very likely reach 25,000 in 1964, In addltlon ’
to the number fattened in the area, there are from 10,000 to 15,000 head
partially fattened each year. The majority of thgse then go to the Corn

Belt fpr additional feeding.

Barley Produétion in the Northeast District

Noftheastern Montana has extensive production of feed grains. Barley
" production totaled 10.1 million‘bushels in_1963, representing 22.6 percent
of the total produced in the state. Only the Northcentral district pro-—
" duced more, with 18.1 million bushels, or 40,5 percent of éhe state total
for 1963. Barley production in the 8-county study area for 1950<1963 is
shown in Table XVIII. Total barley production in the aréa avéraged 7.9

million bushels for the 5-year period, 1959-1963.

10/ Figures provided by the Statistical Reporting Service, U. S. Depart-
ment of Agrlculture, Helena, Montana.,
11/ Estimated on the ba31s of an unpubllshed survey of cattle feeding

operations made by FERD, ERS, USDA, 1962 (See Table XII, p. 28).
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TABLE XVII, ESTIMATED NUMBER OF CATTLE AND'SHEEP FED IN IRRIGATED AREAS
ALONG THE LOWER YELLOWSTONE RIVER, 1960-1963.% .

Cattle Lambs
" ‘District 1960-61 1961-62 1962~63 1960-61 1962-62 1962-63

Fairview 1,998 1,615 2,256 15,590 13,350 9,115
Sidney 2,277 3,040 5,255 28,765 19,250 - 26,135
Savage 2,537 4,206 4,190  .15,789 10,888 17,882
Glendive 4,289 3,779 4,623 - 3,448 _— —
Totals 11,101 12,640 16,324 63,592 43,488 53,132

* Source: Livestock Survey 1962-1963, Holly Sugar Company, Sidney,
’ Montana. .




- 46 -

TABLE XVIII. BARLEY PRODUCTION AND VALUE FOR NORTHEASTERN MDNTANA, 1950~

1963, * a/
Irrigated Not Irrigated
Yield Per Yield Per Price Per

Acres  Harvested Acres Harvested Total - bu, Total

" 'Year Harvested Acre Harvested Acre Production (dollars) Value

1950 7,706 35.6 192,200 26.0 | 5,277,406 .92 4,855,200

1951 4,700 35,1 72,400 16.8 1,380,100 .93.1,283,500
1952 4,000 33.2 A45,600 14.6 797,300 1,13 899,400 -

1953 - 5,200 30.9 69,600 23.4 1,788,800 °9'611;716,800

1954 5;900 31.8 254,500 15.1 4,038,400 .90 3,630,000

1955 6,500 41,5 335,000 24,0 '8,3112006 .71 5,940,900

1956 6,300 38,6 167,700 . 15,5 2,834,000 .84 2,385,700

1957 7,100 44.0 450,600 18.8 8,798,500 .70 6,125,800

1958 8,400 44,1 356,300 16.7 6,366,300 .68 4,323,700

1959 8,300 35.5 380,000 17.1 6,802,190‘ ;61 4,1?4,100

1960 6,500 37.4 327,400 23.1 7,791,300 .59 4,574,500

1961 6,000 37.5 239,200 9.5 2,490,800 .78 1,949,600

1962 6,000 39.0 342,800‘_ . 35.5 12,409,500 .66 8,221,260

1963 4,300 48,7 286,900 34.5 10,099,500 .64 6,437,700

* Source: Statistical Reporting Service, U. S. Department of Agricultufe,

Helena, Montana.

a/ Figures for 1964 not available.
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Table XVIfI also indicates the variation in barley production for.
the area. Drouth, as well as changes in Government programs, have con-
tributed to wide variations in acreage planted, acre;ge Harvested‘and per
acre yields,,

A drouth as severe as that experienced by the area iﬁ 1961 would
affect profits from feeding. Barley prices reflect variations in produc-
tion. For example, with the greatly decreased production of 1961, the
average price per bushel increased 32 éercent over the previous year for
the area, going ffom 59 cents;to 78 cents per bushel. However, a ceiling,
of sorts, is present inasmuch as large -stocks of CCC barley are available
in the area and would supplement local supplies as needed;

Montana barley production in'1262 reached a new record high of 55
million bushels, more than double the 1961 level, Abundant yields in
the Northeastern district also resulted in tremendous produgtion increases.
The average total per acre yield in 1962 reached 34.4 bushels, with total
production going to an unprecedented 12.4 milliop bushels. This was 41
percent gfeater than the previous high of 1957 and five times greater than
the area's total production in 1961, 1In 1963 the per acre y£e1d reached
34,7 bushels, with total production decreasing to 10.1 million bushels
: due to a degline.in total acres harvested.

Wherendoes ail of this barley go? Mosély out-of-state. The area
has been continually confrénted with the problem of inadequate markeé out-
lets, with farmers looking to the government for éid in handling these large

-surpluses. The government loan.program has created an outlet for this
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barley, but unfqréunately, has had the effect of stimulating additionél
production, -

A study of barley marketing for 1955 indicated that methods of mar-
keting differed cénsiderably in the various areas of the state, 12/ 1In
the Northeastern.and Northcentral district approximately 72 perceﬁt of
the crop was turned over to thé'CCC under non-reécourse loans, Seed and

home feeding accounted for 9 percent, with the remaining 19 percent being

' classified as cash barley. These CCC stocks are dvailable if they:should

be needed in the expansion of feediné°

" Oat 'Production

Oap production in Northeastern Montana has followed a general down-
ward trend, as it has throughout Montana and the Unifed States as a whole,
Acres harvested and total production for the area, during the périod from
1947-1963, are shown in Table iix.

Production reached 4.4 million bushels in 1950, thch'proved to be
high for the 15-year period. In 1961, oat production reached its lowest
level in many yeérso. Although there were approximately 112,000 acres of
oats planted, due to the serious drouth only 20,800 were harvested. The

average yield per.acre'on ndn-ifrigated lands dropped to 12,4 bushels

12/ Duane L. Fedje, An Analysis of the Market Structure for Montana Bar-

ley and Potential Outlets, Montana Agricultural Experiment Stationm,
Bozeman, Montana, May, 1957. ' '
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compared to 24,2 the previous _yeér° Production for 1962 increased to 3.2
million bushels, highest ;ince 1953, and then decreased to 2.5 million
bushels in 1963. It appears quite unlikely that the production of oats

will again reach the level of importance it omnce held.

""Corn Production

Corn produced for gréin amounted to 1800 harvested acfes in 1962
and 3700 in 1963. Although this area normally has the highest production
of any in the state? corn is still relatively unimportant as a feed grain
in the area,

Production of corn silage, on the other hand, has increased over
earlier years. ‘It reached a high of 125,700 tons in 1957, but has since
declined somewhat. Table XIX presents the acres harvested and total pro--
duction of corn silage.in the area for 1947,-.19’63'o The number of irrigated
acres planted to corn silage has been generally increasing during the
period, with a high of 4,760 acres in 1961, With continued increases in
per acre yields on irrigated acres, corn silage is becoming more widely

used in livestock feeding rationms.

Safflower Production

Safflower production is relatively new in Northeastern Montana., A
safflower proceséing plant in Roosevelt County makes safflower meal avail-
able as feed'supplement.to livestock producefs_and feeders in the area.

The use of safflower meal as a protein supplement in livestock feed-

ing rations has been increasing rapidly. Large scale feeding of safflower

.
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meal to beef cattle started in Colorado and Nebraska and has since spread

" throughout the cattle feeding states.

Many universities and experiment stations have tested the value of
saffiower meal as a feeding supplement. W. W, Heineman, M. E. Ensminger
and W, E. Ham directed early tests of safflowgr meal feeding at fhe
State College of Washington. 13/ They reported ", . . no significant
difference among cull peas, safflower meal, and cottonseed méal aslprotein

supplement.” In reference to cost of gains, they went on to state that

\"only a very small difference in cost 6f-gains resulted from the differences

in protein supplement§J The cost of gains for the steers fed safflower
meal and cottonseed meal was practically identical." They summarized
their report by stating that "undecorticated safflower meal served satis-
factorily as a protein supplement., ‘Apparently it is alsatisféctory pro-
tein supplement for féttening cattle as jﬁdged by average daily gains

ana efficiency of feed utilization.,"

" Feeding trials cgnducted by Dr, O, 0. Thomas at the Montana State
Experiment Station in 1961 indicated safflower meal is equal in value to
other supplements, as judged by average daily gains. Table XX shows the
weight gains realized in this experiment. Construction of a feed manu-

facturing plént is planned at Culbertson, in Roosevelt County; to become

13/ W. W, Heineman, M. E. Ensminger and W. E. Ham, The Feeding Value of
Wood Molasses, Dehydrated Alfalfa, Dehydrated Apple Pomace and Unde-
corticated Safflower Meal When Fed to Fattening Cattle, Washington
Agricultural Experiment Station, Institute of Agricultural Sciences,
State College of Washington, Bulletin 543, October, 1953.
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TABLE XIX. OAT AND CORN SILAGE PRODUCTION IN NORTHEASTERN MONTANA,
: 1947-1963, * '

Oats Corn Silage

Acres Total Acres Harvested Total

Yearx Harvested Production Irrigated Non-irripated Production
(000 bu) (tons)
1947 106,100 2,707.3 | a/ ©af A - 32,000
1949 72,100  1,404,2 1;700 | 1,700 32,000
1951 \ 81,900 2,195.2 2,100 . 5,500 40,300
1953 100,700 3.558.4 - 2,200 11,400 71,000
" 1955 83,800 2,784.8 3,700 . 20,600 100,100
1957 66,800 1,738.4 3,400 29,700 125,700
1959 60,400 1,251,1 3,800 19,000 77,100
1961 20,800 432.9 4,700 9,200 86,600

1963 64,600 2,493.6 4,000 6,700 89,610

* Source:; Montana Agricultural Statistics; Volumes II-X, Helena, Montana,
1948-1964.

\

~a/ 7,000 total acres harvested; breakdown not available.
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operational in 1965. With barley prices lower in the study area than in

any other district and a safflower mill already in operation at Culbertson,
production of a low cost pelleted ration appears feasible., This feed should
become available .to feeders within the area at a cost lower than comparable

pelleted rations in any other district of the state,

"'Dried Beet Pu}p Production

‘Large quantities of dried beet pulp an& molasses are available in
the area, From 10,000 to 20,000 acres of‘sugar beets are produced each
year, yielding 60 to 80 million pounds of refined beét sugar aﬁngélly.
These sugar beets are processed at Sidney, in Richland County. The prin-
cipal by-products of sugar beet production are molasse; and beet pulp,
both excellent livestock feeds. Large quantities of these products are

shipped out of the area each year.

Feed Costs

Feed costs in .the area compare very favorably with other areas in the
state and also with those costs' experienced in other feeding states, Bars=
ley prices averaged 66 cents perkbushel in the study area for the period
1960-1963, while corn averaged aﬁproximately $1.10 per bushel in the Corn
Belt during the same period. Assuming_all other things were equal, it
was more profitable to feed barley in the study area than corn in the Corn

1

Belt by approximately 18 cents per bushel. 14/

14/ See feed grain substitution scale, p. 30,
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TABLE XX, WEIGHT GAINS OF STEERS FED A SAFFLOWER-BASED PROTEIN SUPPLEMENT
: TO A HIGH BARLEY FATTENING RATION, *

Treatment Safflower—basgd Mixed Protein
' Supplement - Supplement
Lot No, 1 2 6 7 3 4 5 8

No. head per pen 50 50 50 49 50 49 52 50

' Average wts., 1bs.

Initial 836 761 854 875 836 755 842 828
Final 1114 1022 1127 1153 1110 1033 1114 1094
Gain 278 261 273 278 274 278 272 266
Dail gain 2,48 2,33 2.44 2.48 2.44 2,48 2.46 2,38
No. Head per treatment 199 201
Average wts., lbs.
Initial : 832 .815
Final 1104 1088
Gain 272 273
Daily gain 2,43 2.44

* Source: O, O. Thomas, Gary Wilcox and Gary Cowman, Safflower Meal as a
Protein Supplement in Cattle Fattening Rations, Montana State
Experiment Station, Animal Science and Range Management Depart—
ment, A, S. Leaflet Number 42, Montana State.College, Bozeman,
Montana, September, 1961,
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Northeastern Montana feeders not only enjoy a basic feed cost advan-

tage over Corn Belt feeders but face a very favorable feed cost structure

locally. The a&erage price of barley in the study area normaliy runs
8 cents per bushel or $3.30 per ton‘less than the étate average., This
would be a feed éost advantage of approximately $3.00 per head fed.
Production, price per bushel and total value of barley produced .in the
study area for 1962 and 1963 are shown by county in Table XXI,

Since feed grain production in Northeastern ﬁontana is expected to
continue to exceed the amount that can be utilized locally, large amounts
will continue to be exported both from the area and from the state. The
majority of this amount will be.utilized in the feeding regions to the
South and Southwest of Montana where rapid expansion of cattle feeding
is taking place. Montana and study area feeders will comtinue to have
a cost advantage over these states due to the necessary transportation
costs involved,-

The production of safflower mealrin the area has also proven very
advantageous, It has not only made available abundant supplies of a
'goéd sqpplement9 but has brought about'considerabie reduction in the local
cost of other supplements. Surplus pr@ﬁuction of dried beet pulp in the
area is also avﬁilable at less cost tham in most areas due to little or
no tramsportation charges.

An evaluation of resburce supplied in Northeastern Montana indicate
adequate supplies of low cost feed grains are available to support a

greatly expanded livestock feeding industry. Feed costs in the area also
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appear favorable for an expansion of cattle feeding;
Other Factors Influencing Feeding
Expansion Potential
Adequate supplies of basic inputs and a favorable cattle-feed price
ratio are necessary but not sufficient components for economical expan-
sion of cattle feeding. Investment réquirements,,other non-feed costs,
managerial resources, risk capital, market outlets and an amena£1e atti-

tudinal structure also affect competitive position.

" Investment and Other Non-feed Costs

Feeders in the study area should be able to realize non-feed costs

comparable to those achieved by similar enterprises in other regions of

- the country. However, the amount of investment necessary per head is

affected primarily by the degree of mechanization employed and the level
at wiich these facilities are utilized, wherever cattle are fed.

Economics of size and utilization were studied in Montana in 1961, 15/
The 55 feedlots surveyed in this study were broken down into four size
groups and a representative operation for each size group was obtained.
Through the use of budgets, a technologically éfficient operation of com-
parable size, and with varying levels of utilization was synthesized for
each group and compared with the representative operation. The changes
in investment requirements and non-feed costs, as utilization and mechani-

zation were increased, are summarized in Table XXII. More detail on

15/ Robert Mueller, Economics of Size in Farm Feedlots in Montana, Unpub-
lished Master's thesis, Agricultural Economics Department, Montana
State College, Bozeman, Montana, 1962,
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TABLE XXI. BARLEY PRODUCTION, PRICE AND TOTAL VALUE, BY COUNTY, FOR
: NORTHEASTERN MONTANA, 1962-63. * a/

: Production Price Total Value
‘County 1962 1963 1962 1963 1962 1963
{000 bu) (000 bu) ($/bu.,) ($/bu.) (000 $)  (000. $)
Daniels 1,704,3 1,351.0 .65 .62 1,107.8 837.6
Dawson  1,155.0 861.7 .67 .66 773.8 5687
Garfield 2460 234 .0 <69 .65 169.7 152.1
McCone 833.0 902.6 .68 66 556 .4 595,7
Richldnd 1,491.9 989.2 .70 .67 1,644,3 662.8
Roosevelt 2,205,9  1,168.7 67 .64 1,478.0 748.0
Sheridan 2,624,2 2,038.2 ' .65 . .62 1,705.7 1,263.7
Valley 2,149.2  2,554,1 .64 .63 1,375.5 1,609.1
Totals  12,409.5 10,099.5 .66/ E .64 8,221.2 6;437,7

* Source: ‘Statistical Reporting Service, U. S. Department of Agriculture,
Helena, Montana,

a/ Figures for 1964 not available,
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equipment combinations utilized in the various alternatives is presented
in Appendix Table III,

As would be ;xpected, increased utilizatiqn significantl& reduce; tﬁe
level of non-feed costs. In most cases addition of labor-saving facili-
ties will reduce costs only at higher levels of usage.

In another study conducted in the Billings arvrea, records froﬁ 34 enter-

prises were grouped according to average size as follows: 16/

Group I 36 head
Group II 70 head
Group III 165 head
Group IV 254 head
Group V 466 head

The investment in facilties and equipment used for feeding varied
from $65.81 per head for Group I down tc $29.11 for Group V. (See Table
XXIII.) A complete breakdown of these costs are presented in Appendix
Table IV, "

On a pound of gaiﬁ basis the non-feed costs involved in feeding ranged
from a high of 11.9 cents in Group I to a low of 4,2 cents in Group V,
When totaled, the non-feed plus feed costs per pound of gain rangeé from
20.6 cents in Group IV to 28.5 cents in Group I. Aéain, as size increases,
adoption of labor saving technology usually permits significant overéll

cost reductions.

16/ Pius Weisgérber, Organization and Costs of Cattle Feeding in the
Yellowstone Valley, Research Report No. 11, Agricultural Experlment
Station, Montana State College, Bozeman, Montana, 1960,
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TABLE XXII. ESTIMATED\INVESTMENT AND NON-FEED COSTS PER HEAD FOR ALTER-
NATIVE LEVELS OF USE OF FEEDLOTS OF 90, 175, 320 AND 520 HEAD

CAPACITY, " *
Capacity : ’ 1 a/f 2 b/ 3 ¢/
90 Head
Average No., fed. 45 90 90
Days operated 210 T 210 ' 210
Average investment per head $23.74 $11.87 $23.06
Non~feed costs per head 14,46 10.40 . 11.75
175 Head )
Average No, fed 120 ) 175 175
Days operated 220 220 220
Averaged investment per head $36.18 $24.81 $33.36
Non~feed costs per head 17.14 - 14.49 15.75
320 Head _ '
Average No. fed 240 640 640
Days operated 210 : 365 365
Average investment per head $35.36 $13.26 $17.16
Non~feed cost per head 17.87 12.99 12,21
520 Head
Average. No. fed 450 1040
Days operated 275 365
Average investment per head $27.80 $12.04

Non~feed costs per head 13,21 11.02

% Source: Robert Mueller, Economics of Size in Farm Feedlots in Montana,
Unpublished Master's Thesis, Agricultural Economics Department,
Montana State College, Bozeman, Montana, 1962.

a/ TFeedlot with partial utilizationm.,
b/ Feedlot with increased level of utilizatiom.

¢/ Feedlot with added machinery and equipment.,
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Results from the above and other studies indicate ;hat, in general,
when up-to-date technology is utilized and feed lots are utilized near
capacity, comparable reductions in non-feed costs can be achieved regard-
less of location; Narrowiﬁg profit margins due to rising costs and lower
fed cattle prices have placed emphasis on lowering per unit costs through
large volume year-around operations. For these reasons, feeding expansion
in the Nortﬁeast area will be through the growth of larger and more effi-
cient year-around feeding operations.

Smal; feeders in the area may still play a significgnt fole, parti-
cularly due tollow opportunity costs for crép aftermath, use of buildings
and equipment that would otherwise go unused, and the lack of alternative
uses for tﬁe farm feeder and his family's labor, When all this is taken
into consideration, these small farm feeding operations can probably
still compete costwise., However, they are in no positién to compete
effectively-in the marketing of fed cattle. This growing market dis- .
advantage will make it increasingly difficult for the small farm feeder

to remain in the cattle feeding business.

Market OQutlook for Cattle Fed in the Northeast Area’

The majority of cattle fed in the area ére mé;keted through local
livestock auctions, though. there is a gradual shift to mﬁréidirect'mar—
keting. Most of the direct selling is done by the larger producers. The
feeder with only a few head and with less unif9rmity, does not have the

alternative of direct selling,




TABLE XXIII,

AVERAGE DATLY COSTS OF FEEDING, COSTS PER POUND OF GAIN AND fOTAL EQUIEMENT
AND FACILITY PER HEAD COSTS FOR VARIQUS STZE FEEDLOT GROUPS IN THE YELLOW-
- STONE VALL EY, 1957, *

" Group X Group IT. CGroup ITT ! GuoupiIV  Group V  All Groups

Cost Item
s e o o o o e o o o s e s o0 +CENES . {4 0 4 b e 4 e 0 s e e s .
‘Labor 7.2 5.2 4.5 3.0 3.0 3.5
Taxes , .8 .7 .5 A A .5
Repairs and depreciation 8.5 4,6 3.1 2.3 1.9 2.6
"Interest on investment 5.2 4.2 3.3 3.2 3.0 3.3
Veterinary and medicine .6 NG .2 .3 .3 .3
Death loss 2.3 i.7 1.2 .8 .8 1.0
Total daily non-feed ‘ .
cost per head 24,6 16.9 2.8 . "10.0 7 9.4 11.2
Non-feed costs per )
pound of gain 11,9 8.7 5.9 5.0 4.2 5.3 !
. ’ (o))
' )
Total equipment and ; ' ' I
facilities $65,.81 $51,.68 $33,57 $35,34 529,11

% Source:

Pius Weisgerber, Organisation and Costs of Cattle Feeding iu the Yellowstone
Valley, Research Report No, 11, Agricultural Experiment Station, Montana State
Collegé, Bozeman, Montana, 1960,
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A 1962 study 17/ of cattle feeding operations reveals pertinent infor-
mation regardiqg the marketing of cattle fe#‘in the Northeast districét.

This information is presented in Table XXIV., Over 50 percent of both the

number of feeders in the area and the number df fed cattle marketed in 1961

are represented in this survey. It'is therefore aésumed‘to ﬂe representa-
tive of fed cattle marketing for the area. There were fat cattlé sales of
13,617 head for 1961 reported in this survey. Of this number, 10;547 head
or 77.5 percent were marketed through auctions, 2,126 head or 15.6_pércent
were marketéd direct and 944 head or 6.9 percent were sold through termi-
nal'mérketé. With only one exception, the auction market accounted for
over 50 percent of fed cattle sales for each capacity size group, and in
most cases accounted for over 75 percent.

To most farm people the auction has a‘sociological appeal as weli as
economic, The auction also gives them an opportunity to meet and pass
the time of day with other farm.and ranch people.

Fed cattle sold direct go primarily to packers within of near the .
study area, although a few direct purchases have begn made By firms as
far away as Spokéneo The fed cattle sold through auctions usually go in
several directions. While only a small number are needed in the area,
.large numbers go to the bigger packers throughout the state and to thé .

nearby plant at Williston, North Dakota. A large number are also purchased

17/ 'An unpublished sdr&ey of cattle feeding operations in the major feed-
ing states, made by FERD, ERS, USDA, 1962."




TABLE XXIV,

METHODS OF MARKETING FED CATTLE IN NORTHEASTERN MONTANA, BY FEEDLOT CAPACITY

T Total

63 13,617

6.9 10,547 77.51,818

SIZE GROUPS, 1962, %
Number Total Saleé in Sales in’ Direct Direct Sales Direct Sales
of Op=- Cattle Terminal Auction Sales to To Other to
‘Capacity erations Mktad Market Market Packers Feedevs Others
of Report- in No,of Per- No.of Per- No.of Per- No.of Per-' No.of Pers
Feedlog ing Sales 1961 -Head cent Hedd cent Head cent Head cent Head cent
0-49 6 166 78 47.0 ° 88 53,0
50-99 6 262 C2647 94,3 15 3.7
100199 22 1,274 270 21,2 927 72.8 39 3.1 38 - 3.0
200-299 13 1,386 170 12,3L4L,0670 77,2 120 8.7 26 1.9
300-399 7 1,309 126 9.6 695 53,1 259 19.8 229 17.5
400-499 4 570 476 82.5. 100 17.5
500-749 2 650 300 46,2 50 7,7 300 46.2
2000-2499 3 8,000 7,000 87.51000 12.5
944 13.4 244 1.8 64 .5

% Source:

Unpublished survey of cattle feeding operations made by FERD, ERS, USDA, 1962,

-zg—
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by several large packers completely out of the area and shipped live.
Approxiﬁately 50 .percent of these go to the Pacific Northwest while the
others go to the Midwest. .
The extreme seasonality of feeding in the area had preéénted problems
in the marketing of fat cattle. Larger packers near the area find it hard
to acquire a constant supply of uniform fed cattle. 1In thé spring there
are large quantities of fed cattle available, then in the late summer and
fall the supply is very limited. As é result, prices tend to be depressed

during the séason of heavy marketings and néarBy packers find it difficult

. to service their bigger customers during the short seasons.

For a successful expansion of livestock feeding in the aréa, feeding

must be done the year around. Packers state they could develop better

markets and consequently sell much more beef from the area if a year-

around supply of uniform, quality fed beef were'available°

New developments in the Glasgow and Willistop areas poinf to increased
1oca1 demand for fed beef. Glasgow is preéently éonstrﬁcting a new and
larger packing plant, while the-plént at Williston recently changed hands.
A significant incfease in kill is planned here as well. Besides these
develépments, there are at least two other groups who are presently
irterested in the establishmept of new packing plants in'the area.

With expaﬁding Northwést markets and increasing local demand, the

market for increased numbers of fed beef in Northeastern Montana would

appear favorable.
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"Avallabillty of Credit for Expansion of Cattle Feedlng Operations
“'in tlié Northedst Area

Most present and potential cattle feeders in the area do not, of
themselves, have sufficient capital to expand their present operations
or to start new ones. Regardless of the economic opportﬁnities that may
exist in additional cattle feeding, the large capital requirements are
a limiting factor. Many feeders in the area expressed the need for more
capital and indicated that if it were more readily availaﬁle, they would
expand their operations.

The attitude of moStllending institutions in the area toward ex-
panded feeding is extremely conservative and in some cases almost negative.
They take pride in stating that they haven't had a feeding account go bad
in 15 years. They also agree that additional feeding is just what the area
needs. Yet they think 90 head is a large operation and that it's not feas-
ible to haul barley 60 miles if local stocks run low. The experienced
feeder with lots of”éollateral is often the only one who can get local
fiﬁancing, and then only a limited amount., .

A more progressive attitude prevails in the Glasgow area., Here the
rapid expansion of feeding is strongly encouraged. _Financiers are stress—
ing large, efficient lots ana would like to see an increase in large
commercial 1ofs° Banks in the area feel that is no better place to put
their money to work than‘investing in livestock feeding. Tﬁey are not
only enabling experienced fegders to expand their present operations, but

are providing new feeders an opportunity to get into the business.




- 65 -

Several large banks from outside thé study area are now serving the
capital needs of a few of the larger feeders. Although this is still on
a limited basis, more and more feeders are looking fo these outside sources
in an attempt to acquire sufficient capital, |

Cattle feeding in the Northeastern area can expand no faster than
capital is made available to do so. Data collected in the area indicate
that the shortage of available capital is one of the greatest deterrents
to increased livestock feediﬁg, Both short term and flexible longer term
credit are needed: The former to finance livestock and/or feed pufchases,

the latter to permit sound investment to feedlot facilities.

" Management Resources Available in the Area

The most important single factor in determining the success of live-
stock feeding is efficient management. The farm feeder iﬁ the area just
simply does not have time to become skilled in every aspect of livestock
feeding, nor is he able to give the undivided aétention s0 necessary to
efficient operation., The demands of modern agriculture keep the farm
feeder so busy attempting to proficiently manage his farm that it is
very difficult to acquire the necessary skills to become a competent
feeder as well., TFeeding on a commercial basis requires not only a high
level of nutritional and husbandry skills but buying and selling skills
as well, Feeders of the area have had continual problems in marketing
their cattle effectivel};c The small feeder is ip a very weak bargaining

position.,
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Management skilled in all aspects of livestock feeding is in short

supply within the study area. There are many individuals however, who

have had considerable experience in some type qf livestock feeding. With

some additional training these individuals could develop the skills neces-

sary to provide competent management for expanded feeding operations.

Lack of available skilled management may prove an inhibiting factor to

immediate expansion of livestock feeding in the Northeast area,

""Attitudes Within the Area Regarding Expansion of Livestock Feeding

The success of an undertaking can be greatly affected by the atti=
tudes which prevail in the area of proposed development. The majority of
individual interviéwed in the study‘érea expressed a real intefest in
expansion of livestock feeding. Although opinions differed on how growth

and expansion should come about, most people felt that increased feeding

was feasible and that the entire area would greatly benefit from it, Most

individuals iﬁ the area possess little understanding of present trends
in cattle feeding. They are still of the opinion that 100 head is a :
large operétion and are quite skeptical of those who speak in terms of
every SQO head or more. Most felt that the increase in feeding should
come about primarily through ﬁhe medium of numerous a&ditional small
feeders. Included in this number were many of the influential people on
main street. |

Farmers and\ranchers seem, by nature, to be highly individualistic
and as such, do not all of a.sudden change their opinions or way of doing

things. This attribute has advantages, but too may prove a hinderance to
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development, in that many of them have beén slow to adapt to changes which
would benefit them directly. An example of this is the continued persis-
tence of many feeders to feed only one lof-of cattle per year and allow
their feedlots, in which they have a large capital investment, to lay idle
the rest of the year. There are feeders, on the other hand, who are quick
to adopt new techniques that will make their 6perations more efficient.
This type of individual, in particular, felt that cattle feeding should be
inéreased, with most of them thinking more iﬁ terms of new larger capacity
feedlots. Many commented that, over a period of years, feeding has brought
them a far greater return for both their crops and livestock.

The rate of increase in numbers of large fegders in the area has been
relatively low, though many are finding that to stay in business they have
to reduce their per head costs. Increasinglcosts are forcing many of them
'to take a serious look at the possibility of increasing the size of their
present operation, in hopes of realizing some economics of large scale
production.

Considerable interest in cattle feeding is mounting among dry-farmers
in the area. The majority of which have previously shown little interest
in feeding, Their comments indicate that they plan to fged significantly
more cattle than they have in the past. Many of them made specific
reference to the shortage of capital and indicated that this would be the
.limiting factor 1in their plans for expanded feeding.

A few of those interviewed expressed some concern that an increase

in feeding in the area would flood the market and thus result in greatly
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reduced fat cattle prices. This appears very doubtful, however, since
any change in the quantity fed in the area would be such a minute frgctibn
of total fed cattle production that the effect on price would not 5e signi-
ficant, ’

The attitudes and op?nions.of farmgrs and ranchers tend to be greatly
affected by the thinking of their banker. In areas where bankers are
strongly encouraging the expansion of feeding, there is usually an active
interest in it., There is a great need for further education regarding
the problems and opportﬁnities that exist for additional livestock feeding
in the area, This not only pertains t6 those who might be f%eding, but to
those whom they look to as financial ad&isors.

The general attitude of the area is definitely in favor of increased:
livestock feeding, with more and more feeders‘planning some expansion in
size as well as a move towards more vear—around feeding,

There still appears, however, to be a general lack of familiarity"
with present trends in cattle feeding and a prevélent attitude that the

large commercial type feeding operation will just not work in the North-

east area,

Evaluation of Potential

The foregoing analysis indicates Northeastern Montana produces
féeder cattle and feed grains in abundance. In aﬁdition, large quantities‘
of feeder cattle move into the area to be marketed, The availability of

plentiful supplies of feeder cattle and feed grains do not, however,
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guér§ntee the development of new or expanded feeding entefprises in the
area,

Northeastern Montana presently feeds only 20 percent of the feeder
cattle it pro&uces and less than 10 percent of the potential number that
could be fed with its average annual feed grain production.

Cattle feeding is” a business of high risks and narrow margins. A
slight change in price can ﬁavé a strong'influence on the feeder's net
returns. A two cent decrease in price means'SZU less for each 1,000 pound
steer sold. Even a one cent change in price can mean the difference between
a profit and a loss.,

feed barley prices are iower in the study area than in any other
district of the state and normally average 8 cents per bushel bélow the
state average. Large quantities of high quality supplement are processed
in the area and are available at less cost than in other districts of;the
state., Northeastern Montana feeders also appear to face ﬁo significant
disadvantage with respect té non-feed costs.

The expansion of cattle feeding-ih the study area will depend largely
on the cépacity of local feeders to compete with feeders in other areas for
fat cattle markets. They must be able to markét their fed cattle effect~
ively and do so at costs which are no greater than in other areas. The loug

term market oﬁtlook for increased numbers of fed cattle in the area does

“appear good. To reach this potential, however, there needs to be a shift

to more year-around feeding, greater uniformity of product and development

of better marketing methods, particularly improved direct selling. Many
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of these will accrue with an expansion in large scale feeding operationms. -

As the level of féeding expands, increased slaughtering facilities
will become feasible, providing additional markets for cattle fed in the
area, If the¥e should be extensive feeding expansion without the develop-
ment of additional slaughter facilities, serious marketing broblems could
arise.

The area has an abundant supply of the basic resources. It faces
both a favorable feed and non-feed cost structure and presently has
available markets for some expansion of cattle feeding. However, there
are limiting factors to immediate expansion. These are: (1) shortages
of available capital, (2) limited management ability with respect to
'feedlng skills, both to make gains most economically and to reach the
standard of quallty demanded by the consumer, and (3) a weak bargaining
position and lack of marketing skills, In addition, there is a serious
need to break with ghe established method of feeding in the area and
move to year-around commercial sized operations. Attitudes within the

area may also pose problems.




CHAPTER IV
OPPORTUNITIES FOR COOPERATIVE FEEDING IN NORTHEASTERN MONTANA

Cooperati&e Fgeding as a.Solution to Selected Problems
Cooperative livestock feeding is one method whereby farmers, ranchers
and feeders in the area may be able to efficiently coordinate the produc-
tion, feeding and marketing of their livestock and crops. l§/
This chapter will examine cooperative characteristics and attempt to
determine the extent to which factors that serve as deterrents to expansion
of feeding'may find solutioné through development of cooperative.enterprises

in Northeastern Montana. 19/ ot

Cooperative Financing

A partial solution to capital acquisition problems facing present
and potential feeders in the area is possible through cﬁoperative financing.
Technical assistance is available through State and Federal Extension
Services and the USDA, |

It ié generally accepted that the higher the percentage of equity
financing, the greater will be the interest of individual members in mak-
ing an enterprise succeed. For example, the feedlot at Bainville, Montana
organized with 10 members and required each to purchase one share‘of voting

" common stock at $2,500 per share, Two additional members have since been

18/ The Agricultural Act of 1961 declared it a policy of Congress to re-
cognize the importance of the family farm as an efficiént unit of pro-
duction. It also declared that this form of farm enterprise should be
promoted and strengthened. Cooperatives help farmers improve their
bargaining position, thereby strengthening this family farm system.

19/ Cooperative feeding is not completely new to the area, due to the
successful operation of the Little Muddy Cooperative Livestock Feeders
Yard at Bainville, ' coe :
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added. This relatively large membership fee stimulates greater member
participation and tends to make each member feel more personally respon-
sible for the success of the undertaking. This feeding operation was
organiéed under the regular corporation laws of Montana, but operates in .
the same manner as a cooperative,

A cooperative feedlot would have three principle methods of acquir-
ing additional capital-+selling securities, retention of refunds or
authorized deductions and borrowing. Certificates of indebtednesé are
widely used as security. These certificates bear interést and have a
definite maturity date. The interest on these certificates qualifies as
a business expense. Dollaré which normally would not be invested in.
capital stock may often be obtained through certificates of indebtedness,
due to the specified rate of interest. If the engerprise should end in
failure, these certificates would also have priority over the capital stéck
in the distribution of assets. The sale of preferred stock is another )
method which is sometimes used. This can be sold to non-members as well.

The deference of patronage dividends has also proven a very success—
ful means of obtaining additional capital. Certificates with a future
redemption date are issued to the patrons in lieu of a cash dividend., On
this‘basis, each member's investment is in direct proportion to the volume-
of business he does with the cooperative°

The most commonly used method of paying out patronage refunds is a
distinctly cpoperative fipancing device known.qs the revolving fund plan.
Under this system, the individual's patronage contributions are allocated

on the books of the cooperative and he is generally advised of his equity
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in the revolving fund at the close of each fiscal year. When sufficient
capital has been built up, the oldest outstanding revolviné fund obliga-
tions are retired. This is usually done from current retained patronage
dividends, operating margins or savings.,

Through'retaining patronage dividends for a period of years, a cattle
feeding cooperativé woqlé be able to retire its outstanding obligatioms,
as well as maintain sufficient working capital and-a reserve for emergen-
cies, When this was accomplished, it could then begin revolving its oldest
outstaﬁding retained patronage dividends. |

A cooperative feedlot would no doubt find it necessary to directly
borrow a substantial amount of the capital required to finance a large

!
feeding operation. Specialized financing services are available to quali-
fied cooperatives through the Banks for Cooperatives of the Farm Credit
Administration. The Spokane Bank for Cooperatives services this area and
makes loans for both physical facilities and working capital to finance
operations,

The local banks-in the area could play an important role in the finan-~
cing of cooperative feedlots, although the large amount of capital required
may prohibif‘many from doing so. The Bainville feedlot has used local
bank financing to advantage. A loan on its ph&sicai plant has been kept
under one bank while its livestock and feed loans have been éhrough another.

Rural electric cooperatives are another possible source of funds, The
amount of capital this organization can loan is normally determined by the

amount of electrical equipment to be used.,
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Funds may also be obtained through the Area Redevelopment Administra-

tior when available, for particular designated areas. The Fort Peck Indian

Reservation which is located within the study area would normally so qualify,

Efficient Management

Farm feeders in the area have not had time to become skilled in all
phases of livestock feeding and marketing, Due to the increasing demands
of modern agriculture for his time, the farm feeder cannot hope to keep
abreast with all the new developments in livestock feeding.

Combining réséu;ces in large cooperative feeding:Qperations would
make 1t possible to hire a manager who is a livestock feeding and marketing
specialist, Such a person would be more capable'of keeping a finger on
the pulse of the market and be better aware of any new developments that
might arise. The importance gf efficient management cannot be over-
emphasized.

A cooperative feeding“operation would normally have a considerable
advantage over the farm feeder in meetiﬁg standards of quality control.,
Their operating procedures would be the deciding factor in determining
their relative advantage in achieving standards of quality and uniformity.

The procedure used by the Bainville feedlot is to put each member's
cattle in an individual pen and to keep sepérate recordé'éf feed consump~—~
tion for each, The individual members are responsible for buying and sell-.
ing their own cattle and can specify the ration to be fed. This type of

operating policy has relatively little advantage over the farm feeding
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operation in achieving'improved quality and uniformity. Great advantages

can be realized when all cattle are pooled together.

“"Pooling

One method of pooling which has proven successful is the inventory
contract system. Under this system all cattle are pooled‘toéether and
no identity of ownership is maintained. Each member ‘s cattle are sorted
and appraised in accordance with current market prices. The member then
signs a contract with the cooperative and receives credit on the books
for the value of his cattle at the time'of‘consiénment to the lot. This
type of pooling arrangement would also give the speciaiized manager suffi-~
cient latitude in which to make the most ‘advantageous use of his talents.

The main advantages of pooling are improved quality control and more
effective use of facilities. Through grouping the cattle according to
weight, quality and grade, and in following a uniforﬁ feeding program,
significantly improved levels of quality and uniformity in market offer-
ings could be achieved., Final settlement for the finished cattle would
then be made on a pro rata basis,

Inasmuch as the quality of cattle will vary among members, it may
be necessary to establish some miniﬁum quality standards on cattle being
brought into the fe;d vards. To work effectively and to achieve better
quality control this system requires that each member contribute high
quality cattle. Cooperative feedlots could aid in establishing perfor-

_mance testing among their members.
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In addition to assuring better quality control, there are additional
advéntages to operating the cooperative on a pool basis. A recent étudy
listed the following: (1) requires fewer pens; (2) lessens record éeeping;
(3) makes- it easier to group and handle small incoming lots of cattle;

(4) facilitates grouping of cattle according to weight, quality, and
grade f&r marketing; (5) levels seésqnal price variations by continuous
year-around marketing; (6) eliminafes under--and over-~~utilization of

individual pens, and; (7) provides greafer potential bargaining power when

marketing. 20/

" Advantages of Year-around Feeding

The establishment of cooperative feeding operations would facilitate
an expansion of year—around feeding in Northeastern Mongana, Continuous
year—~around production would greatly étabilize the feeding industry and
improve the marketing of these fed cattle.,- The reluctance of most small
farm feede?s to be tied up with feeding responsibilities during the crop-~
ping season is the main reason why additional year-around feeding has not

been carried on,

20/ Gerald E. Marousek and Harlan J. Dirks, Economics and Organizational
Aspects of Cooperative Feedlots, Bulletin 494, Economics Department,
Agricultural Experiment Statlon, South Dakota State College, Brookings,
South Dakota, 1962,
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The specialization possible in a cooperétive lot makes feeding rather
than farming the main function, with success being dependent upon full
utilization of facilities. The production of a continuous supply Will
bring more buyers to the area, thereby strengthening the local fat cattle
market, Cooperative feeding could provide the small farmer Qith oppor-
tunities fof expanding his beef operétion and making initial gains without
exerting great demands upon Him for specialized managerial ability or
increased capital investment in costly equipment.

The cooﬁeratiVe feedlot then, under efficient management and full
year-around utilization of facilities, would enjoy definite non-feed cost
édvantages ove£ the small farm feedlot operation. 1In é recent study con-
ducted in South Dakota, costs and returns were budgeted for two alternative
feeding syséems, one a farm feedlot with 200 head capacity and the other a
5,000 head capacity cooperative feedlot; 21/ ﬁach system was budgeted
for 650 pound yeariing steers, fed 240 days to a finished weight éf 1,150
pounds. In this analysis, the price of féeder steers, feed costs and
.the market value of the fed steers were all held constant and a comparison
then made of the non-feed costs of the two alternative systems. The coop-
erative feedlot, under full utilization, showed an advantage of $5.57 per
head over the farm feedlot when it was also utilized to capacity (300 head
annually) . When only 260 head were fed anﬁualiy, the cooperative showed

an advantage of $6,57 per head,

21/ Gerald E. Marousek, og.‘citn
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Per head capital investment for the cooperative lot was $30.41, when
utilized at maximum annual volume of 7,500 head. This is considerably.
less than for the farm feedlot, When fully utilized at 300 head annual
volume, farm feedlot per head investment .costs were $45.00, while increas-
ing to $65.00 per head when only 200 head were fed annuall&. The volume
of cattle fed in the cooperative feedlot would also hgve a direct effect
upon per head capitai investment coéts. If only 7;000 head were fed
annually, per head investment would “increase to $32.58, and if it wefe only’
used on a 5,000 head per year basis, per head capital investment would
increase to $45.61, or approximately the same as the farﬁ‘feedlot when
partially utilized. To fﬁliy realize the mérketing économies,bf iarge
scale production, the cooperative would need to operate under a pooling ‘
arrangement similar to the one previously discuséed rather than the
individual pen per member arrangement,

In addition, added savings could be realized by the cooperative
feedlot through large volume purchase of feeds.

As a seasonal feeder, the small farmer has 1itt1g ch;nce to average
out a poor purchase or develop necessary skills in buying and selling,

The cdoperative feedlot's market advantages may.weil be more significant
than technical cost economies,.relative to the small farm feedlot. In the
preceding analysis, the cooperative feedlot ghowed an advantage of $5.57
per head over the farm feedlot, when bothzyere'fully utilized. On the
other hand, a marketing advantage of 3/4 of a cent per pound would add up

to approximately $7.50 per head. As a result of its Knowledgg of the
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market, bargaining skill and volume buying, the cooperative would also
possess definite advantages over the sma1; farm feeder in pﬁrcﬁasing
qualify feeder cattle, feed and other supplies. .

The cooperative manager or its speclalized buyer could invest the
time needed to know where quantities of feeder cattle could be obtained.,
The cooﬁerative would be large ghough to buy direct or purcﬁase on contract
from large producers of qualityAcaftie. The best feeder. cattle are often
bought direct from the rancher and do not come to auction or terminal mar-
kets where the sméll farm feeder 'usually purchases his feeder cattle. The
cooperative could provide its membefs with purchasing services on cattle
for intermediaté feediﬁg as well as on cattle going directly to the feed-
lot.

The large cooperative feeding operation would havé its greatest advan-
tage in the marketing of fed cattle. By operating on>a pool basis it is
able to sort all of the cattle abcording to weight and grade, thus being
able to offer prospective buyers greater uniformity in meeting required
specifications. Through continuous marketing, séasonal price fluctuatiéns
are leveled out and greater bargaining power is achieved.

A cooperative feed yard should be able to interest the direct buyer
and bargaip.with strength, The integrétion of’mérketing functions should
reduce selling costs and afford ; greater return t§'£he fee&er. 'This adds
up to a substantial marketing advantage. |

The size of feedlot necessary Lo achieve marketing advantage depends

upon its location. Feedlots in the study area would be somewhat unique

in this respect, Due to the scarcity of year—éround feeders and extremely
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small number of feedlots with capacity in excess of 1,0QO head in the
study area, considerable marketing economies would be fealized with’lots
of 1,000-2,000 head capacity. Even a 2,000 head lot in this Northeast
area would be of sufficient size to draw and bargain effectively with
direct buyers. In some major feeding areas a lot of this size would be
considered small,

Another advantage of the 1afge‘cooperative would be its ability to
sell on contract. This could érovide an effective hedge against future

price drops, though its success would depend heavily upon the manager's

knowledge of the market and his ability to predict future price trends,

" ‘Coordination of Feeding Stages

The individual farm feeder in the study area does have some definite
feeding advantages that the cooperative feedlot would not have, His big-
gest advantage lies in' the cheap‘gains he obtains from crop aftermath
which he successfully harvests with cattle each fall. This aﬁd other crops
for'which he has no profitable alternative use have proven very efficient
in achieving early gains. These are not suitable for finishing, however;
Therefore he must puf his cattle in the feedlot for additional feeding,
Many of these farm feeders. make cheap early gains but then due to lack

of up-to-date nutritional knowhow and efficient management often méke.
little or mor profit in finishing these cattle.

Can this intermediate farm feeding stage and the cooperative finish-
ing stage be gffiéiently coordinated? There are several ways in which

this could be done, There is ceftainly no reason why the farmer should
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cease to obtain cheap early gains at which he has proven sd efficient,
He could operate much the same as he does now. Hé could buy young stock
in the fall and utilize his crop residues and other feeds for which the
opportunity valﬁe'was relatively low. He could then put them in the

_ cooperative feedlot to be finished.,

. The céoperative should make every effort‘torutilize as much of the
members farm production as possible. This couldibe easily worked out on
a basis proportional to the pa;rénage'of fhe éooperative, thus aséuring
the members of a market for farm productibn which they normally would feed
tl_lemselves°

Another method farm feg@e;g in the area could use to utilize feed
crops would be to'purchase]igﬁtWeight feeder stock and carry them through
the winter. By feeding a ration consisting ﬁainly of hay or corn silage,
economical gains can be obtained and the cooperative's needed supply of
spring feeder cattle would also be partially met. To the farmer who has
roughage feeds, this method has real promise since greater net returns
can normally be realized from intérmediate gains than from gains made at.
the fiﬁishing stage. This intermediate stage feeding would not require
the time, specialization or investment that have become so essential to
efficient finishing‘stage feeding. If the feeder had»surplus feed grains
that would normally have been fed, he could sell them‘to the cooperative,
receiving.credit to be applied against his feeding costs.

There are other ways in which coordination of farm and cooperative

feeding can prove advantageous to both the farm feeder and thé cooperative.
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Those farm feeders who did not choose to participate in cooperative feed-
ing, would also stand to benefit from its operating in the area. With the
considerable expansion in year-around feeding that would result from
cooperative feéding, a‘more constant demand for good feeder cattle would
exist in the area. This would afford a ready market to compliment their
expanded igtermediate feeding program. They could coordinate this nec-
essary function with the cooperative in several wa&s° Those who either
feed their own or purchase stock for intermediate feeding might find it
advantageous to sell on‘contract to a cooperative.

As'feedigg increased in the study area, good quality feeder cattle
would be in short supply ‘during part of the year. As cooperatives became
better established they might find.it advantageous to buy feeder cattle
as they became available and then contract with farm feeders for inter—
mediate feeding. This would enable the farmer to market many of his feeds
without investiﬁg in cattle and would also assure the cooperative feeding
operation full utilization of its facilities.

The success of cooperative feeding in the area would be éreatly én—
hanced through a Well-coordinatgd two stage feeding system, Various methods
of implementing such an operation have been presented here to show how
smoothly it could functio'n° These are not necessarily alternative methods,
sincé i£ may prove advantageous to use several or all of them at the same
time. Both the cooperative feedlot and the individual farmers and ranchers
would benefit from such a program, With cattle feeding margins continually

narrowing, the small farm feeder should take a serious look at the advan-

tages afforded fhrough a ﬁell-coordinated two stage farm and cooperative
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feeding operation.,

" 'Péssible Problems

As with other types of business enterprises, history has recorded
numerous failures among cooperatives and stands as a consﬁant remiﬁder
that they do not possess some inﬁerent quality that guarantees sﬁccessa
Many factors have contributed to cooperative failures in the past. Exam-
ination of these indicate théy hinge almost completely upon the adequacy
of cooperative management and leadership. Likewise, competent manage-
ment is the moét important component of successful operation,.

If the caliber of manégement is sufficiently high and sound cooper-
ative principles-are followed and adhered to, most prdblems incident to
cooperatives can bé readily solved and the relatively few present coop-
erative failures avoi".ded° Competent and efficient management and leader-
ship are the qrucial factors to sﬁccessful cooperative feeding in the
study area.

Another related problem is méintaining full utilization of the coop-
erative's feeding facilities. Unless operatioﬁs are at or mnear capacity'
the enterprise cannot achieve economic efficienc}, In organizing a coop-
erative feedlot, precautions should be taken to assure full utilization.
Thg'Bainville feedlot has found relatively high membership fees a fairly
effective ﬁeans of maintaining active membership support -and participation.
They have, however, found under-utilization by members a far more serious
problem than ghey had anticipated. The cooperative has now found it

necessary to purchase and keep several hundred head of cattle on feed at
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all times. They refer to these as "cooperative cattle" and net returns
accruing through this operation are distributed to the members on the basis
of individual patronages This has worked quité satisfactorily and could
be utilized by other cooperative feedlots as a means ofiovercoming the
problem of under—ﬁfiiizétion. This method does require considerable
amounts of additional capital, however. Another solution to'the problem
which may prove advantageous would be to provide custom feeding seryices
for non-members, This would alleviate the capital problem and still maipw
tain full utilization of facilities. |

The general attitude has not been too favorable towards cooperatives
wiphin the study area. There are many mis-conceptions as to the purpose
and function of céoperatives, To many in tﬁe érga; even the name, coop-
erative, has implications of disrespect, being unjust and in opposition
to the true ideals of free enterprise.

These ideas may inhibit the growth of cooperative feeding in the
area, This is an educational problem apd is not easily alleviated. The
successful operation of several cooperative feedlots in the area would do
much to convince the skeptical of the many advantages afforded through
this type of organization,

Some interest has been expressed in large scale cooperative feeding.
As yet, organization has not taken place. The depressed Eondition of
current fat cattle prices have been a limiting factor. Interest is grow-
ing throughout the area, however, and further expansion of cooperative

feeding does appear reasonably certain.
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Guidelines‘toAOrganiZing a Cooperative Feedlot
With the concept of cooperative cattle feeding'still fairly new,
those interested can profit from the experiences of the Littié Muddy
Cooperative Livestock Feeders Yara at Bainville. This lot has made it
possible for many feeders in the area to become at least somewhat

acquainted with the operations of a cooperative feedlot,

" 'Location

Many feeding problems can be eliminated, or at least minimized by
proper selection of the site upon which the feeding enterprise is to be
located. The adequacy of space, water supply, drainage and transportation
convenience are the paramount considerations. In determining the iand
aréa needed, a good rule of thumb-'is 80-120 head per acre. The wide
variation is necessary to allow for differences in réinfall, soil char-
acteristics and the size of ;attlé to be fed, There should be sufficient
space to allow for future growth and expansion.

Important to the success of a'ﬁeedlot is the abundance of a reliable
water supply. It should be available in sufficient quantities as to allow
for future expansion.

Drainage is also important. A site should be selected where the
soil has godd drainage chara'cteristics‘s with thg pens being located in
such a manner as to facilitate the best possible drainage., .Soils which
are underiaid with sand apd gravel are preferable. Wet, sloppy lots re-

duce gaining rates.
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Year—around accessibility to transportation facilities is likewise
vitaliy important to efficient operation‘. The lét should be located so
that stormy, wet weather would not limit access to its facilitiég. In
some cases it may also prove advantageous to be located on a rail sidiﬁg

if possible,

" Size

. The size of a feeding operation in the aréa should probably be deter-
mined by the needg of the immediate membership., Constructing a yard for
anficipated membersﬁip might place too hard a burden on present member-
ship through increased unit costs and capital requirements. Financial
commitments should remain flexible until sufficient membership is ob-
tained to guarantee feeding at levels ;ecessary to justify the utilization
of economic and technically.efficient feeding systems.

In deterﬁining the size of facilities to be constructed, it is impor-
tant to consider future expansion., In s; doing, a firm could build on a

relatively modest scale at first and yet be able to easily and economi-

cally expand at a later date.

Alternative Methods of Feedlot Charges

Several methods have been developed to determine cooperative feed-
lot charges. Income to the cooperative must be sufficient to cover current
operating expenses as well as maintain and build reserves necessary to

insure efficient operation.
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There are four basic methods of determining charges for cattle fed
in a cooperative feedlot, namely: ™

(1) Charge straight tonnage feed markup in addition to cost
of the feed,

(2) Charge daily yardage plus feed costs.

(3) Charge per pound of gain from entry into the lot until
departure,

(4) Charge a flat daily rate per head fed. 22/

The first two methods have gained wide use among custom feeding opef;
ations and appear most adaptable to cooperative feeding as.well,. The
straight tonnage markup is used by the Bainville cooperative and has worked
out well, It offers accuracy in allocating costs and the sipplicity of a
single charge. This method does require adeﬁuate equipménf for weighing,
measuring and mixing the feed. Most feedlots would have this equiﬁment
anyway, and so additional investment would not be required, Another ad-
vantage is that the exact amount of feed used is always known and there-
fore facilitates easy determination of rates of gain. The cooperative
would determine the amount needed to cover operating expenses and what-
ever margin they felt necessary, and then add this amount to the tonnage
feed costs. |

The cost per pound of gain method is used primarily for cattle owned
by meat packers. If cooperatives engage in contract feediﬁg with packers,
this type of arrangement would usually be insisted upon. The packer

feels that this method provides the feeder a stronger incentive to achieve

22/ Gerald E. Marousek, og; cit.




efficient gains,

The cooperative feedlot must initiate and maintain strict credit
polici.‘és° Frequent billing and prompt payment minimize the amount of
operating capital required and shifts the responsibiiity directly to the
members. It may be ;asier to secure financing through the cooperative
than by the individual. This could be an important service of the coop-
erative,

Suggested Size and Location for. Cooperative
Feedlots in Northeastern Montana

Recommended Size

For the establishment of cooperative feedlots to be advantageous to
farmers and ranchers in tﬁis area, the units must be large enough to-
achieve the economies associated with size,

A unit with aﬁproximately 5,000 head capacity seems to most nearly
achieve these economies for this ;rea. Adequate utilization of quality
management appearé to be the most important consideration in making this
judgment . Considerable market economies aﬁd a "reasonable' level of
efficiency in non-feed costs could probably be achieved with a smaller
capacity lot. Due to the small number of feeders\with capacity in excess-
of 1,000 head, é lot of 2,000 capacity would éttract additional bqyers
and have adequate bargaining power. The 5,000 head lot would probably
realize some additional marketing economies. It is douE;ful hoﬁever,

that these would be sufficiently significant past the 2,000 head level to
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justify cﬁoosing the larger unit. Non-feed economies, however, are still
significant beyond the 2,000 head level, A recent’ORlahpma feedlot study
indicgtes that with full utilization of facilities, approximately. 75 per-
cent of the cost savings per pound of gain éssociated.with scale of oper-
ation are achieved with a 2,000 head feedlot. It also pbints out that
little non-feed cost savi;gs are realized when feedlot capacity exceeds
5,000 head. 23/ Recently completed regearch in Oregon also points to a
saving in non-feed costs for the 5,000 head unit. In this stud&, a sav;
ings of $.67 ($3°05AF0 $3.22).was realized per ﬁundredweight of gain for
a 5,000 head lot over a 2,000 head capacity lot. 24/ These savings,
however, are probably not so significant a§ to rule'out profitable oper-
ation at levels between 2,000 and 5,000 head.

‘Studies do indicate, however, that the quality pf management needed
to assure success in a cooperative feeding enterprise would have the
-capacity to manage lots in excess of 5,000 head. A 5,000 head capacity
feeding operation would therefore seem a miniﬁum size operation at which

adequate utilization could be made of top quality management.

Investment costs for a 5,000 head capacity operation will run over

$200,000, This would include the feed mill and storage as well as feeding

23/ James I. McDowell, Scale Economies and Returns_in Commercial Feedlots,

unpublished Ph.D thesis, Oklahoma State University, 1963.

24/ Jack A, Richards and Gerald E. Korzen, Beef Cattle Feedlots in Oregon--

Pl

A Feasibility Study, Special Report 170, Agricultural Experiment
Station, Oregon. State University, Corvallis, March, 1964,
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and manure handling equipment. Cost estimates tend to vary with different .

regions of the country. An Oregon study 25/ budgeted thése costs at
approiimate1§ $261,000 while a North Dakota study gﬁj placed the figure
at approximately $214,000. It would appear.tﬁaf invesfment costs for
the studf area would more nearly approximate those reported in the North

Dakota study.

"Réddmménded Location

Proper location of cooperative feedlots in the area wiil depen@ ﬁpon
careful analysis of the advantages. and disadvantages of éltefnétive loca~-
tions. Criteria for determining the best locations for large scaie oper-
ations should include: | |

1. Availability of feeder cattle!

2. Availability of feed grain supplies;’

3. Location of feed processing plants if operation
does not include a feed mill;

4, Location of auctions and other marketing channels;
5. Location of slaughtering facilities;
6. Adequacy of transportation facilities;

7. Proximity to trading centers which provides services
essential to feeding operations.

25/ Richards, op. cit.
26/ Rex W. Cox and Fred R. Taylor, Feasibility of Cooperatively Owned

Feedlots, Agricultural Economics Report No. 36, Department of
Agricultural Economics, Agricultural Experiment Station, North Dakota
State University of Agriculture and Applied Science, Fargo, North
Dakota, July, 1964,
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The 1ocatioos suggeeted_here should‘not‘excyy&e fﬁgfherlconsidére—
" tion of other locations. Om the basis of toe criteria listed above,
however, they do appear to be ;he most feasible sites for expansion of
large scale feeding operations in the area.

Glasgow.should be given first consideration as a location for the
establishment of 5 cooperative feeding operation. A new packing plant
now under construction will be ready for operation in the spring of 1965,
This plant will have an annual capacit§ of approximately 18,000 heaq
which' is much greater than the present number fed in the ;lici'nity°
Glasgow -is also an important trading center and the site for an active
livestock auction. It is located on a principle railroad and also on the
‘main. east-west highway runnihg‘throughethe northern part of the staoe,
The availability. of feeder cattle and feed grains would present no problem.

Sidney appears to be the next most feasible 1ocationifor a c00per-
ative feedlot. It is an impootant trade center ano has the largest live-
' stock auction in the study area. Large numbers of packer buyers are
drawn to the area by the auction market. Feeder cattle and feed graiﬁ
supplies are readily available, as well as large supplies of ha§ and

dried beet pulp., A large cooperative feedlot here would be easily-écces—

‘ s1b1e to the slaughterlng plant at Wllllston North Dakota9 whlch presently

buys large numbers of fed cattle in the area.
The third most_sditable location for a cooperative feedlot appears
to be at Glendive. This is the largest city in the. area and is an impor-

tant trade center. A livestock auction is located here as well as two
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packing plants, one small and one medium sized. Although the number fed
in the vicinity considerably exceeds the slaughter of these two plants,
they have expressed some desire to expand their opefations; Packer buyers
from Billings, Great Falls, Wiliiston_and other locations .attend the weekly
sales here., A large feedlot would attract buyers desiring to fill their
slaughter needs through direct purchases. Glendive is located on a main
rai; line and is serviced by a large ne;work of highways. Feeder cattle
and feed 'grain resources of tﬁe area are sufficient ﬁo support increases
in feeding beyond the present level. However, loéal slaughter facilities wo
would probably'not warrant additional expansion at this time,

If slaughtering is eﬁpanded significantly in the study area, then
additional céoperative feedlots may also become feasible, Tﬁe location
of these would lérgely be determined by the section of the area in which
expanded slaughter took piaceo The opportunities for expanded slaughter-
ing facilities in the Northeast area will be discussed in Chapter V and
will be followed in Chapter VI with an analyéis of coordiﬁéted cooperative
feeding and slaughtering.

Additional Areas éf the State in Which Cooperative
Feedlots Could be Established

Increésed feeding throughout Montana would offer a means of gener-
atiné gre;ter economic activit&, and consequentlf, great returns.to tﬁe
ﬁeople of the state. The feeding potenﬁial of the state based on cattle
and feed resources was presented by crop reporting districts in Table XIT

page 28, and is summarized graphically here in Figures 5 and 6. On the
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basis of the supply of these resources and certain of the locational
criteria cited earlier in this Chapter,lsuggestions for possible loca-
tion of cooperative feedlots for areas outside the Northeast district will
be made.,

The Northcentral district appears the second most iikely area for
expanded cattle feeding. Establishment of two or three large cooperative
feedlots would ﬁrobably be feasible in this area. The number ﬁresently
fed is only 3 percent of the potential number that could be fattened on
barley produced in the area. This represents only approximately 12 per-

g
cent of the number of beef calves born-annually° There are two auction
markets in the area. They are located at Shelby and at Havre. Seven
relatively small packing plants are located in the area and it is only a
short distance to Great Falls where there are five slaughtering plants,
two of which are federally-inspected.

The Central district could also support two or three large éooper-
ative feedlots. It has the largest beef cattle proauction and ranks next
to the Northcentral and Northeast districts in barley production. It pre-
sently feeds approximately 29,600 head anmnually. This represents 14 per-
cent of the potential number that could be fed with its ﬁotal barley

production and approximately 15.5 percent of its annual beef calf produc-

tion. Located within this area, at Great Falls, are two federally<inspected

slaughter plants which afford market opportunities for increased numbers

’

of fed cattle. Auction markets arve located at Great Falls and Lewis;own;




No, Fed As._ e
% of Pot-
st tak NORTHCENTRAL 637,000 HEAD
3%
7% NORTHEAST 330,000 HEAD
147, CENTRAL 205,000
167% SOUTHCENTRAL 133,000
6% NORTHWEST
58,000
2% SOUTHWEST
57,000
3%, SOUTHEAST
45,000
Figure 5, Cattle feeding potential, by district, based on barley production, 1962, *
* Source: Data taken from Table XII, page 28.
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% Source:

No. Fed Percent L
of
Potentia} CENTRAL 186,000 HEAD
28,800 16%
20,000 127 NORTHCENTRAL 164,000 HEAD
21,300 13% SOUTHCENTRAL 163,000 HEAD
1,000 1% SOUTHWEST 129,000 HEAD
3,700 3% NORTHWEST 124,000 HEAD
23,000 19% NORTHEAST 123,000 HEAD ]
1,500 1% SOUTHEAST 118,000 HEAD
Figure 6. Cattle feeding potential by district based on feeder cattle production, 1962, *

Data taken from Table XII, page 28,
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Opportunities for expanded feeding also exist in the Southcentral
district. The large commercia1>type operation Has séen its,greatest.growth
in this area. The present number fed is approximately 16 pefCent of its
potential based upon total Barley'production and represents approximately
13 percent of its annual beef calf production. Two fedéra11y~inspected
slaughter plants'are-located at Billings and would provide market outlets
- for additional fed cattle. The area also has two a@etion markets, both of
which.are-located at Billings. It would appear that two cooperative.feed-
lots of the size recommended or a larger unit of approximateiy 10,000 head
capacity EOuld'reasonably operafe in the area.

The Northweét district should also be able to supébrt a cooperative
feeding operation. A.new federally-inspected slaughter plaﬁt has recently
Bgen constructed at Kalispellf It will not only provide a market for
additional fed'cattie, but will requife an increase in the number of cattle
fed in the area. A livestock auction is also p;annea‘at Kalispell, The
auction located at Missoula is the only one‘iﬁ the area at the.present
time, | |

It must be emphésized thaq‘these recommendations are based primarily
on the livestock feed balaﬁce of these areas. A detailed study of each
digtrict, such as was made in the Northeast area, would be necessary in
order tovdetermine ﬁore‘fﬁily the extent to which feeding expanéion could
be carried out in the state. Opportunities for increased feeding do appear
favorable, however, in the éreas mentioned abbve, Cooperative feedlots
would provide a means of bringiﬁg about this expansi;n. Much of the préseﬁf

/
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opposition to the cooperative form of orgamization must be overcome, how-
ever, before feeding expansion through cooperative feedlots will be

significant,




CHAPTER V
THE FEASIBILITY OF ADDITIONAL SLAUGHTERING IN THE NORTHEAST AREA

Present Structure of Meat Packing
Northeastern Montana had 13 licensed slaughtering firms in 1963.

This represents an increase of two small local plants since 1960. There

are no federally-inspected plants in the area at the present time. The

13 existing plants, divided into three size groups, are shown both by
size and location in Figure 7.

The first group consists 6f plants slaughtering over two million
pounds liveweight annually and are referred to as medium plants. Plants
in the second group havg‘an annual sla;ghter volume of over 300,000 but
less than two million pounds and are referred to as small plants. The
third group is made up primarily of local butchers:' slaughtering less
than 300,000 pounds annually and wiil thus be termed local plants.

There is only one medium sized plant in the area. This is located
at Glendive in Dawson County. This piant slaughters approximately 2,5
million pounds liveweight annually, with a cattle to hog slaughter ratio
in liveweight pounds of approxim;tely five to one., 27/

There are five small size plants in the area, located at Glasgow,
Wolf Point, Glendive and two at Sidney. Average annual slaughter for
these plants is approximately 1.3 million pouﬁds with an approximate cattle

to hog ratio of three to one in liveweight pounds slaughtered. These

27/ Much of the slaughter information for the plants within the area is
taken from data collected by CharlesH. Rust and Clive R. Harston in
their study, The Survival and Growth Potential of Small Meat Packing
Businesses in Montana, Technical Bulletin 580, Montana Agricultural
Experiment Station, Montana State College, Bozeman, Montana, July, 1963.

Q
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plants slaughtered very few calves and sheep.

Theré\were seven loecal plgnts in 1963, four - of which were in Sheri-
dan County. The local sized plants have annual average slaughter of
approximately 150,000 pounds, made up alm&st entirely of cattle and hogé.
The liveweight of cattle‘slaughtered is approximaﬁely five times that of
hogs slaughtered for these plants. This would amount to only approximately
120 head of cattle per year for each operation. These normally slaughter
only the amount needed to supply the small towns or localized areas in

which they operate.

Feasibilify of Expansion of Slaughtering in the Northeastern Area
;nterest in the establishment of a large new packing plant in the
- northeastern.arga is high. At least two groups havé investigated possi-
bilities to date. In addition, sevéral of the presently existing plants
in the area indicate that they also wéuld like to expand their facilities.
Plant and operating costs of well managed plants in the area appear
to be competitive with other regions of the countxy. The questiOn of
how much expgnsion is feésible would depend upon such factors as the
availability of a constant suppiy of uniform fed cattle, the labor supply
in the area, transportation costs, the market potential for the in¢reaséd
meat that would result? the. attitude of the lpcal people and methods of
financing a new plant., The remainder of this chapter will be concerned

with a discussion of these factors.
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Figure 7. Location and size of meat packing plants in northeastern
Montana, 1963, *

* Source: Montana Crop and Livestock Reporting Service, Helena, Montana
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The meat industry has experienced marked structural changes in which
tHe retailer has emerged in a position of dominance over the market, while
the influence of &he packing industry has rapidly declined. 'The’strength
and bargaining power of the modern chain store, along with thé decentral-
ization of ownership and degreaséd‘size of packing.firms have been the
'major contribﬁting factors to these structural changes. This shift in
power has made the packing industry one of the most competitive of this
nation's industi‘ies°

A significént expansion of slaughtering in Northeastern Montana
cannot be successfully cafriéd out unless additional markets are developed.
The present level of slaughter is sufficient to supply the needs of the
area, while Montana, as a whole, has a surplus volume of meat slaughtere&
within its boundaries. Additional slaughter must be marketed outside the
state, Firms expecting to enter these markets must meet the requirements
necessary to qualify for federal inspection,

~As the population expands, larger and larger quantities of meat will
"be needed., However, the eagtern population. centers are adequately serviced
by the highly competiti&e'Corn Belt packing. industry. Montapa slaughter
" must look for markets primarily to tﬁe West. During the—years 1950-1960
the West led all other regions of the United States in popﬁlation growth
with a 38.9 percent increase, compared to 16.5 percent for the next most

rapidly growing region.. The .larger part of this increase in the West,
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6.1 million, took piace in the Pacific Division, while the Mountain States
gained 1.8 million or approximately one~fifth of the total gain for the .
region. The population growth of the West éoast states is shown in Table
Xxv along’with that of Montana and the United States for purposes of
comparison. The 1570 anticipatéd population growth .is also included.

California's 5.1 million increase iﬁ population from 1950 to i960
was the greatest of an& state., This répresenéed an increase of 48.5
percent, almost two and one-half times the national percentage increase
of 18.5. Washington's rate of growth was slightly higher than the United
State's average, while Oregon's was approximately 2 éercent less. The
‘ tﬁtal increase for the tlhiree states during the decade was 5.85 million,
or an average annual increase of 585 thousand. This mass Westward mové-
ment of population has cfea;ed a large and increasing demand for meat
~on the West Coast.

Thé projected Populatibn increase from 1960 to 1970 for these three
West Coast states is 5.76 million, or an average of 576 thousand per
year, (see Table XXV). What will be the meat requirements for this 5.76
miliion? To determine this the expected consumption of meat must also
be considered. 1In 1960, the average annual per capita consumption of
beef was 85.2 pounds and 66.0 pounds of pork. The per capita consumption
‘of beef in theVWest has been found to be approximately 1.3 times the
'average for the entire United Stgtes.' The per capita consumption of pork

in the West, on the other hand, is only approximatély 88 percent of the

*




TABLE XXV,

' POPULATION FOR WEST COAST STATES, MONTANA AND THE UNITED STATES, 1930-1960,

WiTH EXPECTED LEVELS FOR 1970.%

. Percentage
' Increase Change

State - 1930 1940 1950 " 1960 1950-1960  1950-1940 1970 a/

{060y (0003  (000y  (000) oooy - — (0600)
california 5,677 6,907 10,586 15,717 5,131 . 48,5 20,696
Washington 1,563 1,736 2,379 2,853 474 19,9 3,251
Oregon 954 1,090 1,521 1,769 247 16.3 . 2,153
Montana 537 559 591 675 84 14,2 717
Tnited : _ - - ‘

States 123,203 132,165 151,326 179,323 27,997 18,5 219,500 b/

% Source:

- BELOT -

United States Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1960 Census
of Population, Volume 1, Characteristics of the Population, Part A,
Number of Inhabitents, U. S. Government Printing Office, Washington,
p.C,, 1961, < '

af ‘Taken from “Income Trends in the U.S, Through 1975%, Stanford Research
Institute, ‘December, 1957, .

b/ Projection Series I, taken from "Illustrative Projectioms of the Population
of the United 3tates by Age and Sex = 1960 te 1980", Series P-25, No, 187,
Current Populstion Reports, U, S. Department of Commerce, Washington 25, B.C.,
November 10, 1958 P. 2,- :
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United States average. 28/ On this basis, the annual per éapita con~
sumption of beef and pork woul@ figure out to be 116,8 and 58.1 pounds
respectively. This adds up to a total consumption of 2.3 billion pounds
of beef and 1.2 billion pounds of pork in these three states for 1960.
The per capita consumption of beef and veal in the United States

has been estimated at 106 pounds for 1968. 29/- Assuming this rate of
increase continues, the national per capita consumption of beef and veal
will be approximately 110 pounds in 1970. Per capita consumption of pork

decreased from 65.2 pounds in 1960 to 64,0 in 1962, Assuming this trend

- will continue, it would appear that an estimate of 60,0 pounds per capita

consumption in 1970 would not be in serious error. If it is assumed that
the per capita coﬁsumptién ratio for the West and the United States remains
the same as in 1960, then per capita consumption in the West will run
approximately 143.0 pounds Af beef and veal and 52.8 pounds of pork in:
1970. Having considered both the population growth and thé increased
1éve1s of consumption, we find that total éonsumption of beef and veal
should be approximately 3.7 billion ﬁounds in 1970, while total consumption

of pork will run approximately 1.4 billion pounds for these three states.

" These figures indicate that by 1970 approximately 1.4 billion more pounds

28/ H. E, Breimyer and C. A, Kause, "Consumption Patterns for Meat",
Bulletin No, 249, Agricultural Marketing Service, Department of
Agriculture, May, 1958. '

29/ The Farm Index, Ec¢onomic Research Service, U. S. Department of
Agriculture, March, 1964,
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of beef and 200 million more pounds of pork will be peeded than in 1960.

Although large scale feeding has developed in these states, particu-
larly California; it has not been~épfficient to supply the demand of these
expanding markets. Of the 2623 billion pounds of beef consumed in Calif-
fornia in 1963, approximately 51 percent came from California feedlots, 12
percent came from cattle shipped in from other states for slaughter in
California, 8 percent came from culled breeding stock and grassfat cattle
marketed from California ranchers and approximately 10 percent represents
imports from overseas. 30/ This means that approximately 19 percent was
supplied from sources outside the state in either carcass or processed
'forms, |

Arizona has provided 78 percent of the cattle and calves shipped in
for slaugh;er during the last three years, and is followed by Idaho which
shipped in 9 percent. 31/ This study also indicates that California meat
packerslare bringing in fewer number of fed beef for slaughter, since at
current freight rates it is generally cheaﬁéf to slaughter animals in the
‘major feeding areas and ship carcasses rather than ship live animals to
Califdrnia for élaughter° The majority of this dressed beef has come from

Colorado, Nebraska and Texas.

égj John A, Hopkin and Robert C., Kramef, Cattle Feeding in California,
Economics Research Department, Bank of American N.,T. & S.A,,.
February, 1965, p. 44,

31/ Ibid.
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These West Coast markets should provide the best outlet for increased
quantities of meat slaughtered both in Northeastern Montana and for the
state as a whole. Large, efficient packers will be in a favorable posi-
tion to compete for these markets and shoﬁld be at no disad;antage relative
to packers now successfully shipping to the West Coast from as far away

as Nebraska, Colorado and Texas.

‘Plant and Operating Costs of Area Plants

Plant and operating cost data were not available for all the plants
in the study area., Howéver, such costs from area plants as were available,
appeared to correspond closely to costs'in the other areas of the state,
A percentagé breakdown of operating expenses of slaughter plants in the
state by size group is presented in Table XXVI. Cost figures for federally-
inspected plants are shown for reasons of comparison., Cost data is not
available for the local butcher shop type plants°>

The largest cost item for all éized plants is labor. This makes up
Epproximately 55 percent of the cost for federally-inspected and medium
sized plants, and approximately 44 percent for the small firms. 32/
Supplies and containers were the next most c63t1y item for all sized plants.
This was higher for the medium sized plants than for the other two groups.

Total labor costs per pound of output were lowest for the federally-
inspected plants. (See Appendix Table VI). These plants, being large in

size, tend to benefit from the economies of large volume production.

32/ Comparison of state costs with average U.S. plant costs indicate wages
and salaries constitute a slightly smaller.percentage of total costs
for the whole industry than they did for Montana plants. (See Appendix

, Table V),
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TABLE XXVI. PERCENTAGE BREAKDOWN OF OPERATING EXPENSES, BY SIZE GROUP,
SELECTED MONTANA MEAT PACKERS, 1961,

Size of meat-packing plant

" "Cost Item Federally-Inspected Medium Small
Pct, Pct. Pct.,
Wages and salaries 55.5 55.2 43.9
Supplies and containers 14,0 20.3 10.7
Utilities 3.8 3.9 7.3
Interest _ 3.9 0.1 2.9
Advertising and public
relations 0.6 1.2 2.1
Transportation 4,3 1.3 4.5
Repairs and maintenance 1.8 1.3 3.5
Insurance 2.7 0.5 3.4
Depreciation 3.5 5.9 9.1
Social security 2,1 1.8 2,7
Hospitalization 1.1 0.7 0.9
Real estate taxes 1.3 2.3 1.6
Miscellaneous 5.4 5.5 7.4
Total 100.0 - 100.0 100.0

* Source: Charles H. Rust and Clive R, Harston, The Survival and Growth’
Potential of Small Meat Packing Businesses in Montana, Tech-
nical Bulletin 580, Montana Agricultural Experiment Station,
Montana State College, Bozeman, Montana, July, 1963,
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Production labor costs were less per pound of outpuf for the small sized
plants. This advantage seems to exist mainly as a result of the owner
or manager working at different production type jobs, yet failing to
properly charge these to production costs, In addition, wages are usually
less in the small towns where these plants are located. Non-production
labor costs, on the othér hand, run higher for the small plantg, indicat~-
ing higher cost for such things as selling, delivery and clerical help.
Providing added services may sharply increase these costs. Several small
plants show high‘delivery césts from distributing small orders to widely
scattered customers.

Fixed costs as a percent of total ére shown in Figure 8. §§j These
fixed costs are primarily influenced by age of plant, locatioﬁ'of the plant
and the amount of financing required for construction and repairs. Thé
fixed costs, as a percentage of total costs, averaged much higher for the
small plants than for either the ﬁedium or federally-inspected plants.

On the other hand, average operating costs per pound of output
decreased as volume of output increased. (See Figure 9) Percenfage of
capacity used rather than size seemed‘to be the important factor for the
small to medium plants. The big change came with the increases in volume
slaughtered at the federally~inspected level. Operating costs per pound
of output were significantly less for these plants_than for the two

smaller sized groups,

33/ Included in these fixed costs are: (1) Interest on real estate and
building loans, (2) insurance and buildings and equipment, (3) de-
preciation, and (4) real estate taxes.
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The plants having greatest financial difficulty also had relatively
high fixed costs, The liklihood of financial difficulty appears greatly
increased when fixed costs move in excess of 15 percent of total oper-

ational costs over a prolonged period of time.

" Transportation Costs

The structure of freight rates, both within the study area and to
out-~of-state markets, is of considerable importance in determining the
feasibility of establishing additional slaughtering in Northeastern
Montana, There has been much discussion as to the economies actually
obtained by the supply-oriented packer and if they do, in fact, exist
in Montana,

An investigation of transportation rates is necessary to see if
packers in this area would have an advantage over their market-oriented
competitors on the West Coast.

The majority of Montana's out-of-state shipments have customarily
moved by-truckb There has been considerable variation in truck.rates
on cattle and dressed meats, particularly on those moving to the West
Coast, Meat packers in the area would face a rather flexible truck rate
structure. There are also many trucks bringing produce to the states that
are looking for a backhaul to the Coast which has added to the variation
in truck rates. The truck rate on dreésed meat to the West Coast has
ranged from $1.25 to. $2.00 per hundredweight, with the bulk of the ship-

ment ranging between $1.25 and $1.60 per hundredweight. 34/ This does not

34/ C, H., Rust, op. cit., p. 82.
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Figure 8. Percent fixed costs are of total costs, by size group,
Montana Meat Packers, 1961, *

* Source: Charles H., Rust and Clive R, Harston, The Survival and Growth
Potential of Small Meat Packing Businesses in Montana, Tech-

nical Bulletin 580, Montana Agricultural Experiment Station,
Montana State College, Bozeman, July, 1963.
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% Source:

Montana Meat Packers, 1961, *

Charles H., Rust and Clive R, Harston, The Survival and Growth
Potential of Small Meat Packing Businesses in Montana, Teche-
nical Bulletin 580, Montana Agricultural Experiment Station,
Montana State College, Bozeman, July, 1963,
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pléce the Montana packer at a particular competitive disadvantage in re-
éards to freight rates,

Rust states that Montana packers have not felt that rail services have
been adequate to meet their needs. 35/ Recent rate reductions, however,
particularly in piggy-back rates, have greatly enhanced the tramsporting
of fresh meats by rail; especially to the Seattle and Portland areas.

Tables XXVII and XXVIII present a comparison of live and dressed meat '
fre%ght rates to various alternative market areas. Particular emphasis
will be given to the expanding West Coast markets.

Inasmuch as the study area has no Federally inspected plants, it has
not been able to ship any dressed meat out of the state. Since rail freight
rates are determined on the basis of quantity and destination of shipments,
the quoted rates for the study area are therefore higher than wohld ac-
tually be the case if a large federally-inspected plant were operating in
the area., To make a meaningful comparison, we must then look at the rates
for dressed meats going to the West Coast from Billings and Great Falls.,
Relatively favorable rates now exist on piggy-back shipments of 40,000
pounds minimum going to the Seattle and Portland areas. At $1.00 per
hundredweight on 40,000 pound minimum from both Great Falls and Billings,
the freight on a 600 pound carcass would cost only. $6,00 to either Seattle

or Portland, whereas charges for live shipment of 1,000 pound steer would

35/ Ibid.
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TABLE XXVII. RAIL FREIGHT RATES ON FEEDER AND FAT CATTLE, FROM SIDNEY,
BILLINGS AND GREAT FALLS TO SELECTED MARKETS, OCTOBER,
1963. * a/ :

Feeder Cattle From Fat Cattle From
‘Déstination Sidney Billings Great Falls Sidney Billings Gt, Falls

Spokane $1.09 $ .925 $ ,80 $1.275  $1.09 $ .9
Portland 1.335 1.18 1.065 1.57 1.39 1.25
Seattle 1.335 1.18 1,065 1,57 1.39 1.25
San Francisco 1.68 1.50 1.42 1.98 1.78  1.67
Los Angeles 1.79 1.60 1.58 2;10 1.87 1.84
Sioux City .93 1.12 1.20 1.10 1.32 1.40
Omaha 1,00 1.24 1,26 1,17 1.45 1.48
St. Paul .89 1.03 - 1,23 1.03 1,22 1.43
Minneapolis .89 1.03 1,23 1,03 1.22 1.43
Chicago 1.23 . 1.38 © 1,58 1.43 1.62 1.84

* Source: J. J. Heimes, Traffic Department, Great Northern Railway,
Great Falls, Montana.

a/ TFigures represent dollars per hundred pounds.
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I. RAIL FREIGHT RATES FOR DRESSED MEATS, BY REFRIGERATED CAR
AND PIGGY-BACK, FROM SIDNEY, BILLINGS AND GREAT FALLS TO
SELECTED MARKETS, OCTOBER, 1963, * a/

Refrigerated Car From

Piggy-Back From

Déstination Sidney Billings Gt. Falls Sidney Billings Gt. Falls
Spokane 21M-288  21M-232  21M-200 21M-290 21M-234 24M-124
Portland 21M-363 21M-243 21M-227 21M-341 15M-262 15M-262
- 40M-100 40M-100
Seattle 21M=-352  21M-243  21M=-227 21M-341 iSM-262 15M-252
40M-100 40M-100
San Francisco 21M-439  21M-354  21M-346 b/ b/-  30M-225
Los Angeles 21M-462  21M-354  21M~354 b/ b/ 20M-325
30M-250
Sioux City 21M-222  21M-263 21M-298 21M-244 21M-278 21M-336
33M-258 30M-295
33M-258
Omaha 21M-241  21M-263  21M-298 21M-244 21M-278 21M-336
33M-258  30M-295
33M-258
St., Paul and ‘ :
Minneapolis 21M-210 21M~-268 21M=-294 21M-212 35M-150 30M-190
' 33M-258 33M-258 35M-165
Chicago - 21M=-279  21M-294 . 21M-294 21M-281 30M-245 30M-260
33M-258  33M-258 35M=-224 35M-240
* Source:

J. J. Heimes, Traffic Department, Great Northern Rallway, Great
Falls, Montana. ‘ -

a/ Figures shown above indicate minimum weight requirement, and rates in
cents per hundred pounds.

b/ No publications through TOFC Class or Commodity rates available.
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run $13.90 from Billings and $12.50 from Great Falls,
The rail rate on fat cattle going to Seattle or Portland is $1.57
per hundredweight from Sidney compared to $1.39 per hundredweight from
'Billings, a difference of 13 percent. If we assume that a corresponding
cost differential would be maintained in setting the new rate on dressed
meat shipped out of Sidney, then the rate for pigéy—back.shipments of
40,000 pound minimum would run approximately $1.13 per hundredweight.
However, since it is not known at what level rates would be éet, the
followiqg comparisons are based on a piggy-back réte of $1.25 to allow
for some margin of error in eétimation. It does npt appear that it would
exceed this amount,
Comparative rates indicate that packers in the area would have a
definite freight advantage over West Coast packers who are bringing cattle
in from equal distances, The fat cattle rate of $1.57 per hundrgdweight
from Sidney to either Portland or Seattle would result in a total cost of
$15.70 per head for cattle averaging 1,000 pounds. If these cattle

were slaughtered here and then the carcass beef shipped to either of the
above mentioned markets, the total cost would be‘approximatelf $7.50

(600 X $1,255, If for some reason the rate for piggy~back shipments were
set as high as $1.50 per hundredweight, the transportation charge by rail
wouid still be just $9.00 per carcass compared to-$15.70 for the live
animal. This favorable rate is présently gvailable only on large ship-
ments, but would enable a packer.in the study area to compete very favorably

for a portion of the expanding West Coast markets, particularly in the
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Northwest.

In addition to the savings of at leasf $6.00 per head in transportation
costs realized by slaughtering the cattle here rather than shipping them
live, there are additional advantages which tend to enhance the competi-
tive position of the local packer. Cattle shipped live generally éxper-
ience considerabletissue ghrinkage‘which can add up to as much as $10.00
to $12.00 per head. Carcass shipments will shrink only approximately .5
percent compared to the 2 to 4 percent shrink for live animals. There is
also no danger in bruising the meat while it is being transported, as is
the case with live shipments.

One disadvantage, however, is thé fact that much of the by-products
would also have to shipped out of the area, thus creating an additional
cost, It would be small however, in comparisbn to the savings in freight
previously cited.

Transportation costs, then, wopld not be particularly disadvantageous
to the expansion of slaughtering in the study area. The packer here would
have definite freight advantages over the West Coast packer who is having

to go similar distances to purchase fat lcattle,

Availability of Labor

| The a&ailaﬂility of sufficient unskilled and semi-skilled labor is
very important in determining the feasibility of expanded slaughter.
Numerous firms expanded into rural areas after World War II, hoping to take

advantage of cheap labor. These lower wages were short-lived in most cases,
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however, as labor unions became organized and the regular forces of
competition came into play. This move to the country still.continues.
.It is not the lower hourly wage rate, but rather the higher productivity
or rural labor which has pfoyen to be the principal advantage,

In the large cities a considerable amﬁunt of social prestige and
relatively good wages are attached to white-collar jobs. As a result,
many large firms, including meat packers, have been forced to employ
primarily leftovers of the labor force.

In the rural area the situation is different. Less and less farm
labor is required for expanding farm production. When farm work is
available, it usually requires long, hard hours, yet is highly seasonal,
and pays poorly. The few jobs that may be available in the small towns,
such as retailing or service jobs, also pay poofly. An industry offering
shorter, more reéular hours and a better hourly wage is in a position to
take their pick of the labor force available>to them. Even if'wage rates
and working conditions are identiéal, there is still a vast difference in
the manufacturing results achieved with leftovers and with the pick of
the ;narket° This difference has been measured and works out to be approx-

imately 20 percent of the labor costs. 36/

36/ Richardson Wood, "Where to Put Your Plant", Readings in Economic
Geography from Fortune, edited by Richard J. Ward and Lawrence A,
Hoffman, Holt, Rinehart and Winston, New York, New York, 1961,
pp. 112-117, - '
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Hourly wage rates for the area are considerably below the national
average, They are particulariy favorable relative to West Coast rates
where packers face the nation's highest labor wage structu;e.' Local rates
would no doubt increase some as a result gf a unionized flant, but all
indications are that they would still be less than the coastal wage rates
of competitive packers. As a result of paying higher wages, they would be
in a position to attract the pick of the local labor force.

The only foreseeable labor problem is that of top management. This
being so essential to successful operation, the first and foremost requife—
meat would then be the acquisition_of the best manager possible. This
individual is not available in the study area, nor likely even in the state.
It must be understood that this type of management does not come cheaply.
A new firm must be willing to pay the price necessary to get.a qualified
individual and can afford to settle for nothing less. Providing salary
neéessary to acquire a top manager may well prove to be ohe of the most
economical expenditures made. This point cannot be too greatly emphasized,

In addition to the shortage of top management in the area, problems
may also exist in acquiring the necessary skilled labor. It may be nec-
essary to acquire a small number of skilled workers outside the area as
well. The majority of the needed labor force can be supinéd with local
labor; however. Both the labor force and number of unemploved for the
area are presented by county in Table XXIX. The total civilian labor force
for the area was approximately 22,700 on April 1; 1960. Of this number,

approximately 1500 were unemployed,
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The Fort Peck Indian Reservation is located within the stud§ area
and is included in the figures given above., It has been estimated that
there are approximately 460 males and 70 females on the reservation who
are employable between the ages of 18 and 60. 37/ Apprdximately 90 of
these are permanently employed, 250 are employed part of the time and the

(o4

remaining 120 have no employment at all.

" Marketing of Meat Slaughtered in the Area

Most slaughter plants in Northeastern Montana sell the bulk of their
meat products within a 50 mile radius of their plant. The three principal
exceptions to this are plants located at Glendive, Glasgow and Sidney.
These three market over half of their meats ét distances from 100 to 200
miles from their plants. These meats are delivered by truck.

The 1argér plants'in the area sell approximately 60 percent of their
meat products to independent grocers. Several of these plants are build-
ing up a good chain store trade as well as selling goodly amounts to
restaurants in the area., Some of the local sized plants retail almost
100 percent of the meat they slaugﬂter, while others sell most of their
slaughter directly to individuals, hospitals, etec., The majority of these
local sized plants ééll and operate almost entirely within the small towns

in which they are located.

37/ Overall Economic Development Plan, Progress Report for Fort Peck
Reservation and Roosevelt County Redevelopment Area, June, 1963,
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TABLE XXIX. CIVILIAN LABOR FORCE AND NUMBER OF UNEMPLOYED, BY COUNTY,
FOR NORTHEASTERN MONTANA, ON APRIL 1, 1940, 1950 AND 1960.%

1940 1950 1960:

Labor Numbert Labor  Number Labor Number
‘County ¥Force Unemployed Force Unemployed Force Unemploved
Daniels 1,803 207 1,461 60 1,335 50
Dawson | 3,344 204 3,508 96 4,330 177
Garfield 1,061 63 920 42 ., 813 31.
McCone 1,431 171 1,339 36 1,214 47
Richland 3,884 496 | 3,812 232 3,602 281
Roosevelt 3,456 284 3,462 232 3,793 332
Sheridan 2,934 257 2,426 116 2,184 121
Valley 5,%92 918 4,406 236 5,436 467
Totals 23,705 2,600 21,334 1,050 22,707 1,506

* Source: Montana-Counties-Manpower Guide Book, Unemployment Compensation
Commission of Montana, Helena, Montana, 1962,
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Most plants in the area are doing a significant amount of advertising.
The most popular media are the local paper and radio, with several in the
area now also' advertising their products on television. No more than

three plants in the area presently have their own brand name.

Distribution of By-—Products.--There are only two rendering plants in

the area, these beiﬁg located at Glasgow and Sidney. Only approximately
five plants in the area are making any attempt té market their by-products.
lThe Glasgow packing plant is operating a successful rendering operation

in conjunction with its slaughtering, Most of their rendered product is
sold locally, with some tallow being shipped out-of-state. The other
plants utilizing their by—prodﬁqts either sell them to the Sidney render-
ing plant or to the one located in Miles City, which is out of the area.

The smaller plants have made little attempt to utilize their by-products.

Availability of Uniform Fed Cattle

Larger packers buying in the northeastern area indicate the lack of
a stable supply of good quality uniform fed cattle. As mentionéd in the
previous chapter, tﬁe marketing of fed cattle in the area is highly season-
al, In addition, uniformity is a problem. More and more fhe demand is
shifting to lighter, smaller carcasses and away from the heavier cattlé,
thus requiring weight limits to be lowered. Liveweight pgﬁferences for
slaughter beef, as expressed by packers throughout the state, are shoun

in Table XXX. 1In order for packing firms to compete for large out—-of-state

markets, they must be able to guarantee a stable supply of a particular
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weight and grade. To meet these needs, many packers are operating their
own feedlots, (see Table XXXI). The relatively small sized plants pre-
sently located in the area do not have particular difficulty in acquiring
the fed cattle needed for slaughter, although some do have their own feed-
lots.

New developments in Glasgow and Williston, North Dakota have import-
ant bearing on the feasibility of ‘expanded slaughtering in the study‘afea.
" The new plant'ét Glasgow is now under construction and is expected to be
in operation by early sfring of 1965. This new plant will have a kill
capacity of 75 cattle per day and 150 hogs per week. Present plans are to
kill only two days a week until ,increased markets are obtained aqd a
greater number of fed cattle are available. A kill of approximately 25
to 50 cattle and 50 hogs pér week is all that is anticipated at first,
This new plant will have federal inspection and hopes to obtain some of
the nearby air baée trade, as well as later expanding to the West Coast
market. |

The packing plant at Williston, located only 20 miles to the east of
the study area, has just recently changed ownership. This plant has in-
creased its slaughter t; approximately 75 head per day and could increase
this number with some additional cooling space. .They have in the p;st
purchased approximately 50 percent of their cattle in Montana and are very
interested in the expansion of cattle feeding in the area.

With increased slaughter at the Williston, North Dakota plant and
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construction well underway on the new and larger plant at Glasgow, the
present production of fed'cattle is just not sufficient to supply the
needs of an additional large new slaughtering plant in the area. On the
other hand, feasibility of additional cattle feeding looks favorable for
the area. Many people feel that if a large plant were built, feeding woulé.
expand automaticallf and the availability of fed cattle would be no prob-
lem. However, the excess capacity of most existing plants makes this
questionable. Unless plans include feeding most of the animal's needed,
it would be much wiser to wait ﬁntil a constant supply of feeder cattle are

available, |

"Attitudes of Local People Towards Increased Slaughter Facilities

Local people were interviewed to determine their attitudes towards
the feasibility of expanded livestock slaughtering in the study area.
Some were pessimistic and felt that a packing plant wouldn't have a chance
of succeeding, while at the other extreme, a small number were strongly of
the opinion that a large plant just simply could not fail in the areé°
Between these two extremes, a someﬁhat caﬁtious attitude regarding the
feasibility of present expansion prevailed. This attitude was based on
several factors., Inadequate supplies of fed cattle was the reason most often
cited, Others felt that the difficulty in attracting sufficient capital to
construct and operate a large plant would be the greatest inhibiting.fac-
'tor, Also often mentioned was the area’é relative inexperience in packing '

E)

and the lack of available qualified management.

.\\\
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TABLE XXX, LIVEWEIGHT PREFERENCE FOR SLAUGHTER BEEF, MONTANA MEAT PACKERS,

1961, *

Liveweight of Steers and Heifers
‘Size of Plant 801 ~ 900 901 ~ 1000 1001 - 1100

Number of Plants

Federdlly—inspecté& 2

2 1
Medium 8 2 2
Small 12 3 1
Local ) 6 9
Total : 28 .16 4

* Source: Charles H. Rust and Clive R, Harston, The Survival and Growth
Potential of Small Meat Packing Businesses in Montana, Tech-
nical Bulletin 580, Montana Agricultural Experiment Station,
Montana State College, Bozeman, July, 1963,

TABLE XXXI. FEEDLOTS OPERATED AND LIVESTOCK FED BY MEAT PACKERS AND CON-
TRACTS WITH OTHER FEEDERS, MONTANA, 1960. #*

Number of Plants
Plants With Number of Number of Having Contracts

Size of Plant Feedlots Beef Fed Hogs Fed With Other Feeders
Federal-inspected 3 20,000 1
Medium 4 4,250 1,600 2
Small 15 1,225 1,405 1
Local 7 .55 277 1
Total ' 29 25,530 3,282 5

* Source: Charles H. Rust and Clive R. Harston, The Survival and Growth
‘ Potential of Small Meat Packing Businesses in Montana, Techni-
cal Bulletin 580, Montana Agricultural Experiment Station,
Montana State College, Bozeman, July, 1963.
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" 'Evdludtion of Opportunities for Expansion of Slaughtering

Under present conditions it appears that slaughter plants in the
area’suffer no unique disadvantagé due to location with respect t6 oper=
ating costs, In terms of 1aBor, they appear éo have an advaﬁtage, Advan-
tages also exist for transporting of carcasses vs., live animals. The
West Coast market for carcasses can be expected to expand and should.be
accessible to federally—inspecte& Montana packing plants with aggressive
merchandising policies. However, any effort to expand packing facilities
in the Northeast or in other areas of the state without a systematic plan
to assure an adequate and timely supply of high quality slaughter live;
stock seems premature,

Steps a new p}ant might take to assure necessary supplies are con-~
tracting with existing and potential feeders to assure the necessary
supplies or to build and operate its own feedlots.

The first woul& have several drawbacks. In order to provide an ade-
quate supply of quality fed cattle, additional investment in feeding
faciiities would be required, ;s well as changes in feedingvtechniques
and a break with the established seasonal pattern of feeding., The prob-
lems of working up a contract to achieve these goals without cancelling
out whatever advantages ﬁight exist would be extremely difficult,

On the other hand, an integrated slaughter plant and feedlot could

take full advantage of available feed and feeder cattle supplies.
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Feeding and slaughter operations could be closely coordinated.
Quality control should be no problem although both investment require-
ments and operating capital needs would increase.

The formation.of a cooperative is a way for farmers in the area to
achieve efficient integration of the feeding and slaughter stages. The
use of coq?entional cooperative forms would have advantages in that the
structures are weil defined and a wide range of technical assistance is
available through such agencies as state and federal agricultural exten-
sion services and the USDA. In addition, specialized financing services
are available to qualified applicants through the Bank of Cooperatives
of the Farm Credit Administration. Such an undertaking would be farmer-
controlled and profits would accrue primarily to the agricultural commun-
ities, |

%enefits of Expanded Slaughtéring

The economy of'Northeastern Montana would be greatly stimulated
through the expansion of slaughtering in the area. Recognizing that the
immediacy of feasible expansion is dependent upon the rate at which suff-
icient quantitigs of fed cattle are made available, attention will now be
given to changes in area income resulting from such expansion.

The full impact of this exbansion in slaughtering upon the eéonomy
of the area depends upon the flow of the increment. A measure of this
flow is termed the "multiplier factor'". This factor times the added
increment to income would then represent the significant impact of a

new packing plant upon the economy of the area.
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An accurate measure of the multiplier is difficult to compute, In a
closed economy where nothing is exported or imported, the multiplier would

be _ 1 where C is marginal propensity to consume and t is the mar-
1-C (1-t)

ginal tax rate. The total increase in income (AY) as a result of addi-

tional investment expenditure (I) would be given by the identity: AY - AT,

1 = In an open economy, such as is present in both the area and
I-C (1-t
the state, the multiplier (and therefore alsoA2Y) will be smaller as a

result of some jegakape at each round of expenditure. If these leakages
were a constant fraction (s), at each round of expenditure the multiplier

would be 1 o The real life situation is far more complex
1-C (1-t) (1-8)
than this however, Few, if any of the possible leskages remain constant

over any period of time, thus making it difficult to measure the effec-
tive multiplier component for a particular area of the state, or even for
the state as a whole, For purposes of analysis, it will be assumed that
thé area multiplier is approximately two. Due to continuous 1eakagé9

the area multiplier ig necessarily less than the state factor, which in
turn is less than the national multiplier factor,. E;timating the area

factor at two appears to be sufficiently conservative as to not overstate

the benefits received and yet realistic and meaningful.

In considering benefits that would be derived from an additional
slaughtering facility,. little attention will be given to the comnstruction
state, A goodly percentage of the initial expenditure would leave the

area directly, since much of the needed equipment must be purchased
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elsewhere, Inasmuch as the period of question and construction would
normally be relativgly short, and since slaughtering projects usually
reach fruition reasonably soon, consideration will nét be given to the
benefits derived during the period, although they should not be forgotten
or overlooked.

Particular attention will be given to the added payroll income gen-
erdted through inc¢reased slaughtering, to tﬂe additional value adde& to
the product, and their relationship with the multiplier factor,

If a new one-bed plant with a kill capacity of approximately 17 head
of cattle per hour was constructed, the annual payroll would be approxi-
mately $196,000. 38/ In addition to this amount, approximately -another
$107,006'§2/ would be added to the value of the product, making a total
increase in income of approximately $363,000° Assuming that the area
multiqlier is two, then added annual income accruing to the area would
be apﬁroximately $600,000.

In 1960, the average weekly slaughter of the state's three largest
federally-inspected plants was approximately 250 head of cattle and 1,050

head of hogs, with the number of employees averaging approximately 125 for

- 38/ Samuel H. Logan and Gordon A. King, Economies of Scale on Beef Slaughter
Plants, Giannini Foundation Research Report No. 20, California Agri-
cultural Experiment Station, Giannini Foundation of Agricultural Econ-
omics, University of California, Berkeley, December, 1962,

9/ 1Ibid.

!
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each of these plants. 40/ If a plant of this approximate size were con-
structed in Noffh?astern Montana, the benefits derived would exceed those
in the previous.case. This would provide added employment of about 125
employees and an addition of around‘$560;000 to the area's péyrolla
‘Approximately another $375,000 would be addedvgo the value of the product,
making the total increase in income approximately $935,000. Again assum-
ing a multiplier factor of two, the additional income accruing from é
similar operation would approximate $1,870,000 annually.

It is assumed that because of unemployment and underemployment in
both fhe area and the state, that the use of labor in éﬁcréased slaught-
ering would not require any c;tback of production in other sections of
the economy., Previously undefémployed persons would become more produc-
tive as a result of new slaughtering facilities.

Society gains in that the area and the state have increased their
productive assets, from which will be derived both present and future
benefits,

This opportunity for employment and increased income .would mean
different things to many people. To the small farmer it may mean a full
time job.and the end of a sub-standard 1e§e1 of living. To the unemployed,
those being forced off the farm or the young high school graduate, it may

mean a good job and an opportunity to stay in the area. To the livestock

producer and feeder it affords an additional marketing alternative and may

40/ Charles H. Rust, unpublished survey data, Department of Agricultural
Economics, Montana State College, Bozeman, Montana.
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tend to slightly increase the prices he receives for his stock, It means
an increased demand for goods and services, as there will be more money
to be spent in the market place, be it for a new home, a new car or a
better cut of meat at the grocery store.

The expected increase in income due to the multiplier action in the
maturity stage of the productive asset would help sustain prosperity in
the area, while the injection of added dollars into the economy would
greatly aid in reducing the problems which presently exist. This would
be particularly so in the immediate location of the planta_

Tﬁe increased returns derived through an expansion of feeding would
also be subject to the multiplier factor, Through increased feeding

additional value would be added to both feed and cattle resources,




CHAPTER VI
COORDINATED COOPERATIVE LIVESTOCK FEEDING AND SLAUGHTERING

Opportunities for Coordinated Operation

In Chapter IV, capacity of slaughter facilities and market for
fresh meat were noted as upper limits to expansion of cattle feeding in |
the Northeastern area. Chapter V showed that development of additional |
slaughter facilities was ;probably not warranted until more adequate
year-around supplies of fed cattle were available. This does not preclude
the possibility that both of these stageé could be further developed sim-
ultaneously through vertical integration.

This Chapter will examine the feasibility of vertically integrated

slaughter and feeding operations in the Northeastern area., ° o

Problems Faced in Cooperative Slaughtering

A large percentage of cooperative packing plants in the past have
failed, This emphasizes é need for thorough examination of relevant.
factors before any final decision to establish such packing operations is
made, Particular.eﬁphasis should be given to those factors contributing
most to thé high mortality rate of the past.

The main reasons for failure of cooperative packing piants have
recently been summariéedpas follows:

(1) Lack of financial support; i

(2) unsound and high-cost promotiom by interests other than

farmers;

(3) poor management;
(4) 1lack of uniform supply of livestock;
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(5) 1lack of membership understanding;
(6) paying . too much for obsolete plants and equipment;
(7) unfavorable freight rates due to poor location, 41/
Conditions facing the establishment of a cooperative packing plant
within the study area at this time would be much different from those of
earlier days. Farmers have developed more ability in managing large

businesses and have begun to realize that successful business operation is

dependent upon competent management and adequate financing.

Advantages Afforded Through Cooperative Slaughtering

Expansion of slaughtering in the stu&y area is inhibited not énly by
an insufficient level of livestock feeding in the area, but also b§ a
shortage of available long term capital and efficient management. The
financing opportunities provided through the cooperative form of organiza-
tion would aid greatly in solving the capital problem, The capital require-
ment must not be under-estimated, however. Many cooperative plants in |
the past have been badly underfinanced and as a result have either opér—
ated on an inefficient basis or failed completely, Sufficient members
must be obtained to properly fimance the undertaking., Large amounts of
operating as well as investment capital would be needed particularly
during the first few years,

A cooperative plant, on the other hand, would not automatically solve

the management problem; in fact, it might teﬂd to complicate it somewhat.

41/ R. L. Fox, Recent Developments in Farmer Cooperative Meat Pacﬁing and
‘Processing, Information 18, Farmer Cooperative Service, USDA, Washing-
ton, D. C., September, 1961, p. 7.
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Not only would a top level manager be needed,.but one fami}iar wiéﬁ
cooéerative principles and practices as well. By virtue of its size,
however, a large cooperative slaughter plant would\gf in a position to
hire a top quality manager. The quality of management obtained, together
with adequacy of financing would be the most important factors in deter-

mining the success or failure of cooperative packing in the area,

Recommended Size of Coordinated Cooperative Slaughtering and Feeding
Facilities. :

By coordina?ing the feedlot operation to meet the requirements of
the slaughteringfélant, the question as to,propgr'size of plant becomes
one of efficienéy in terms of low unit costs ;;fher than availability of
fed cattle,

Achieving such economies requires use of up-to-date technology and
operation at or near full capacity, On the other hand, the sparse .farm
population, the structure of attitudes that prevail in most Montana comm—
unities and the magnitude of the financing problem definitely limit the
size §f~unit that can be developed in the area at the present time,

On this basis, a one-bed conventional-type slaughter plant with‘a;
kill—capacity up to 17 head of cattle per hour appears to be most suitable
for the Northeast area under present conditionms.

A recent California slaughter plant study presents the most detailed

data available to the public on -cattle slaughtering costs. 42/

42/ Samuel H. Logan and Gordon A. King, Economies of Scale in Beef

Slaughter Plants, Giannini Foundation Research Report No., 20, Calif-

ornia Agricultural Experiment Station, Giannini Foundation of Agri-
cultural Economics, University of California, . Berkeley, December,
1962,
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This study concludes that conventional bed-type plants provide cost ad-
vantages over power rail dressing systems at slaughteér levels below 50
head per hour or approximately 94;500 head annually.

The éapacity'per hour kill and lowest per head .cost for the one-bed
plant is at 17 head, or approximately 32,000 head annually, (see Table
XXXII), To realize lower per head costs from the two-bed plant, the
annual kill would have to exceed 50,000 head.

Building requirements and costs for conventional bed-type plants
are presented in Table XXXIII., According to this California study, cone
struction costs for the one-bed plant would run approximafely $150,000,
for the two-bed plant approximately $186,000 and for the three-bed plant,
approximately $258,000, In addition to the actual plant costs, there
would also be corral construction costs and land costs for both the
plant and corrals. Total corral and fencing costs were estimated to rum
approximately $23,000, $50,000 and $69,000 for- the one, two and three bed
plants respectively. Land costs for both the building and corral areas
were estimated at approximately $8,600, $15,700 and $22,000 respectively
for the one, two and three bed plants.

Corral requirements would be less under a system of coofdinated
feedlot and slaughter facilitieé than ﬁor separate facilities. Land costs
would also be appreciably lower in the stu&y area. A good site near one
of.the larger towns would run approximately $1,000 per acre compared to

the $21,780 budgeted for the above study.
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If we assume basic plant and corral construction costs would run
approximately the same as those stated above and that two acres of land
at'Si,OOO per acre were used, then total capitai investment would run
approximatély $177,000 for a one-bed plant. This figure represents only
a cattle slaughtering operation and does not consider associated operations
such as rendering, curing hides, sausagemaking or breaking carcasses,

If operations were expanded, per head slaughtering costs could
likely be lowered as a result of some joint use of facilities and manage-
ment. Total costs, howevér, would increase as additional eqﬁipment, labor
and other inputs would be required.

The annual output of a one-bed plant operating at full capacity would
be approximately 32,000 head. Either two 5,000 head lots or ome 10,000
head lot would be required if the coordinated feeding operation is relied
upon for the majority of the plants needs.

Some cost advantages may be realizéd by the 10,000 head feedlot over
two 5,000 head lots., These would result primarily from spreading the
cost of top level management over greater numbers of cattle.

Total capital investment for the feeding operations would run approx-
imately $430,000 (see discussion, page ). Add to this the §177,000 for
the slaughtering plant and total capital investment requirements for the
cooxrdinated operation figures out to be approximately $607,000. Generating
the interest and capital commitment for such an investment in the North-
eastern area would be a major undertaking. In addition, increased costs

of coordination of supplies of feeder cattle and feed stuffs, developing




TABLE XXXITI. AVERAGE COSTS PER HEAD SLAUGHTERED IN BED~TYPE PLANTS OPERATING AT AND BELOW
CAPACITY LEVELS, *

Annual Variable Costs

Annual Annual Annual Variable Total Total
Annual Fixed Labor Misec, Cost/. Annual Cost Per
Plants OQutput a/ Cost b/ Costs Costs Total Head Cost Head
Lbs, Dols.
One=bed
Plants
Kill/hr, '
10 18,900 101,166 94,676 48,881 143,557 7.60 244,723 12.95
12 22,680 101,166 107,504 54,293 161,797 7.13 262,963 11.59
15 28,224 101,166 127,857 62,233 190,090 6.74 291,256 10.32 -
17 32,004 101,166 134,497 67,646 202,143 6.32 303,309 9.48
Two=bed P
Plants: !
Kill?hr, s
20 37,800 184,859 153,514 75,946 229,460 6,07 414,319 10.96 ~
25 47,124 184,859 191,781 89,298 281,079 5,96 465,938 9,89 t
- 30 56,700 184,859 238,224 103,010 -341,234 6,02 526,093 9,28
35 66,024 184,859 258,557 116,362 374,919 5.68 559,778 8.48
Three=bed
Plants
Kili/hr.
30 56,700 260,804 250,209 103,010 353,219 6.23 614,023 10.83
35 66,024 260,804 277,355 116,362 393,717 5,96 654,521 9,91
40 75,600 260,804 329,530 130,075 459,605 6.08 720,409 9,53
45 84,924 260,804 349,258 143,427 492,685 5.80 753,489 8.87
50 94,500 260,804 376,511 157,140 533,651 5.65 - 794,455 8.41

% Source: Samuel H, Logan and Gordon A. King, Economies of Scale in Beef Slaughter Plant,
Giannini Foundation Research Report No. 20, California Ag. Expt. Sta., Giannini
Foundation of Ag Economics, University of California, Berkeley, December, 1962,
a/ Annual output is computed on basis of hourly kill multiplied by 7.5 hrs./day times 252
days a year, .
2/ Annual fixed costs are the sum of building and equipment depreciation, taxes, insurance,
interest, utilities and fixed labor expenses.




TABLE XXXIII, BUILDING REQUIREMENTS AND COSTS FOR CONVENTIONAL PLANTS, *

Building Conventional Plants with
Cost 'Per One=-Bed Two-Bed ' Three-Bed
. - Square Floor Total Floor Total  Floor Total .
Building Area Foot Area Cost Area Cost .  Area - Area

Dols, Sq.Ft. Dols, Sq.Ft. ' Dols,: Sq.Ft, Sq.Ft,

Kill Floor 18,00-25 1,841 46,025 2,701 48,618 3,706 66,708
Chill and Offal . ' _ - '

Cooler 15.00-20 1,276  -25,520 2,301 34,515 3,225 48,375
Sales Cooler 15,00-20 1,887 37,740 3,363 50,445 4,650 69,750
Office 10,00-12 1,020 12,240 1,900 19,000 2,536 25,360
Employee Dressinga/ 6.00-10 . b/ 673 4,038 969 5,814
Equipment Clean- :

up ¢f 6.00-10 224 2,240 224 1,344 224 1,344
Refrigeration 6.00~10 500 5,000 304 1,824 800 4,800
Boiler . 6.00-10 240 1,440 384 2,304
Dry Storage 6,00-10 552 5,520 200 1,200 286 1,716
Basement 6.00~-10 524 5,240 1,080 6,480 1,546 9,276
Dock 15,00-20 224 4,480 720 10,800 840 12,600
Dock Apron : 2,75- 4 560 2,240 960 2,640 1,120 . 3,080
Ramp 2.75= 4 900 3,600 900 = 3,600 1,800 7,200
Total 9,508 149,845 15,566 185,944 22,086 258,327

* Source: Samuel H, Logan and Gordon A. King, Economies of Scale in Beef Slaughter
Plants, Giannini Foundation Res, Rep. No, 20, California Ag Expt. Sta.,
- Giannini Foundation of Ag Economics, University of California, Berkeley,
© December, 1962, )
a/ Based on 17 sq. ft, per union employee.
b/ 1Included in dry storage area.
c/ Constant over all the plant,

- g¢T -
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feeding practices .and géining access to markets at the early stages would
increase capital needs.

It would, therefore, appear that a one-bed operation woﬁld be the
most feasible size for a new slaughtering plant in the area.

Before constructing such a plant, however, investigation should be
made as to changes that would be neceésary-for increasing plant size to
a two-bed operation, if so desired at a later date. The burden of Suéh

expansion could be lightened through advance planning, -

Coordinated Feeding Arrangements

- The outﬁut of the coordinated cooperative feeding facilifies would
not only be determined by their capacity, but also by the length of time
cattle are kept on feed., This, in turn, ﬁould be affected directly by
the type or types of cooperative arrangements under which the feedlot
operated.,

Finisﬁing members' cattle on a custom basis under a pooling arrange-
ment would appear to be the most advantagequs'afrangement, A closely .
coordiﬁated two-Stage operafion in which the individual farmers and
ranchers put on the intermediate.gains should work well. 43/ This would
significantly increase thé volume output of the cooéerative{feedlot, as

these cattle would come into the feedlot for final finishing only. Under

43/ See "Coordination of Feeding Stages", pp. 81-84 of this report, A
cooperative feedlot may well -find it advantageous to not only employ
one, but a combination of the suggested methods of coordinating the
feeding stages. '
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such a program, these cattle ma& remain on feed_no more than 90 to 120
days. On the basis of 120 days,}ﬁaximum feedlét'output'would>be approxi-
mately 30,QOO head (10,000 x 360/126). This would essentiélly supply the
total needs of the one-bed plant.

If members chose to put cattlg into the feedlot at lighter weights,
then an‘average feeding period of 180 days may be more realigtic. If
this were the case, then mﬁximum feedlot out;ut would be approximately
20,000 head (10,000 x 360/180). This would be approximately 12,000 head
short of plant capacity. This deficit could be made up primarily of cow

beef, for which there is a large local supply and an expanding West Coast

market demand, or it could be drawn from both the present and future supply

of fed cattlé produced in the area.

Another method of operation wodlq be to use the cooperative feédlots
primarily for suppiemepting local supplies of fed éattle.. Since feeding
in the area is highly seasonal, the principal role of a coordinated co-
operative feedlot under this plan of operation would be to assure the
availability of year—around fed cattle supplies. Smaller capacify feedlot
facilities would be required under this plén. However, a major disadvan-
tage would be the high cost of less than capacity utilization of feedlot
facilities that would exist during the normal one—lot—per—year‘feeding
period iﬁ tﬁe area,

The cooperative feedlot may find it necéssary to either directly
' ﬁurchase feeder cattle or custom feed non-member's cattle during certain

- periods if members do not make full use of feedlot facilities. The former
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would require large amounts of additional capital, and for this reason
may be the less desirable. On the other hand, the ability to do so may
contribute greatly to the successful operation of a balanced feeding pro-
gram,
Recommendations as to the Most Suitable Locatlon
for a Coordinated Operatlon

Numerous factors usually influence the selection of a ﬁew plant site.
In almosﬁ all cases, howéver, one ér more of the following basic consid-
erations play a major part in the final decisioﬁ:

1. The availability of raw materials--including fuel, power and
water;

2, proximity to markets; and

3. personnel considerations--including both the availability
of labor and the preferences of management. 44/

bn the basis of these criteria, Sidney appears to be the best loca-
tion for a coordinated cooperative feeding and slaughtering operation.
Sidney has a populationﬂof 6,000 and is the county-seat of Richland County.
It is located in the center éf the 60,000 acre lower Yellowstone Irrigation
Project, jusf five miles west of the North Dakota border and 90 miles
south of the Saskatbhewan, Canada border,

In regards to the first comnsideration, the gfeatest concentration of

cattle feeding in the area is along the lower Yellowstone River between

44/ Richardson Wood, 'Where to Put Your Plant", Readings in Economic
Geography from Fortune, edited by Richard J. Ward and Lawrence A,
Hoffman, Holt, Rinehart and Winston, New York, 1961, pp. 112-117.
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Gléndive and Sidney. Recent statistics indicate that the heaviest concen-
tration is within a 20-mile radius’ of Sidney. 45/ Feeders in this general
area were among those indicating greatest interest in expanded feeding.
It is therefore assumed that Sidney will remain in an advantageous position
relative to concentrated feeding.

Sidney is alsp the site of the area's largest livestock auction.

Thié would be highly advantageous, particularly in the purchasing of feeder
cattle for the coordinated feeding operation and as a source for slaughter
cows. The purchase of feeder cattle would be necessary during those per-
iods when members' supplies ran short, The majority of the fat cattle
purchased by the plant would probably be bought direct from the feeders

in the immediate area.

In addition to being well located in terms of the supplylof live-
"stock, there aré abundant supplies of fuel, power and water at Sidney.
Located here is a 50,000 kilowatt lignite coal steam generated power
plant., It was designed for future expansion to 200,000 kilowatts. This
ﬁlant uses lignite from a reserve in Richland County estimated by the
United States Geo}ogical Survey to be 21 billion tons. It has been esti-
mated that the surrounding area has reserves of 600 to 900 billion tons,
Thege are known as the Fort Union Formation and are the largest known coal
reserves in the United States. In addition to this low cost steam gener-

ated power, there are abundant supplies of inexpensive hydro power = -%-- - -

45/ Livestock Survey;—1962—63, Holly Sugar Company, Sidney, Montana
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available, Natural\gas is also available here.

The Yellowstone River assures an abundance of water for business and
industrial expansion. There is also an abundant strata of groundwater—-
hard, semi-hard and soft, Large quantities of oil are also available, as
Sidney is centrally located in the Williston'bil Basin.

The second consideration, that of proximify to markets, does not play
a major role in determining the best ﬁacking plant'location within thé
study area. A plant located here would be sﬁpply oriented rather théﬁ
market oriented; Availability of adeqﬁate tr;;sportation to markst is of
vital importance ho&ever, and certainly must b; considered, Sidﬁeé is
served by the Great Nprthern and Ndrtﬁern,P;cgfic railroads, both of which
serve the West Coaét as well aé the Twin Citiéé area, Numerous trucking
firms also serve the area, thus assuring adequ;te transportation f%ciii-
ties to market the increased slaughter. h |

The third consideration was that of persénnel, or labor availébiiity
and productivity. A new packing plané'in fgé#éidney areaiwould be in an
advantageous position to get essentially the t;p pick of the 1aborlmarketo
There are a number of small farmers and ranchers in the immediate area
who are desirous of obtaining a.full time job;i Many of these now ﬁd;k
at the local sugar factory during its beet run: but would like a job which
could assure them of.steady, year-aroun& incoﬁ;. These are stable ihdivi—
duals and their employment would reduce the ;;pe of labor turnover which

so often proves to be a costly item, :Many of the young people would also

like to stay in the area if full time work were available.
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Table XXXIV gives a breakdown and éompariéon of.the population and
labor force of Richland Coﬁﬁtylfor 1§40-1960, while~employment by occupa-
tion and industry is presented in Appendix Table VII. The population has
increased oﬁly slightly during this 26-year period, going from 10,209 in
1940 to i0,504 in 1960. The percentage of persons under_i4 years of age ha
has increased during this period, thus bringing about a corresponding de-
crease in labor force numbers.

The rapid decrease in tﬁe.number employed directly in agriculture is
evident from this Table. In 1960, only 29.7 percent of the labor force
were employed in agriculture compared to 41.0 percent in 1950 and 57.6
percent in '1940. The less efficient farmers and ranchers are gradually
finding it ineminent that they find employment elsewhere. Many of these
would welcome the opportunity to work in a packing plant, tﬂus being able
to remain in the area.

- As the above figures would indicate, unemployment hgs increased in
Richland County since the War,.going from 6.1 percent of the labor force
in 1950 to 7.8 pe¥cent in 1960. In April of 1966, there were reported
281 persons ﬁneﬁployed in the county, of which 52 Qere women., Add to
this relatively 1argé number of unemployed the small farmers and ranchers
who want a full time job, those who are leaving the farm, and the annual
number of young people who have to leave the area to find work. This
number would provide a surplus supply of available labor for the estab-
lishment of a coordin;ted cooperative feeding and slaughtering operation,

Also, in addition to these individuals mentioned, there are some presently




- 145 -
employed who would desire to change to a better job if it were available.
A new industry, such as a packing plant, would then be able to choose from

a large number to fill its manpower needs.
General Feasibility of Coordinated Feeding and Slaughter in the
Northeast District and Other Areas of the State

On the basis of the foregoing analysis, the establishment of a coor-
dinated cooperative feeding and slaughtering operatidﬁ does appear, feasible
in Northeastern Montana,

The greatest limiting factor to successful establishment is the struc-~
ture of attitudes that prevail both within the area and throughout the
entire state., The major problem will be to overcome the preconceived
notions many have regarding the cooperative form of organization. This will
require an effective "selling'" job on the part of those promoting the
enterprise. The State Extension Service and others could also do much to
improve the climate for cooperative development. The magnitude of capital
required demands widespread interest and devoted membership support in
such an undertaking.,

Difﬁiculties involved in acquiring top quality management and develop-
- ment of markets are factors that must also be resol?ed at the outset,

The Northeastern district would be the most .suitable area in the state
for a coordinated cooperative feeding and slaughter operation. The North-
central district would appear the next best area. However, with large
volume slaughter capacity available at Great Falls, it would appear the

development of cooperative feeding alone, rather than a coordinated feeding
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and slaughter operation would be the best plan at the present. This would
likewise be the case in the Central district, as the Great Falls plants

are having to go sﬁbstantial distances to obtain a sufficient supply of

fed cattle. The Southcentral district also has excess slaughter capacity.
Further development of cooperative feeding in this area would likewise seem
the most feasible plan for the immediate future. These areas, in the order
mentioned; would probably be the best locations for establishment of coor-
dinated operations. It appears, however, that the Northeastern district

is the only area in which present establishment would be feasible.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSTIONS

In Chapter II, the opportunities for expanded cattle feeding in Mon-
tana were analyzed. Feeder cattle and basic feed supplies were found ade~
quate for approximately an 800 percent increase in cattle feeding over
present levels., To facilitate further analysis of specific factors that
would inhibit significant feeding expansion, the Northeastern area of the
state was~se1ected for more detailed study.

Opportunities for expanded feeding in Northeastern Montaﬁa were
analyzed in Chapter III., Sufficient barley is produced in the area to
feed 2,5 times the number of beef calves annually produced and approxi-
mately 12 times the present number annually fed. 1In addition, only appfox—
imately 20 percent of the feeder cattle pro&uced in the area are presently
being fed 1oca11ya The lack of other factors, however, such as capital,
manggement and markets were found major obstacles to significant expansion

over present levels.
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TABLE XXXIV. BREAKDOWN OF THE POPULATION AND LABOR FORCE IN RICHLAND
COUNTY, 1940, 1950 AND 1960. =*

April % Change

. ‘April 1960 April 1950 1940 1950-1960
" Ttem Total Women  Total Women Total Total Women
POPULATION AND LABOR
FORCE:
Total population 10,504 5,234 10,366 4,966 10,209 1L 5
Persons 14 years .
& over a/ 6,926 3,451 7,151 3,385 7,295 =3 2
Labor Force, Civil-
ian 3,602 947 3,812 705 3,884 -6 34
Percent of population '
14 years & over 52.0 27.4 53.3 20.8 53,2
Unemployment 281 52 232 52 496 21 0
Percent unemployed 7.8 5.5 6.1 7.4 12.8
Employment 3,321 895 3,580 653  3,100b/-7 37
Agricultural 986 21 1,467 38 1,787 -33 =45
Percent .of total ‘
employment 29.7 2.3 41.0 5.8 57.6

Nonagricultural 2,335 874 2,113 615 1,313 11 42

* Source: Montana—-Counties-Manpower Guide Book, Unemployment Compensation
' Commission of Mdntamna, Helena, Montana, 1962,

a/ Excludes Armed Forces.

b/ Execludes 288 persons on public emergency work.
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Chapter IV noted that cooperative feeding endeavors provide a means
to overcome most of these limitations. However, an upper level for profit-
able increased feeding is dictated by capacity of slaughter facilities in;
the area and market outlets. | ,

In Chaptér V, both the opportunities for expansion and the preéent
level of slaughter within the study area Qéré-examined. While within-
state markets are amply supplied by théjé;i;;ing industry, a growing out-
of-state market is seen, particularly due to population expansion on the
West Coast. Slaughter facilities in this area probably have no unique
advantages to make for lower total costs than other areas., On the other
hand, they possess no unique disadygntages either,

Independent expansion of slaughter facilities at this time does not
appear warranted, however,_until greater year—around supplies of fed cattle
are available,

In short, expansion of feeding‘and siaughtering in the Northeastern
district is inéxtricably intermingled. Significant expansion of feeding
is inhibited'by the lack of slaughter facilities, while at the same time,
immediate expansion in slaughtering is hindered by the lack of year-around
feeding in the area.

One means of solution to this problem would be simultaneous develop-
ment through a coordinated feeding and slaughtering enterprise., Chapter
VI analyzeé the opportunities forua coordinated cooperative operation. On

the basis of this analysis, development of a profitable coordinated cooper-

ative feeding and slaughtering operation should be feasible in the North-
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eastern district. However, the structure of attitudes that prevail is
definitely a limiting factor to getting such an operation "off the ground".
To overcome the preconceived notions many have regarding the cooperative
form of operation may p¥ove difficult, Widespread and devoted memberi
ship support is a must to supply the magnitude oﬁ capital required for
success, Acquiring top level management and the development of markets
may also prove difficult to resolve.:

The best location for a coordinated feeding and slaughtering opera-
tion in the study area would appear to be at Sidney, in Richland County,

A one-bed conventional plant with annual slaughter capacity of
approximately 32,000 head would seem to best fit the immediate needs of
the area. A coordinated feeding operation of approximately 10,000‘head
capacity could essentially supply the total needs of the slaughtering
plant, Less feedlot éapacity would be required? however, if the plan wete
to feed only the number needéd to supplement local supplies.

Total capital ‘investment for the 10,000 head coordinated cooperative
feeding operation and the one-bed plant would run approximately $607,000.
This figure includes only a cattle slaﬁghtering operatioﬁo If operations
were expanded to include hog slaughter, sausage making, hide curing, etc.,
then total costs would increase, -although per head costs may be reduced.
Expansion of operations would also provide for greater employment and an
increased cash flow into the economy.

Due to excess slaughter capacity existing in most other areas of the

state, .the development of cooperative feeding alone rather than coordinated
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operations, would appear to-be the most feasible plan in these areas at

the present time.
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APPENDIX TABLE I. CATTLE AND CALVES IN NORTHEASTERN MONTANA, BY COUNTY,
‘ ON JANUARY 1, 1958-1964., *

Cattle and Calves on Farms and Ranches
"'Courity ' © 1958 1959 1960 1961 ¢ 1962 1963 1964

Daniels 15,200 12,300 12,500 - 14,400 14,100 16,600 ~;o,300'
Dawson 38,000 35,600 34,200 132,500 31,900 37,860 47,600
Garfield 45,900 44,600 44,400 43,100 37,700 48,000 57,500
McCone 28,900 25,100 26,700 28,000 30,000 34,700 43,000
Richland 36,800 34,700 35,700 36,800 35,700 42,300 51,200
Roosevelt 27,100 23,500 26,006 27,500 27,800 33,600 39,300
'Sheridan 21,200 16,600 19,400 22,300 22,100 25,700 30,600
Valley ~ 61,100 53,700 56,500 61,000 61,000 68,000 81,600

Total 274,200 246,100 255,400 ,265,600 ‘260,300 306,700 371,100

N

* Source: Montana Agricultural Stétistics, Volumes VIII ~ X, Helena, Mon-
tana, . .




APPENDIX TABLE II. TOTAL MOVEMENT OF CATTLE OUT OF COUNTY BY CLASSES, NORTHEASTERN MONTANA, 1962 AND 1964, *

Steers Cows Heifers Bulls « Calves Unclassified Total

County 1962 1964 1962 1964 1962 1964 1962 1964 1962 1964 1962 1964 1962 1964
Daniels 687 1,244 1,393 1,546 610 l,iOO 212 279- 6,221 6,992 33 - 9,156 11,161
Dawson © 2,706 -7,891 4,671 6,126 2,441 4,501 831 1909 12,517 14,953 151 77 23,317 34,457
Garfield 4,404 11,124 3,410 3,663 "1,244 4,780 1,249 - 863 3'11,500 10,309 " 40 233 21,847 30,972
McCone 1,413 4,720 3,103 4,887 772 2,622 530 845 11,890 11,939 78 195 17,786 25,208
Richland 8,763 17,696 7,789 6,292 7,761 11,029 905 1,266 10,723 10,537 11 - 35,952 46,820
Roosevelt 2,646 6,155 2,881 4,354 2,557 4,968 502 763 15,928 17,195 - 2 24,514 33,437
Shéridan 1,466 2,724 1,701 2,317 1,108 1,572 300 494 7,862 9,136 - 23 12,437 16,266
Valley 4,866 8,911 6,310 7,058 2,334 3,820 632 821 18,485 20,493 32 27 32,661 41,130
Northeastern

District 26,953 60,465 31,258 36,243 18,827 34,392 5,161 6,240 95,126 101,554 345 557 239,451

177,670

* Source: Statistical Reporting Service, U, S. Department of Agriculture, Helena, Montana.

‘eqt

T™T"T




APPENDIX TABLE TII.INVESTMENT REQUIREMENTS AND NON-FEED COSTS, FARM FEEDLOTS, GROUPED BY SIZE OF FEEDLOT, MONTANA, 1961, *

Characteristics 1 1A a/ 1B b/ 2 2A af 2B b/ 3 3A af 3B b/ 4 4A af
Average number of cattle fed annually 45 90 90 120 175 175 240 640 640 450 1040
Average capacity of feedlot 90 90 90 175 175 175 320 320 320 520 520
Ratio of number fed to capacity .50 1.0 1.0 .68 1.0 1.0 .75 2.0 2.0 .87 2.0
Number of days feedlot operated 210 210 210 220 220 220 210 365 365 275 365
Kind of cattle fed Calves Calves Calves Calves Calves Calves Calves Calves Calves Calves Yearlings

and and and and and
yearlings yearlings yearlings yearlings yearlings

Investment per head in feedlot facilities Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars
Corrals, bunks, and feeders 15.78 7.89 7.89 ©7.89 5.41 5.41 7.29 2,73 2,73 5.63 2,44
Feed processing equipment ——— - 8.88 ———— ———- 8.57 ———— ——— 3.90 4,69 2,03
Automatic waterer 2.00 1,00 1.00 1.50 1.03 1.03 1.50 .56 .56 1.20 .52
Squeeze chute 5.96 2,98 2.98 2.28 1.56 1.56 1.12 Ry 42 .60 .26
Machinery and equipment —- ——— ———— 22,53 15.46 15.45 24.29 9.11 9.11 14.18 6.14 bk
$ilo —-- ———- — 1.98 1.36 1.36 1.16 44 44 1.50 65 &
Total 23.74 11.87 20,75 36.18 24,81 33.38 35.36 13,26 17.16 27.80 12.06 °

Non-feed costs per head Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars ‘Dollars Dollars Dollars
Labor ———- ———- ———- - -—-- —-—-- 1.37 1.37° ———— ——— W43
Death loss 2,46 1.23 1.23 1.73 1.18 1.18 1.20 1.19 1.19 1,08 1.08
Machinery repair and maintenance 1.56 .78 .96 1.67 1.14 1.31 .85 .62 .70 77 .55
Gas and oil 1.71 1.30 1.30 1.83 1.54 1.54 1,46 1.00 1.00 .97 .67
Electricity 1.07 .53 .64 .43 .30 .35 .46 .17 .20 .31 .35
Veterinary and medicine 1.20 1.20 1.20 .75 .75 .75 1.37 1.38 1,38 .89 .89
Bedding 2.44 2.44 2,44 2.29 2,29 2.29 2.08 1,08 1.08 1.47 1.48
Marketing costs 47 47 W47 3.51 3.51 3.51 3.91 3.91 3.91 3.47 3.47
Depreciation 1.40 .70 1,23 2.53 1.73 2.25 2.33 .87 1.11 1.75 .76
Interest on equipment .31 1.16 .69 .52 .35 .87 .37 .14 .38 J43 .19
Insurance -—-= ——n= ——— - - === .17 .07 .07 .21 .09
Taxes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,04 1.04 1.04 1,04 .50 .50 1.26 .62

_Miscellrneous .84 .59 .59 .84 .66 .66 1.14 .69 .69 .60 A
Total 14,46 10.40 11,75 17.14 14,49 15.75 17.87 12.99 12.21 13,21 11,02

*Source: Warren L, Trock, Cattle Feeding in the Northern Great Plains, Bulletin 576, Montana Agriculturél Experiment Station, Montana State College,
Bozeman, April, 1963, taken from an unpublished thesis by Robert iueller, Economics of Size in Farm Feedlots in Montana, Agricultural Economics
Department, Montana State College, Bozeman, Montana, 1962.

Feedlot costs with increased level of utilization.

Feedlot costs with added machinery and equipment.

Ty




APPENDIX TABLE IV,

AVERAGE "PER FARM' AND "PER HEAD FEDY VALUATION OF EQUIPMENT AND
FACILITIES FOR FEEDING, BY SIZE OF FEEDING OPERATION IN THE YELLOW-

STONE VALLEY, 1957, #
Group L : Group’II_ Group IIX Croup 1V Group V
Per Per Per Per Per
Per héad Per head Per head Per head Per head
Valuation of: farm fed = farm fed  farm fed farm fed farm fed
) ‘ © . ° . o o . - . e o . . Doj—larso . - '. » ° . - . . - Y » .
Buildings, storage, 7 ,
sheds : 351 9.75 928 13.26 1,458 8.84 2,427 9.55 4,311 9,25
Pens, yards, fences,
" corrals, chutes, _ )
toughs, mangers 1,129 31,36 1,452 20,74 1,863 11,29 2,847 11.21 4,632 9,94
Wells, pumps, tanks 114 3,17 216 3,60 307 1.86 503 1.98 654 1,40
Other equipment and ‘ . , ,
machinery 775 21.53 1,028 14,68 1,911 11,58 3,200 12,60 3,972 8,52
Total equipment and , )
facilities 2,369 65,81 3,618 51.68 5,539 33.57 8,977 35.34 13,569 29,11

% Source:

Pius Weisgerber, Orgaﬁization and Costs of Cattle Feeding ir the Yellowstone

ValTez, Research Report No, 11, Agrlcultural Experlment Station, Montana State
— College Bozeman, 1960,

- ST -




APPENDIX TABLE V, OPERATING EXPENSES BREAKDOWN OF PARTICTPATING MEAT PACKING PLANTS BY
COMPANY CLASSIFICATION, UNITED STATES, 1960, #* af

Size of Meat=Packing Companieé

Cost Items - e National Regular Sectional Local All

Wages and salaries - 48,2 49,7 52,9 53,3 48.5.

Supplies and containers : 16,2 13,9 13.6 13.5 15.9

Transportation 11,0 7.4 6.5 4,2 10,5

Depreciation 2.5 3.0 4,1 4.4 2.6

Income Taxes 2,2 bob 4,0 2.8 2,5

Other Taxes 11,1 0.9 - 1,2 1.3 1.1

Soc, Sec. taxes "~ 1,6 1.5 - 1.7 1,7 - 1,6.

Retirement program 1.1 1.1 0.8 ° 0.6 1;1

Insurance program 1.6 1.4 1.1 1,0 1.6

Interest 0.8 0.6 - 0.6 0.6 0.7

Miscéllaneous -13.7 16,1 13.5 16.6 13.9 !

Total - 100.0 100.0 100,0 . 100.0  100.0 &
S - !

% Source: Charles H, Rust and Clive R, Harston, The Survival and Growth Potential of
Small Meat-Packing Businesses in Montana, Technical Bulletin 580, Montana
. Agricultural Experiment Station, Montana State College, Bozeman, July, 1963,

a/ Data obtained from 102 cooperating meat-packing companies,
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APPENDIX TABLE VI. COSTS PER POUND OF OUTPUT, TOTAL LABOR, PRODUCTION
‘ LABOR AND NON-PRODUCTION LABOR, WITH PERCENTAGE COM-
PARISONS, MONTANA MEAT PACKERS, BY SIZE GROUPS, 1961 .*

. Percent non- Percent Production
Total Labor Non-produc..production labor labor cost is of
Labor Cost/# 1labor cost/ cost is of total total labor cost/
Size of Cost/# of # of labor costs/# # of
" 'Pldiit ' of Output Output - OQutput . of Output Qutput
'pollars Dollars Dollars Percent ' Percent
Feder-
ally in- _ ' C
spected .04226 .03560 .00666 15 - ' 85
Medium  ,05391 ., .03749 .01642 30 .70
'Small .05220 .03325 .01895 36 . 64
All 3/ .04913  ,03571 .01342 27 73

* Source: Charles H. Rust and Clive R. Harston, The Survival and Growth
Potential of Small Meat Packing Businesses in Montana, Techni-
cal Bulletin 580, Montana Agricultural Experiment Stationm,
Montana State College, Bozeman, July, 1963,

a/ Average cost of all plants combined (unweighted).

R
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APPENDIX TABLE VIL. EMPLOYMENT BY OCCUPATION AND INDUSTRY, RICHLAND COUNTY,
‘ 1950 AND 1960. #*

1950-1960

Percent
April 1960 April 1950 Change .

Item Total __ Women Total _Women Total _Women

EMPLOYMENT BY OCCUPATION:
Professional 630 214 509 146 24 47
Clerical and sales 618 346 443 212 40 63
Craftsmen, foremen &

Kindred 369 0 405 2 -9 b/
Operatives & kindred 238 32 201 30 18 7
Household workers 71 71 68 66 4 8
Service except house-

hold 244 193 243 130 0 48
Laborers except farm ‘

and mine 108 0 136 3 -21 b/
Farm occupations  a/ 970 18 1,343 13 -28 38

Farmers and farm.

managers 773 18 1,067 5 =28 260

Farm laborers 197 0 276 8 =29 b/
Occupations not report-

ed a/ 73 21 232 51 -69 =59

EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY: )
Manufacturing 245 19 149 12 64 58

Food and kindred

products 167 14 104 7 61 100

Printing and publish-

ing 36 NA 9 3 300 b/
Other non-durable '
goods 20 5 b/ 8 1 150 b/

Durable goods 22 0 28 1 =21 b/
Mining 19 7 0 171 b/
Construction 184 4 301 5 -39 =20
Transportation and

Utilities 158 48 145 24 9 100
Trade 798 294 578 194 38 52

Wholesale trade 139 20 83 8 67 150

Retail trade 659 274 493 186 34 47
Finances, ins., and

real estate 102 30 . 51 19 100 58
Services 643 416 645 296 0 41
Government 137 54 116 36 18 50
Industry not reported 49 9 121 29 -60 -69

* Source: Montané—Counties-Manpower Guide Book, Unemployment Compensation

Commission of Montana, Helena, Montana, 1962,
a/ Unpaid family farm workers in 1940 and 1950 excluded from "Farm Occupa-
tions" and included in '"Occupations not reported to be comparable with

1960.

b/ Numbers not comparable; percentages not meaningful.




- 159 -

LITERATURE CITED

Breimyer, H. E. and C., A, Kause, Consumption Patterns for Meat, Agricultural
Marketing Service, USDA, Washington, D, C., Bulletin No., 249, May, 1958.

Cooperative Extension Service and Agricultural Experiment Stetion, Montana
Agriculture-—Basic Facts, Montana State College, Bozeman, Montana
Bulletin 293, June, 1962,

Cox, Rex W. and Fred R. Raylor, Feasibility of Cooperatively Owned Feedlots,
Department of Agricultural Economics, Agricultural Experiment Station,
North Dakota State University of Agriculture and Applied Science, Fargo,
Agricultural Economics Report No, 36, July, 1964,

Fedje, Duane L., An Analysis of the Market Structure for Montana Barley and
Potential Outlets, Montana Agricultural Experiment Station, Bozéman,
Montana, May, 1957, .

Fort Peck Reservation and Roosevelt County Redevelopment Committee, Overall
Economic Development Plan, June, 1963.

Fox, R. L., Recent Developments in Farmer Cooperative Meat Packing and
Processing, Farmer Cooperative Service, USDA, Washington, D. C.,
Information 18, September, 1961.

Harston, Clive R., and Elmer L., Menzie,'Montana Cattle Movements, Montana
Agricultural Experiment Station, Montana State College, Bozeman, Mon-
tana, Bulletin 584, January, 1964.

Heimes, J. J., Assistant General Freight and Pessenger Agent, Traffic Depart-
ment, Great Northern Railway, Great: Falls, Montana, Letter to the author,
October 28, 1963,

Heineman, W. W.. M. E. Ensminger & W. E. Ham, The Feeding Value of Wood.
Molasses, Dehydrated Alfalfa, Dehvdrated Apple Pomace and Undecor-
ticated Safflower Meal When Fed to Fattening Cattle, Washington Agri-
cultural Experiment Station, Institute of Agricultural Sciences, State
College of Washington, Bulletin 543, October, 1953,

Holly Sugar Company, Livestock Survey - 1962-1963, Sidney, Montana, 1963,

Hopkin, John A., and Robert C. Kramer, Cattle Feeding in California, Econ-
omic Research Department, Bank of America N.T. & S. A,, February, 1965,

Infanger, C. A., et., al, The Economics of Cattle Feeding, Cooperative Exten-
sion Service, Spec1a1 Report No. 1 Montana State College, Bozeman,
September, 1961,




- 160 -

LITERATURE CITED
(Cont.)

Logan, Samuel H., and Gordon A, King, Economies of Scale in Beef Slaughter
Plants, California Agricultural Experiment Station, Giannini Foundation
of Agricultural Economics, University of California, Berkeley,

Giannini Foundation Research Report No. 20, December, 1962,

‘Marousek, Gerald E., and Harlan J. Dirks, Economic and Organizational Aspects

of Cooperative Feedlots, Economics Department, Agricultural Experiment
Station, South Dakota State College, Brookings, Bulletin 494, 1962,

McDowell, James I., "Scale Economies and Returns in Commercial Feedlots'',
Unpublished Ph.D thesis, Oklahoma State University, 1963.

Montana Crop and Livestock Reporting Service, '"Cattle and Calves on Feed”,
AMS, USDA, and Agricultural Statistics, Montana Department of Agri-
culture, quarterly reports, Helena, Montana, 1948-1964,

Montana Crop and Livestock Reporting Service, "Commercial Livestock Slaughter .

and Meat Production", USDA, and Agricultural Statistics, Montana Depart-
ment of Agriculture, Monthly reports, Helena, 1960-1964%,

Montana Crop and Livestock Reporting Service, '"Montana Cattle Movements',
USDA, Montana Experiment Station, and Montana Livestock Commission,
Monthly reports, Helena, 1960-1964.

Montana Department of Agriculture, cooperating with Statistical Reporting
Service, United States Department of Agriculture, Montana Agricultural
Statistics, Helena, Volumes I through X, 1946-1964,

Morrison, F., B., Feeds and Feeding, Twentieth Edition, The Morrison Pub-
lishing Company, Ithaca, New York, pp. 976-980.

Mueller, Robert, "Economics of Size in Farm Feedlots in Montana', unpub-
lished Master's thesis, Agricultural Economics Department, Montana
State College, Bozeman, 1962,

Northern Pacific Railway Company, The‘Northwest and Its Resources, St. Paul,
Minnesota, Vol, XXXVI, November-December, 1962,

Richards, Jack A., and Gerald E. Korzan, Beef Cattle Feedlots in Oregon--A
Feasibility Study, Special Report 170 Agricultural Experiment Statlon,
Oregon State University, Corvallis, March, 1964.

Rust, Charles H. and Clive R. Harston, The Survival and Growth Potential of
Sma11 Meatpacking Businesses in Montana a study prepared for thé
Montana Planning Board, Mont, Ag Expt. Station, Montana State College
Bozeman, 1963, -

TTTTT




- 161 —

LITERATURE CITED
(Cont.)
Schruben, Leonard W., and R, E. Clifton, Grain Substitution in Feed Live-
'stock, Agricultural Experiment Station, Cir. 299, Kansas State College,
July, 1953,

Stanford Research Institute, Income Trends in the United States Through
1975, December, 1957

Thomas, O. 0., Gary Wilcox, and Gary Cowman, Safflower Meal as a Protein
Supplemént in Cattle Feeding Rations, Montana State Experiment Station,
Animal Science and Range Management Department, Montana State College,
Bozeman, A.S. Leaflet No. 42, September, 1961..

Trock, Warren L., Cattle Feeding in the Northern Great Plains, Montana
Agricultural Experiment Station, Bozéman, Bulletin 576, April, 1963.

Unemployment Compensation Commission of Montana, Montana-Counties-Manpower
Guide Book, Helena, 1962,

USDA, "Cattle on Feed", Statistical Reporting Service, Crop Reporting Board,
Washington, D. C., January 17, 1964.

USDA, 'The Farm Index', Economic Reseérch Service, Washington, D: C., March,
1964, '

USDA, Unpublished. data from a national survey of cattle‘feeding operations,
Farm Economics Research Division, Economics Research Service, Washing-
ton D. C., 1962,

United States Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1960 Census of
Population, Vol. 1, Characteristics of the Population, Part A, Nuimber
of Inhabltants, U. S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D; C.
1961.

United States Department of Commerce, "Illustrative Projections of the
Population of the United States by Age and Sex--1960 to 1980", Series
P-25, No. 187, Current Population Reports, Washington 25, D. C.,

. November 10, 1958, p. 2.

Weisgerber, Pius, Organization and Costs of Cattle Feeding in the Yellow-
stone Valley, Agricultural Experiment Station, Montana State College,
. Bozeman,. Research Report No. 11, 1960.

Wood, Richardson, "Where to Put Your Plant", Readings in Economic Geography
from Fortune, edited by Richard J. Ward and Lawrence A. Hoffman, H¢lt
Rinehart and Winstone, New York, New York, 1961, pp. 112-117.,

T



D378 AEE—
M1k3
-~ § COp.2
MeDermott, E. C.
The feasibility of coopera~
tive cattle feeding ...

amcwnsen

D A

225 - (g oAt
[ APR 1Y s O
N A
/-89 1Ppnoid T

2O

L
ol el S /WQOAG‘L
1 ZEETL |23
')'7‘ bl
~ LBV
e S VL
A



