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HIGHLIGHTS 

The growth of c a t t l e  feeding and s l a u g h t e r  i n  t h e  Texas,Panhandle 

has  been a major f a c t o r  i n  t h e  growth of t h e  economy of t h e  Texas Pan- 

handle  s i n c e  1960. The Texas s l a u g h t e r i n g  i n d u s t r y  h a s  undergone major 

changes i n  s t r u c t u r e ,  l o c a t i o n ,  and o p e r a t i o n a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  during 

t h e  last  decade. F a c t o r s  which con t r ibu t ed  t o  t h e s e  changes included 

t h e  mushrooming c a t t l e  feed ing  i n d u s t r y  i n  t h e  Texas Panhandle-Plains 

a r e a ,  t h e  subsequent d e c i s i o n s  by l a r g e ,  s p e c i a l i z e d  c a t t l e  s laughter -  

i ng  f i rms  t o  l o c a t e  p l a n t s  w i t h i n  o r  n e a r  t h e s e  concent ra ted  feeding 

a r e a s ,  and t h e  enactment of t h e  Wholesome Meat Act i n  1967. Other 

f a c t o r s  which con t r ibu t ed  t o  change included t h e  advent of t h e  boxed 

meat programs, innovat ions  i n  packaging and s t o r a g e  of meat i tems,  and 

t h e  cont inued growth of l a r g e  grocery supermarkets.  

This  s tudy  i s  t h e  second i n  a series of s t u d i e s  designed t o  analyze 

t h e  market s t r u c t u r e ,  performance, and compet i t ive  p r a c t i c e s  of t h e  Texas 

meat i n d u s t r y  a t  t h e  r e t a i l ,  wholesale ,  and s l a u g h t e r  l e v e l s .  Data f o r  t h i s  

s t udy  were ob ta ined  through persona l  i n t e rv i ews  wi th  owners o r  managers 

of s l a u g h t e r  p l a n t s  i n  Texas f o r  1974. Respondents were s e l e c t e d  on a 

s t r a t i f i e d  random sample b a s i s  t o  r e p r e s e n t  every  segment of t h e  s l augh te r  

i n d u s t r y  and t o  provide  d a t a  f o r  vary ing  s i z e s  of s l a u g h t e r  f i rms .  

Large s p e c i a l i z e d  c a t t l e  s l a u g h t e r i n g  f i rms  i n  t h e  Texas Panhandle- 

P l a i n s  accounted f o r  about t h r ee - fou r th s  of t h e  Texas s t e e r  and h e i f e r  

s l a u g h t e r  i n  1974, compared wi th  one-third of s t e e r  and h e i f e r  s l augh te r  

i n  1964. Packers  acqui red  75 pe rcen t  o r  more of a l l  types  of s l augh te r  

l i v e s t o c k  from Texas sources  dur ing  1974. Almost a l l  of t h e  s t e e r s  and 

h e i f e r s  and c a l v e s  were purchased i n  Texas. Inshipments of s l augh te r  
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cows and b u l l s  o r i g i n a t e d  mostly from ad jacen t  s t a t e s ,  wh i l e  t h e  Kansas- 

Nebraska a r e a  was t h e  most important  out-of-s ta te  source  f o r  s l a u g h t e r  

hogs. 

Feedlo ts  suppl ied  about 99 percent  of t h e  s t e e r s  and h e i f e r s  

s laughtered  by Texas packers ,  Pub l i c  markets were t h e  predominant sou rce  

of supply f o r  s l a u g h t e r  cows and b u l l s ,  c a l v e s ,  and v e a l .  The most i m -  

po r t an t  sources  f o r  lamb and hogs were f e e d l o t s ,  followed by p u b l i c  m a r -  

k e t s  and country p o i n t s ,  

Almost a l l  s t e e r s  and h e i f e r s  s l augh te red  by Texas packers  i n  1974 

were U. S. Good o r  h ighe r ,  w i th  55 percent  U. S. Choice o r  h ighe r .  Lambs 

were predominantly U. S, Choice o r  h i g h e r ,  whi le  ca lves  were mostly U. S. 

Good o r  h igher .  

During t h e  e a r l y  1960's ,  Texas was a d e f i c i t  f ed  beef producing 

state,  bu t  t h e  combination of r a p i d  f e e d l o t  growth and es tab l i shment  of 

l a r g e  beef s l augh te r ing  f a c i l i t i e s  i n  t h e  Panhandle a r e a  i n  t h e  la te  1960's  

s h i f t e d  Texas t o  a  s u r p l u s  fed  beef producing s t a t e .  I n  1974, s t e e r  and 

h e i f e r  beef accounted f o r  almost two-thirds  of t h e  2.6 b i l l i o n  pounds of 

dressed red  meat produced by Texas s l a u g h t e r i n g  f i rms .  Cow and b u l l  beef 

accounted f o r  another  23 pe rcen t ,  followed by f r e s h  pork w i th  almost 9  

percent .  

Texas packers  merchandised about  60 pe rcen t  of t h e i r  s t e e r  and h e i f e r  

beef t o  out-of-s ta te  customers -- pr imar i l y  i n  t h e  Nor theas t ,  t h e  South- 

e a s t ,  and t h e  West Coast.  Lamb, h i s t o r i c a l l y ,  has  been s o l d  predominantly 

t o  ou t -of -s ta te  customers i n  t h e  Nor theas t ,  and 1974 was no excepti.on. 

~ e l a t i v e l y " 1 a r g e  q u a n t i t i e s  of cow and b u l l  beef were a l s o  shipped t o  

customers i n  o t h e r  states. A l l  o t h e r  f r e s h  and processed meat i tems w e r e  

so ld  p r imar i l y  t o  customers i n  Texas. 



Since  Texas packers  shipped most o f  t h e i r  s t e e r  and h e i f e r  beef 

t o  customers i n  o t h e r  s t a t e s  dur ing  1974, about 70 percen t  of t h e  s t e e r  

and h e i f e r  beef was marked w i t h  U. S. g rades .  Cow and b u l l  beef was 

g e n e r a l l y  merchandised wi thout  U. S. g rades  o r  packer  brands,  whi le  

r e l a t i v e l y  h igh  p ropo r t i ons  of c a l f  and lamb were marked w i th  U .  S. 

g rades .  Pork i t e m s  w e r e  g e n e r a l l y  marked w i th  packer  brands.  

R e t a i l e r s  were t h e  major o u t l e t s  f o r  a l l  t ypes  of f r e s h  and proc- 

essed  meat i t ems  s o l d  by Texas packers  w i th  t h e  except ion  of cow and 

b u l l  beef  and v e a l .  Texas packers  r e l i e d  p r i m a r i l y  on p roces so r s  and 

who le sa l e r s  o r  j obbe r s  f o r  cow and b u l l  beef  sales, w h i l e  t h e  h o t e l ,  

r e s t a u r a n t ,  and i n s t i t u t i o n a l  (HR&I) t r a d e  was t h e  major o u t l e t  f o r  vea l .  

Almost two-thirds  of t h e  s t e e r  and h e i f e r  b e e f ,  more t han  th ree-  

f o u r t h s  of t h e  c a l f ,  and almost 90 pe rcen t  of t h e  lamb was merchandised i n  

c a r c a s s  form by Texas packers  i n  1974. Fresh  pork w a s  s o l d  almost 

e n t i r e l y  a s  p r ima l  c u t s ,  and cow and b u l l  beef  were s o l d  p r imar i l y  a s  

bone less  meat. 

Boxed steer and h e i f e r  beef s a l e s  by Texas packers ,  which were pre- 

dominantly subpr imals ,  r ep re sen t ed  less than  15  pe rcen t  of t h e  s t e e r  and 

h e i f e r  beef sales. The steer and h e i f e r  beef used i n  t h e  boxed beef 

programs were most ly  U. S. y i e l d  grade  4. However, 45 pe rcen t  of t h e  

f r e s h  pork was merchandised a s  boxed meat. Small p ropo r t i ons  of c a l f  

and cow and b u l l  beef were a l s o  merchandised as boxed meat. 

Fresh  and processed meat i t ems  w e r e  shipped almost e n t i r e l y  by 

t r u c k  du r ing  1974. Approximately one-half of t h e  t r ucks  used f o r  ship-  

ping f r e s h  m e a t  i t e m s  were owned o r  l e a sed  by Texas packers  i n  c o n t r a s t  

w i th  95 pe rcen t  o r  more of t h e  t r u c k s  used f o r  sh ipp ing  cured and proc- 

essed  meat i tems.  



The r e s u l t s  suggest  t h a t  t h e  Texas s l augh te r ing  indus t ry ,  espe- 

c i a l l y  t h e  c a t t l e  s l augh te r ing  indus t ry ,  w i l l  cont inue s h i f t i n g  t o  

a reas  of production. Fur ther ,  recent  cons t ruc t ion  of beef s laughter -  

i ng  establ ishments  i n  t h e  Panhandle-Plains a r e a  included f a c i l i t i e s  

f o r  meat f a b r i c a t i o n  and boxed beef programs, The t rend  toward f a b r i -  

ca t ion  of f r e s h  meats i n t o  primals  and subprimals a t - m a j o r  s l augh te r  

p l a n t s  w i l l  probably inc rease  i n  t h e  f u t u r e .  
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THE TEXAS MEAT PACKING INDUSTRY --- 
STRUCTURE, OPERATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS 

AND COMPETITIVE PRACTICES 

* 
Raymond A. D i e t r i c h  and Donald E. F a r r i s  

The meat packing and wholesale  meat i n d u s t r i e s  have undergone 

major changes du r ing  t h e  last  decade. Changes are ev iden t  i n  t h e  s t r u c -  

t u r e ,  t h e  o rgan i za t i on ,  and t h e  o p e r a t i o n a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of t h e  meat 

packing i ndus t ry .  The number of s l a u g h t e r  p l a n t s  have dec l i ned ,  wh i l e  

average sales p e r  p l a n t  increased .  The enactment of t h e  Wholesome Meat 

Act i n  1967 and t h e  cont inued t echno log i ca l  improvements i n  t h e  handl ing  

and d i s t r i b u t i o n  of f r e s h  and processed meat i t e m s  were a d d i t i o n a l  fac-  

t o r s  l e ad ing  t o  a  d e c l i n e  i n  t h e  number of  e s t ab l i shmen t s .  The c a t t l e  

s l augh te r ing  i n d u s t r y  ha s  become i n c r e a s i n g l y  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  by l a r g e  and 

h igh ly  s p e c i a l i z e d  c a t t l e  s l a u g h t e r  p l a n t s  combining r e g i o n a l  o r  n a t i o n a l  

systems of d i s t r i b u t i o n  w i t h  p l a n t s  l o c a t e d  w i t h i n  o r  n e a r  concent ra ted  

c a t t l e  feed ing  a r e a s .  Many of t h e s e  s p e c i a l i z e d  s l a u g h t e r  p l a n t s  f a b r i -  

c a t e  and process  c a r c a s s e s  i n t o  wholesale  o r  r e t a i l  c u t s  f o r  d i r e c t  sh ip-  

ment t o  r e t a i l  o r  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  o u t l e t s .  Technological  innova t ions  i n  

t h e  packaging, sh ipp ing ,  and s t o r a g e  of meat i t e m s  have g r e a t l y  i nc r ea sed  

t h e  s t o r a g e  l i f e ' o f  meat i t ems  and decreased many problems a s s o c i a t e d  

wi th  d i s c o l o r a t i o n  and shr inkage  of f r e s h  and processed m e a t  i t ems .  These 

developments, a long w i th  acces s  t o  a  r a p i d  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  and communica- 

* 
Respect ively,  a s s o c i a t e  p r o f e s s o r  and p r o f e s s o r ,  The Texas A g r i c u l t u r a l  
Experiment S t a t i o n  (Department of A g r i c u l t u r a l  Economics). 



t i o n  system and t h e  un ive r sa l  language embodied i n  f e d e r a l  grades,  have 

generated changes i n  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  channels and markets f o r  f r e s h  and 

processed meats. For example, markets f o r  many buyers and s e l l e r s  have 

been increased from a  l o c a l  a r e a  t o  a  r eg iona l  o r  n a t i o n a l  market. 

Changes wi th in  t h e  Texas l i v e s t o c k  and meat i ndus t ry ,  s i m i l a r  t o  

those  i n  t h e  United S t a t e s ,  a r e  ev ident  i n  t h e  product ion,  s laughter ing ,  

and d i s t r i b u t i o n  segments. With t h e  development of l a r g e  s c a l e  com- 

merc ia l  f e e d l o t  opera t ions ,  Texas has become t h e  leading  c a t t l e  feeding 

s t a t e  i n  t h e  United S t a t e s .  Along wi th  t h e  growth and expansion of t he  

c a t t l e  feeding indus t ry  i n  t h e  Texas Panhandle-Plains, l a r g e  and highly 

spec ia l i zed  c a t t l e  s l augh te r ing  and beef processing f i rms  have es tab l i shed  

p l a n t s  w i th in  o r  ad jacent  t o  t h e  Panhandle-Plains a rea .  These l a r g e  

spec ia l i zed  beef s l augh te r ing  p l a n t s ,  which merchandise f r e s h  and proc- 

essed beef on a  n a t i o n a l  b a s i s ,  have i n s t a l l e d  and/or  converted f a c i l i -  

t i e s  t o  f a c i l i t a t e  f a b r i c a t i o n  and shipment of beef a s  pr imals  o r  subpri- 

mals a s  boxed beef .  Texas has become an expor ter  of fed c a t t l e  and 

f r e s h  beef r a t h e r  than an importer  of t hese  products  a s  was t h e  case i n  

t h e  e a r l y  1960's.  

AdditTonally, a  commercial hog product ion indus t ry  has been developed 

i n  t h e  Texas Panhandle-Plains, along wi th  a  long-time sheep and lamb in-  

dus t ry  i n  t h e  Edwards P la t eau  a r e a ,  which con t r ibu te s  t o  f u r t h e r  change 

and development i n  t h e  Texas s l augh te r ing  and meat d i s t r i b u t i o n  industry.  

Other changes inc lude  t h e  p r o l i f e r a t i o n  and growth of l a r g e  r e t a i l i n g  

organiza t ions  which f e a t u r e  high q u a l i t y  meat i tems and which purchase 

f r e s h  and processed meat i tems on a  r i g i d  s p e c i f i c a t i o n  b a s i s .  These 

developments c r e a t e  oppor tun i t i e s  and r a i s e  important ques t ions  i n  t h e  

Texas l i v e s t o c k  and s l augh te r ing  indus t ry  r e l a t i v e  t o  s t r u c t u r a l  



c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  market ing and buying p r a c t i c e s  employed, and compet i t ive  

s t r a t e g i e s  employed i n  merchandising f r e s h  and processed  meat i t e m s .  

This  s tudy  focuses  on t h e s e  t o p i c s  and i s  t h e  second i n  a  s e r i e s  of 

s t u d i e s  designed t o  ana lyze  t h e  market s t r u c t u r e ,  performance, and com- 

p e t i t i v e  p r a c t i c e s  of t h e  Texas meat i n d u s t r y  a t  t h e  r e t a i l ,  wholesa le ,  

and s l a u g h t e r  l e v e l s .  The f i r s t  s tudy  i n  t h i s  s e r i e s  focused on t h e  

Texas r e t a i l  meat i ndus t ry .  

Data f o r  t h i s  s tudy  w e r e  ob ta ined  through pe r sona l  i n t e rv i ews  w i th  

owners and managers of l i v e s t o c k  s l a u g h t e r i n g  f i rms  i n  Texas f o r  1974. 

Respondents s e l e c t e d  r ep re sen t ed  t h e  p ropo r t i ons  of  t h e  f e d e r a l l y  

inspec ted  (FIS) and s t a t e  i n spec t ed  (SI )  s l a u g h t e r  p l a n t s  a s  shown i n  

Table 1. More p r e c i s e l y ,  t h e  sampling r a t e  inc luded  a l l  t h e  FIS p l a n t s  

i n  t h e  Dal las-Fort  Worth, Houston, and San Antonio a r e a s ,  p l u s  a l l  t h e  

l a r g e  f e d e r a l l y  i n spec t ed  beef s l a u g h t e r  p l a n t s  i n  t h e  Texas Panhandle. 

The remaining FIS p l a n t s  were s e l e c t e d  on a  50-percent random sample 

b a s i s .  Respondents f o r  t h e  s tate in spec t ed  s l a u g h t e r  p l a n t s  w e r e  se-  

l e c t e d  t o  r ep re sen t  12 pe rcen t  of t h e  s ta te  in spec t ed  popula t ion .  Com- 

p l e t e d  q u e s t i o n n a i r e s  r ep re sen t ed  about  5 1  pe rcen t  of t h e  FIS p l a n t s  and 

l e s s  than 5  percen t  of t h e  s t a t e  i n spec t ed  p l a n t s .  However, completed 

ques t i onna i r e s  from FIS and S I  s l a u g h t e r i n g  f i rms  r ep re sen t ed  d a t a  from 

packers which accounted f o r  two-thirds  o r  more of  t h e  t o t a l  c a t t l e ,  

: ca lves ,  sheep and lamb, and hogs s l augh te r ed  i n  Texas dur ing  1974. 

S t r u c t u r a l  C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of t h e  
S laughte r  I ndus t ry  

S laughte r  e s t ab l i shmen t s  have undergone much change i n  t h e  United 

S t a t e s  and Texas dur ing  t h e  l a s t  decade w i th  r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  number of 



Table  1. S laugh te r  p l a n t  popu la t i on  and sampling r a t e s ,  by type of i n spec t i on ,  
commercial s l a u g h t e r  by k ind  of  l i v e s t o c k  s l a u g h t e r e d ,  and commercial s l a u g h t e r  
accounted f o r  by completed q u e s t i o n n a i r e s ,  Texas, 1974 

S l augh te r  p l a n t  
I/ Commercial slaught popula t ion  Sampling rate- accounted f o r  b-, 

Under f e d e r a l  Under f e d e r a l  completed 
I t e m  i n s p e c t i o n  Other  i n s p e c t i o n  Other questionnaires 

Number -- Number Pe rcen t  Percen t  Percent 

S l augh te r  p l a n t s  74 475 66 12 21 
NA- 

L ives tock  1,000 1 ,000  
s l augh te r ed  head head 

C a t t l e  3,695 388 NA NA 

Calves 26 164 NA NA 81.2 

Sheep and lambs 1 , 4 2 1  19 NA NA 91.3 

Hogs 1 ,200  194 NA NA 90.2 

L/The sampling r a t e  was n o t  based on k ind  of l i v e s t o c k  s l augh te r ed .  

2 ' ~ o t  a p p l i c a b l e .  



establ ishments ,  average s a l e s ,  l o c a t i o n ,  and type of inspec t ion .  The 

Census of Manufacturers r e p o r t s  t h a t  s l augh te r  es tab l i shments  which 

a r e  engaged pr imar i ly  i n  s l augh te r ing  dec l ined  almost 20 percent  i n  

the  United S t a t e s  during 1963-72, whi le  average s a l e s  p e r  p l a n t  in- 

creased more than 60 percent  (Table 2) .  To ta l  s a l e s  a l s o  increased  

s u b s t a n t i a l l y  f o r  most reg ions  of t h e  United S t a t e s ,  except t h e  

Northeastern s t a t e s  where s a l e s  decl ined.  Although t h e  North Cent ra l  

s t a t e s  accounted f o r  more than 60 percent  of U.  S. meat packer s a l e s  

'n 1972, t h e  l a r g e s t  i nc reases  i n  t o t a l  and average s a l e s  dur ing  

963-72 occurred i n  t h e  Mountain and West South Cen t ra l  reg ions ,  in-  

cluding Texas. Meat packing f i rms  have loca ted  l a r g e  s p e c i a l i z e d  

s l augh te r  es tab l i shments  near  concentrated c a t t l e  feeding a r e a s  i n  t h e  

P la ins  and Mountain S t a t e s  s i n c e  t h e  mid-1960's. 

Perhaps t h e  s i n g l e  most important f a c t o r  a f f e c t i n g  t h e  number and 

operat ion of small  meat packing p l a n t s  during t h e  l a s t  decade was t h e  

nactment of t h e  Wholesome Meat Act i n  December 1967. This a c t  re-  

quired a l l  s t a t e  meat inspec t ion  systems t o  be equivalent  t o  f e d e r a l  

s tandards wi th in  an a l l o t t e d  t i m e  period.  I f  a  s t a t e  had not  complied 

i t h i n  t h e  a l l o t t e d  time per iod ,  t h e  U.  S. Department of Agr icul ture  

ook over t h e  s t a t e  program. Table 3 ,  which provides da ta  concerning 

the  number of s l augh te r  es tab l i shments  r ega rd le s s  of primary func t ion ,  

shows t h a t  t h e  number of s l augh te r  p l a n t s  under f e d e r a l  inspec t ion  

(FIS) increased about 160 percent  s i n c e  enactment of t h e  Wholesome Meat 

Act. The increase  i n  FIS p l a n t s  has  been s u b s t a n t i a l  i n  a l l  reg ions  of 

the  United S t a t e s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  t h e  Middle A t l a n t i c  region.  For example, 

FIS p l a n t s  increased more than 10-fold i n  Pennsylvania. Since a l l  

s laughter  p l a n t s  were requi red  t o  maintain h e a l t h  and inspec t ion  s tandards  



Table 2. Number of m e a t  packing p l a n t s ,  t o t a l  and average s a l e s ,  by Census Regions an{ 
Texas, 1972., and percentage  changes,  1 9 6 3 - 7 c /  

Number of p l a n t s  21 T o t a l  sa les -  2 
Average sales-' 

Percentage Percentage Percen. 
Region and change change chani 

S t a t e  1972 1963-72 1972 1963-72 . 19 72 1963- 

Mi l l i on  1,000 
Number Percent  D o l l a r s  Percent  Do l l a r s  Percy 

Nor theas te rn  S t a t e s  326 -22.6 1,296.0 -14.4 3,975.5 10.1 
31 New England- 

41 
5 3  -19.7 96.2 -24.3 1,815.1 - j, 

Middle A t l a n t i c -  273 -23.1 1,199.8 -13.5 4,394.9 12. 

North Cen t r a l  S t a t e s  879 -16.6 13,926.5 38.1 15,843.6 6 5 .  

Eas t  North Centralz1 510 -21.8 3,866.2 15.8 7,580.8 4 8 . ;  
West North central!!/ 369 - 8.2 10,060.3 49.2 27,263.7 63.1 

The South 871  -10.9 4,173.8 46.5 4,792.0 7 4 .  
71 South At lan t ic -  324 4.5 1,267.0 30.1 3,910.5 4 8 .  

Eas t  South Central-  'I 201 -19.3 1,163.7 41.3 5,789.6 7 5 .  
West South central?/  346 -17.4 1 ,743 .1  65.8 5,037.9 100,  

Texas 192 -15.0 1,304.7 71.5 6,795.3 l o l l '  

The West 399 -16.7 3,627.7 42.3 9,092.0 7 0 .  
101 Mountain- 

~ a c i f i S l  

United S t a t e s  2,475 -17,3 23,024.0 35.5 9,302.6 63. 

LIIncludes e s t ab l i shmen t s  p r i m a r i l y  engaged i n  s l a u g h t e r i n g  ( f o r  t h e i r  own account o r  o 
- a c o n t r a c t  b a s i s  f o r  t h e  t r a d e )  c a t t l e ,  hogs,  sheep,  lambs,and c a l v e s  f o r  meat t o  be 

s o l d  o r  t o  b e  used on t h e  same premises  i n  canning and cu r ing ,  and i n  making sausage, 
l a rd , and  o t h e r  products .  Does n o t  i nc lude  s l a u g h t e r i n g  e s t ab l i shmen t s  c h i e f l y  engage 
i n  wholesale  o r  r e t a i l  t r a d e ,  l o c k e r  p l a n t  s e r v i c e s ,  e t c .  

l / ~ h e  1963 s a l e s  were a d j u s t e d  t o  r e p r e s e n t  1972 p r i c e s  by t h e  Consumer P r i c e  Index, 
1967 = 100. 

3 / ~ e w  Hampshire and Massachuset ts .  

-4/New York, New J e r s e y ,  and Pennsylvania,  

5 / ~ h i o ,  Ind iana ,  I l l i n o i s ,  Michigan, and Wisconsin, 

&'Minnesota, Iowa, Missour i ,  North Dakota, South Dakota, Nebraska, and Kansas. 

L1~a ry l and ,  V i r g i n i a ,  West V i r g i n i a ,  North Caro l ina ,  South Caro l ina ,  Georgia, and F l a r i  

 entu tuck^, Tennessee, Alabama, and Mis s i s s ipp i .  

/Arkansas,  Louis iana ,  Oklahoma, and Texas. 

w ~ o n t a n a ,  Idaho, Wyoming, Colorado, New Mexico, Arizona, and Utah. 

w ~ a s h i n g t o n ,  Oregon, C a l i f o r n i a ,  and Hawaii. 

Source: Census of Manufacturers ,  U .  S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of t h e  Census. 



3ble 3 .  Number of  l i v e s t o c k  s l a u g h t e r i n g  e s t ab l i shmen t s ,  by t ype  of i n s p e c t i o n ,  by 
lnsus Regions and Texas, March 1, 1975 and percen tage  change, 1968-75 

Under 
Fede ra l  I n spec t i on  Other  T o t a l  

Percentage Percen tage  Percentage 
lgion and change, change, change, 
S t a t e  1975 1968-75 1975 1968-75 19  75 1 9 6 8 - 7 5  

Number Pe rcen t  Number Percen t  Number Percen t  

~ r t h e a s t e r n  s t a t e s  

Northeast  
Middle A t l a n t i c  

r t h  Cen t r a l  s t a t e s  

East North Cen t r a l  136 43.2 
West North Cen t r a l  384 186.6 

e South 276 97.1 1 ,745 -37.4 2 ,021  -31.0 

South A t l a n t i c  77 92.5 548 -37.5 625 -25.0 
East South Cen t r a l  85 157.6 360 -32.8 445 -21.8 
West South Cen t r a l  114 70.1 837 -42.7 951 -37.8 

Texas 82 54.7 465 -39.4 547 -37.8 

e West 

Mountain 
Pac i f i c  

i t ed  S t a t e s  1,485 160.1 4,602 -46.8 6,087 -33.9 

urce: Livestock S l augh te r ,  S t a t i s t i c a l  Report ing Se rv i ce ,  U. S. Department of  Agri- 
c u l t u r e ,  s e l e c t e d  i s s u e s .  



equ iva l en t  t o  f e d e r a l  s t anda rds  under t h e  Wholesome Meat Act, numerous 

p l a n t s  chose t o  ope ra t e  under FIS s t anda rds  r a t h e r  than  under s t a t e  in- 

spec t ion  s t anda rds  i n  o rde r  t o  be  e l i g i b l e  f o r  t r a d e  i n  i n t e r s t a t e  com- 

merce. However, some s t a t e s  chose t o  abandon t h e i r  s t a t e  i n spec t ion  

system, thereby  l e t t i n g  t h e  U,  S ,  Department of Agr i cu l tu re  t ake  over 

t h e  meat i n s p e c t i o n  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s ,  a t  f e d e r a l  c o s t ,  w i t h i n  t h e i r  

s t a t e .  Non-federally i n spec t ed  p l a n t s  (o the r )  dec l ined  almost 50 percent 

from March 1, 1968 t o  March 1, 1975, whi le  t o t a l  s l a u g h t e r  p l a n t s  de- 

c l i n e d  33 pe rcen t  (Table 3 ) .  Numerous s l a u g h t e r  e s t ab l i shmen t s ,  p r i -  

mar i ly  smal l  p l a n t s ,  appa ren t ly  opted t o  c l o s e  t h e i r  f a c i l i t i e s  r a t h e r  

than  a t tempt  t o  meet t h e  s t anda rds  of t h e  Wholesome Meat Act s i n c e  t h i s  

would have r equ i r ed  a d d i t i o n a l  expendi ture  t o  renovate  f a c i l i t i e s  o f t e n  

obso l e t e .  

Although numbers of FIS s l a u g h t e r  p l a n t s  i nc reased  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  

w i th  t h e  passage of t h e  Wholesome Meat Act, t h e  propor t ion  of commercial 

l i v e s t o c k  s l a u g h t e r  accounted f o r  by FIS  p l a n t s  increased  only s l i g h t l y  

from 1968 t o  1974 (Table 4 ) ,  This  was n o t  unexpected s i n c e  almost a l l  

of t h e  l a r g e r  s l a u g h t e r  e s t ab l i shmen t s  were a l r eady  ope ra t i ng  under FIS 

s t anda rds  i n  o r d e r  t o  merchandise f r e s h  and processed m e a t  i t e m s  i n  

i n t e r s t a t e  commerce. 

A s  i n  most U ,  S. i n d u s t r i e s ,  a r e l a t i v e l y  smal l  p ropor t ion  of t h e  

m e a t  packing f i rms  accounts  f o r  most of  t h e  i n d u s t r y  s a l e s  (Table 5 ) .  

I n  1972, 80 pe rcen t  of t h e  U. S. meat packing p l a n t s  employed from 1 t o  

49 workers and accounted f o r  less than  10  percent  of t h e  t o t a l  i ndus t ry  

s a l e s  volume. Firms wi th  100 o r  more employees represen ted  about 12 

percent  of meat packing p l a n t s  b u t  accounted f o r  about 80 percent  of 



Table 4. Percentage of t o t a l  cormnercial s l a u g h t e r  by f e d e r a l l y  i n spec t ed  
p l a n t s ,  by t ype  of l i v e s t o c k ,  United S t a t e s  and Texas, 1968-74 

Type of l i v e s t o c k  

C a t t l e  Calves Sheep and lambs Hogs 

I t e m  1968 1974 1968 1974 1968 19 74 1968 1974 

United 
S t a t e s  84.5 90.5 71.2 78.8 91.6 96.7 87.8 94.3 

Texas 84.9 90.5 11 .3  13.5 99.1 - 98.7 84.0 , 86.1 

Source: Livestock S l augh te r ,  S t a t i s t i c a l  Report ing Se rv i ce ,  U .  S. Depart- 
ment of Agr i cu l tu re  and Texas Livestock S t a t i s t i c s ,  Texas Depart- 
ment of Agr icu l ture .  

Table 5. Meat packing p l a n t s ,  by number of employees and va lue  of ship-  
ments, United S t a t e s ,  1967 and 1972 

Value of Value of 
Item P l a n t s  shipment P l a n t s  shipment 

Number M i l .  Dols. Number M i l .  Dols.  

U .  S. t o t a l  

D i s t r i b u t i o n  of 
number of 
employees: 

1,000-2,499: 

2,500 o r  more 

To ta l  

Source: U. S. Department of Commerce, Census of Manufacturers.  



t h e  indus t ry  s a l e s  volume. This o v e r a l l  p a t t e r n  has  changed only s l i g h t l y  

s i n c e  1967. The propor t ion  of t o t a l  s a l e s  accounted f o r  by f i rms  with 

100-2,499 employees increased  almost 7  percent  from 1967 t o  1972. In  

c o n t r a s t ,  i ndus t ry  s a l e s  accounted f o r  by f i rms with 2,500 o r  more 

employees decl ined from 11.5 percent  of t he  t o t a l  i n  1967 t o  7.2 percent 

i n  1972. These d a t a  suggest  t h a t  p l a n t s  with 2,500 o r  more employees, 

o f t e n  those  wi th  l a r g e  d i v e r s i f i e d  opera t ions ,  have been dec l in ing  both 

i n  numbers and indus t ry  s a l e s  volume from 1967 t o  1972. The l a r g e s t  in- 

c rease  i n  t h e  propor t ion  of i ndus t ry  p l a n t s  and s a l e s  volume were f o r  

t hose  p l a n t s  wi th  250-2,499 employees. The l a t t e r  group inc ludes  many 

spec ia l i zed  s l augh te r ing  es tab l i shments  which a r e  becoming predominant 

throughout t h e  indus t ry .  

Weekly s l augh te r  volume, s i m i l a r  t o  annual s a l e s  volume, is  highly 

concentrated among t h e  l a r g e r  f i rms  i n  t h e  indus t ry .  During 1970, more 

than 85 percent  of t h e  U.  S .  c a t t l e  s l augh te r ing  p l a n t s  k i l l e d  52 o r  

fewer head of c a t t l e  pe r  week (Table 6 ) .  These were f i rms wi th  25 o r  

fewer employees. The weekly s l a u g h t e r  volume f o r  90 percent  o r  more of 

t h e  f i rms  s l augh te r ing  hogs and sheep, s i m i l a r  t o  c a t t l e  s laughter ing  

f i rms ,  was r e l a t i v e l y  low. 

Meat packing p l a n t s ,  a s  of 1970, were genera l ly  comprised more of 

older-type es tab l i shments  than were sausage and prepared meat p l a n t s  o r  

wholesale meat and meat products  p l a n t s  (Table 7).  Food locker  p l a n t s ,  

however, contained t h e  h ighes t  propor t ion  of o lde r  es tab l i shments ,  with 

almost 80 percent  of t h e  locker  p l a n t s  i n  opera t ion  f o r  more than 20 

years .  

In  summary, t h e  dec l ine  i n  number of s l augh te r  p l a n t s  was mostly 

among those  wi th  l e s s  than 20 employees during 1967-72. The Wholesome 



-- - - - _ -  _-.- _ - - A -  -- - - -- 

r , , . , Avpr,lFl,p 1 1 per w t - ~ k  by i c t t ~ c l  of . ~ n i r n . l l  ~ l r l d  e l n l > l o y m c n l _  s i z e  g r o u p ,  meat packe r s ,  U n i t e d  S t a t e s ,  1 9 7 0  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  ___----- - --- 
N u m b e r  of employees ------------ -- - 

0 to 5 6 to 2 5  26 t o  100 ---- 1 0 1  t o  500 Over 500 -- 
P e r c e n t  K i l l /  P e r c e n t  K i l l /  P e r c e n t  K i l l /  P e r c e n t  K i l l /  P e r c e n t  K i l l /  

Kind of  of  week, of  week, of  week, of  week, of week, 
an ima l s  p l a n t s  head p l a n t s  head p l a n t s  head p l a n t s  head  p l a n t s  head - 

Cattle .. - 42.9 19  42.5 52 9.9 444 3.4 963 1 . 3  1 ,706  

Hogs 

Sheep 

Other  r e d  meat 
an ima l s  20.0 7 63.9 54 14 .2  189 1 . 9  1 ,000  - 11 - 11 

LINone r e p o r t e d .  

Source:  S e l e c t  Committee on Small  Bus ines se s ,  Uni ted  S t a t e s  Sena t e ,   he E f f e c t s  of the Wholesome Meat Act of 
1967 Upon Small  Bus ines s , "  Sep t .  1 6 ,  1971. 

Table  7. Ages of p1,ants i n  f o u r  meat i n d u s t r i e s ,  Uni ted  S t a t e s ,  1970 

Age group 

10  y e a r s  11-20 21-30 31-40 41-50 50 y e a r s  
I n d u s t r y  & under  y e a r s  y e a r s  y e a r s  y e a r s  & o l d e r  

Meat packing  

Sausage and 
p repa red  meats 34 .1  18 .8  23.5 10 .7  7.2 5 . 7  

Food l o c k e r s  10 .7  1 1 . 3  60.2 13 .2  2 . 1  2 .5  

Wholesale  meat 
and meat p r o d u c t s  27 .1  22.5 2 4 . 1  9.7 4.4 5 . 1  

Source :  S e l e c t  Committee on Small  Bus ines se s ,  Un i t ed  S t a t e s  S e n a t e ,  "The 
E f f e c t s  of  t h e  Wholesome Meat Act of  1967 Upon Smal l  Bus ines s , "  
Sep t .  1 6 ,  1971. 



Meat Act of 1967 had an  important  r o l e  i n  changing economies of s i z e  

w i t h i n  t h e  s l a u g h t e r  i n d u s t r y  when numerous sma l l  p l a n t s  opted t o  c l o s e  

r a t h e r  than  renova te  e x i s t i n g  f a c i l i t i e s ,  Although most food l ocke r  

p l a n t s  were b u i l t  i n  t h e  19401s ,  t hey  a r e  s t i l l  prominent i n  many smal l  

towns and c i t i e s .  However, home f r e e z e r s  have reduced t h e  demand f o r  

many of t h e  s e r v i c e s  provided by food l ocke r  p l a n t s .  

Texas Meat Packing Operat ions  

S l augh te r  p l a n t s  i n  Texas a r e  predominantly s m a l l ,  non-federal ly  

i n spec t ed  e s t ab l i shmen t s  (Table 3 ) .  However, du r ing  1974 t h e  f e d e r a l l y  

i n spec t ed  s l a u g h t e r  p l a n t s  (13 pe rcen t  of t h e  549 p l a n t s )  accounted f o r  

90 pe rcen t  of t h e  c a t t l e  s l a u g h t e r ,  99 pe rcen t  of t h e  sheep and lamb 

s l a u g h t e r ,  86 pe rcen t  of  t h e  hog s l a u g h t e r ,  and about  14 pe rcen t  of t h e  

c a l f  s l a u g h t e r .  

Legal forms of ownership v a r i e d  cons iderab ly  between f e d e r a l l y  in-  

spec ted  and s t a t e  inspec ted  s l a u g h t e r  p l a n t s  dur ing  1974 (Table 8 ) .  

Almost 80 pe rcen t  of t h e  f e d e r a l l y  i n spec t ed  s l a u g h t e r  p l a n t s  were in-  

corpora ted ,  wh i l e  t h e  s i n g l e  p r o p r i e t o r  form of ownership w a s  predominant 

among t h e  s t a t e  i n spec t ed  p l a n t s ,  P a r t n e r s h i p s  were t h e  second most im-  

p o r t a n t  form of ownership among bo th  f e d e r a l l y  and s t a t e  inspec ted  

s l a u g h t e r  p l a n t s .  

The f a b r i c a t i o n  o r  p roces s ing  f u n c t i o n  r equ i r ed  t h e  l a r g e s t  number 

of employees a t  bo th  f e d e r a l l y  and s t a t e  i n spec t ed  p l a n t s  (Table 9 ) .  The 

second most important  f u n c t i o n  i n  terms of l a b o r  requirements  was 

s l a u g h t e r i n g ,  which r equ i r ed  more t h a n  30 pe rcen t  of t h e  l a b o r  f o r c e  a t  

t h e  FIS p l a n t s  and about  26 percen t  a t  t h e  s t a t e  i n spec t ed  p l a n t s .  These 

were followed by d i s t r i b u t i o n ,  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n ,  and s a l e s  w i th  t h e  excep- 



Table 8. Legal forms of ownership,  by t ype  of i n s p e c t i o n ,  Texas meat packers ,  
19 74 

Type of  ownership 

Type of S ing l e  
inspec t ion  p r o p r i e t o r  P a r t n e r s h i p  Corporat ion Cooperat ive Other  T o t a l  - 

Federal ly  in-  
spected p l a n t s  

S t a t e  inspec ted  
p l a n t s  52.6 

I-/None r epo r t ed  by respondents  in te rv iewed.  

Table 9. Type of  employment, by f u n c t i o n  performed and t ype  of  i n s p e c t i o n ,  
Texas meat packers ,  1974 

- 

Funct ion o r  job  performed - 
F a b r i c a t  i on  

Type of o r  D i s t r i -  Adminis- 
inspec t ion  S l augh te r  p roces s ing  S a l e s  b u t i o n  t r a t i o n  0therL1 T o t a l  

Federal ly  in-  
spected p l a n t s  30.8 34.4 4 . 1  9 . 3  8 .5  12.9 100 . 0 

S t a t e  inspec ted  
p l a n t s  26.3  39.7 5 .4  15 .1  9.0 4 .5  100.0 

L'Primarily maintenance, clean-up , and misce l laneous  j ob s . 



t i o n  of "Other" a t  FIS p l a n t s .  The "Othert' f unc t i on  a t  FIS p l a n t s  con- 

s i s t e d  most ly  of maintenance, clean-up, guard du ty ,  and miscel laneous 

jobs .  

Volume, Qua l i t y ,  and Carcass  Weight Ranges of Livestock Slaughtered 

With t h e  development and growth of t h e  c a t t l e  feed ing  -- and t o  some 

e x t e n t  t h e  lamb f eed ing  i n d u s t r y  -- w i t h i n  t h e  s t a t e  dur ing  t h e  l a s t  

decade, Texas has  been account ing f o r  an i n c r e a s i n g  propor t ion  of U.  S. 

c a t t l e  and sheep and lamb s l a u g h t e r .  Changes i n  t h e  Texas s l a u g h t e r  

i n d u s t r y  a r e  a l s o  r ep re sen t ed  by i nc r ea sed  c a r c a s s  weights  of s t e e r  and 

h e i f e r  beef .  During 1974, Texas ranked t h i r d  i n  c a t t l e  and sheep and 

lamb s l a u g h t e r  and f i r s t  i n  c a l f  s l a u g h t e r  (Table 10 ) .  Texas, however, 

ranked 1 8 t h  i n  hog s l a u g h t e r  ( l iveweight  b a s i s )  wi th  352.5 m i l l i o n  

pounds. Add i t i ona l l y ,  Texas accounted f o r  6 . 1  pe rcen t  of t h e  U.  S. 

c a t t l e  s l a u g h t e r  i n  1964 compared w i t h  9.8 pe rcen t  i n  1974, 20.8 percen t  

of t h e  c a l f  s l a u g h t e r  i n  1964 compared w i t h  12.7 pe rcen t  i n  1974, 2.2 

pe rcen t  of  t h e  hog s l a u g h t e r  i n  1964 compared w i th  1 .8  percen t  i n  1974, 

and 10 .3  pe rcen t  of t h e  sheep and lamb s l a u g h t e r  i n  1964 compared w i th  

15 .1  pe rcen t  i n  1974. 

S t e e r  b e e f ,  p r i m a r i l y  f e d  b e e f ,  r ep re sen t ed  more than  60 percen t  of 

t h e  Texas c a t t l e  s l a u g h t e r  i n  1974 (Table 11 ) .  H e i f e r  b e e f ,  a l s o  p r i -  

ma r i l y  f e d  b e e f ,  accounted f o r  ano the r  1 3  percen t  of t h e  c a t t l e  s l a u g h t e r ,  

w i th  cow and b u l l  s l a u g h t e r  making up t h e  remaining c a t t l e  s l a u g h t e r  

volume. Calf s l a u g h t e r  a t  47 m i l l i o n  pounds i n  1974 r ep re sen t ed  about 2  

pe rcen t  of t h e  t o t a l  Texas c a t t l e  and c a l f  s l a u g h t e r  i n  1974, a s  com- 

pared w i t h  25 pe rcen t  of t h e  c a t t l e  and c a l f  s l a u g h t e r  i n  1964. The de- 

c l i n e  i n  c a l f  s l a u g h t e r  was p r i m a r i l y  a  r e s u l t  of t h e  gene ra l l y  p r o f i t a b l e  



Table 10.  Top t e n  s t a t e s  i n  meat packing,  by s p e c i e s  and commercial l i v e  weight s l a u g h t e r ,  1974 

C a t t l e  Hogs-- Calves Sheep & lambs 

Rank - S t a t e  S l augh te r  S t a t e  S l augh te r  S t a t e  S l augh te r  S t a t e  S l augh te r  
I . -. 

(1000 l b s  .) (1000 l b s . )  (1000 l b s . )  (1000 l b s . )  

1 Nebr . 5,187,426 Iowa 4,902,526 Texas 109,747 C a l i f .  178,503 

2 Iowa 4,748,691 Minn . 1,437,742 La. 104,067 Colo. 167,601 

3 Texas 3,747,401 Ill. 1,433,129 N.  Y. 78,927 Texas 139,731 

4 C a l i f .  3,088,168 Mich. 943,688 C a l i f .  57,836 Nebr. 77,102 

5 Kans . 2,818,274 Ohio 900,230 N. J. 57,566 S. Dak. 44,247 

6 Colo. 2,505,359 Ind , 878,363 S. C .  53,552 Ill. 41,579 

7 Minn . 1,461 ,951  W i s  554,375 W i s  , 43,066 N. J. 40,927 

8 W i s  . 1,425,912 Tenn . 776,257 Va . 39,305 Mich. 40,222 

9 Ill. 1,326,120 Nebr. 745,110 F l a .  37,426 Utah 37,507 

10 Ohio 991,446 V a  . 714,664 M i s s .  34,388 Iowa 31,712 

Source: L ives tock  S l augh te r ,  SRS, U .  S. Department of A g r i c u l t u r e ,  Jan.  1975. 



Table 11. T o t a l  f r e s h  meat produced from s l a u g h t e r ,  and d re s sed ' f r e sh  meat and 
processed meat purchases ,  Texas packers ,  1974 

--- - 

Kind of S l augh te r  Fresh  meat Processed meat 
meat product  i on  purchase&/ purchased! Total 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~_~~~~~~~ 1,000 pounds---------------------- 

Beef 

S t e e r  

He i f e r  

Cow and b u l l  

Calf 

Veal 

Lamb and mutton 

Fresh pork 

Smoked and cured 
pork 

. Sausage, v a r i e t y ,  and 
o t h e r  -- -- 3,012 

--- 
3,012 

LIIncludes  purchases  from a l l  geographic  sources .  

211ncluded w i th  c a l f  s i n c e  on ly  a few f i rms  handle  v e a l .  



c a t t l e  feed ing  cond i t i ons  dur ing  t h e  l a s t  decade. Consequently,  a lmost  

a l l  a v a i l a b l e  c a l v e s  were f ed  i n  f e e d l o t s  b e f o r e  s l a u g h t e r .  Because of  

gene ra l l y  unfavorab le  c a t t l e  feed ing  cond i t i ons  i n  1974 and much of  1975, 

t h e  1975 non-fed s t e e r  and h e i f e r  s l a u g h t e r  i n  Texas and t h e  n a t i o n  may 

account f o r  almost 25 pe rcen t  of t h e  t o t a l  steer and h e i f e r  s l a u g h t e r ,  

compared w i th  on ly  5  pe rcen t  i n  1972. Calf s l a u g h t e r  a l s o  i s  a n t i c i -  

pated t o  double o r  pos s ib ly  t r i p l e  t h e  1974 volume, b u t  t h i s ,  never the-  

less, would r ep re sen t  on ly  about 5 pe rcen t  of t h e  t o t a l  c a t t l e  and c a l f  

s l augh te r .  Table 11 r e v e a l s  t h a t  Texas s t e e r  and h e i f e r  s l a u g h t e r  and 

cow and beef s l a u g h t e r  i n  1974 was approximately t h r e e  t i m e s  t h e  volume 

i n  1959 (2) .  The Texas hog s l a u g h t e r  a t  230 m i l l i o n  pounds dressed  

weight w a s  about two-thirds  t h e  1959 hog s l a u g h t e r .  

Approximately 94 pe rcen t  of t h e  s t e e r s  and h e i f e r s  s l augh te r ed  i n  

Texas during 1974 graded e i t h e r  U. S. Choice o r  U.  S. Good (Table 12 ) .  

More than 50 pe rcen t  of t h e  s t e e r s  and h e i f e r s  w e r e  e s t ima ted  t o  be  

U. S. Choice. Almost a l l  of t h e  cows and b u l l s  s l a u g h t e r e d ,  which a r e  

used most ly  f o r  ground meat and sausage  p roduc t s ,  were e s t ima ted  t o  be 

below U. S. Commercial. Calves w e r e  e s t ima ted  t o  be most ly  U. S. Choice 

o r  U .  S. Good, w i th  1 3  percen t  g rad ing  U.  S. Standard.  Sheep and lamb 

s l a u g h t e r  cons i s t ed  of two gene ra l  groups,  lambs and boning ewes. About 

82 percen t  of t h e  lambs were U.  S. Choice, w i th  15  pe rcen t  g rad ing  U. S. 

Prime. The c u l l  sheep and boning ewes were predominantly U. S. Cul l .  

While approximately 55 pe rcen t  of t h e  s t e e r  and h e i f e r  beef were 

considered t o  be U. S. y i e l d  grade 3 ,  about 11 pe rcen t  more h e i f e r s  t han  

s t e e r s  we?e U. S. y i e l d  grade  2,  b u t  9  pe rcen t  more steers than  h e i f e r s  

y i e l d  graded U. S. 4  (Table 13 ) .  Add i t i ona l l y ,  a  h i g h e r  p ropo r t i on  of 



Table  12.  U. S. g r ade  e q u i v a l e n t s  of l i v e s t o c k  s l augh te r ed ,  by type  of l ivestock, 
Texas packers ,  1974 

U.  S .  grade e q u i v a l e n t s  
Type of 

s l a u g h t e r  Prime Choice Good s t a n d a d /  ~ o m m e r c i a s l  o t h e r  Total  

.............................. Percent------------------------------- 

Beef 

S t e e r s  3 .0  

H e i f e r s  3.0 

Cows and 
b u l l s  - 41 

Calf - 31 

Veal - 41 - 

Lamb and 
mutt on 13.4 71.7 2.7 - 4/  

-l/The lamb and mutton i s  U. S.  U t i l i t y .  

l / ~ h e  lamb and mutton i s  U.  S. Cu l l .  There is  no Commercial g rade  f o r  c a l f  o r  veal. 

/Less t han  .05 pe rcen t .  

blNone r epo r t ed  by respondents  in te rv iewed.  

Table 13. U. S. y i e l d  grade e q u i v a l e n t s  of beef steers and h e i f e r s  
s l augh te r ed  by Texas packers ,  1974 

U. S.  y i e l d  grade e q u i v a l e n t s  - 

Type of 
s l a u g h t e r  1 - 2 3 4 5 To ta l  

S t e e r s  .8 14.8 57.2 24.1 3 .1  100.0 

H e i f e r s  3.6 26.0 54 ,4  14.4 1 .6  100.0 



h e i f e r s  y i e l d  graded U. S ,  I than  steers, wh i l e  a l a r g e r  p ropo r t i on  of 

s t e e r s  y i e l d  graded U.  S. 5. S t e e r s  a r e  g e n e r a l l y  f ed  f o r  l onge r  pe r iods  

and a r e  subsequent ly  f e d  t o  heav i e r  weigh ts  w i t h  more f i n i s h  t han  h e i f e r s .  

The c a r c a s s  weight ranges  of s t e e r s  and h e i f e r s  s l augh te r ed  by Texas 

packers i n  1974 r e f l e c t  t h e  c a t t l e  f eed ing  a c t i v i t y  w i t h i n  t h e  s t a t e  

(Table 14 ) .  Almost 90 pe rcen t  of steers s l augh te r ed  by Texas packers  

were es t imated  t o  y i e l d  c a r c a s s e s  weighing from 500 t o  799 pounds. Almost 

45 percen t  of t h e  s t e e r  c a r c a s s e s  weighed between 600 and 699 pounds. 

Two-thirds of t h e  h e i f e r  c a r c a s s e s  weighed from 400 t o  599 pounds. Texas 

packers r epo r t ed  t h a t  c a r c a s s  weight ranges  f o r  cows were predominantly 

under 500 pounds, w i t h  b u l l  c a r c a s s  weight ranges  vary ing  widely.  

More than  80 percen t  of t h e  ca lve s  s l augh te r ed  by Texas packers  

y ie lded  a c a r c a s s  weighing from 200 t o  299 pounds (Table 15 ) .  Veal ca r -  

c a s s  weight ranges  were most ly  under 60 pounds. The Texas lamb s l a u g h t e r  

i s  represen ted  p r i m a r i l y  by c a r c a s s e s  i n  t h e  40-49 pound weight range.  

The remaining Texas lambs were about  e q u a l l y  d iv ided  between t h e  50-59- 

pound weight range and t h e  under-40-pound ca tegory .  

Volume, Qua l i t y ,  and Form of Meat Purchased 

Fresh pork r ep re sen t ed  more than  76 pe rcen t  of t h e  f r e s h  meat pur- 

chased by Texas packers  dur ing  1974 (Table  11 ) .  Cow and b u l l  meat was 

a d i s t a n t  second, w i th  almost 20 pe rcen t  of t h e  t o t a l  f r e s h  meat pur- 

chases .  Texas packers  purchased sma l l  volumes of o t h e r  f r e s h  meat i t ems  

and a l s o  sausage and v a r i e t y  meats ,  a s  w e l l  a s  smoked and cured pork 

i t e m s .  

S t e e r  beef purchases  by Texas packers  were about  e q u a l l y  s p l i t  

between U. S .  Choice and U. S. Good, wh i l e  h e i f e r  beef purchases  were 



Table 14. Carcass  weight ranges of steers, 
h e i f e r s  and cows and b u l l s  s l augh te red  by 
Texas packers ,  1974 

Carcass  
weight 
rang;es 

Beef 

Cows 
and 

S t e e r s  He i f e r s  b u l l s  

Under 400 

400-499 

500-599 

600-699 

700-799 

800-899 

900 and over  

To ta l  

"None r epo r t ed  by f i rms  in te rv iewed.  

'I 'able. 13. Cav,*.' L L d . s ~  weigh t  r anges  o t  cali, veal, 
and lamb and mutton s laughtered  by Texas packers ,  
1974 

Type of l i v e s t o c k  

Type of l i v e s t o c k  Lamb 
ca rcas s  weight and 

ranees  Calf Veal mutton 

Calf 

Under 200 

200 - 249 

250 - 299 

300 - 349 

350 - 399 

400 and over  

Tot a 1  

Veal 

Under 60 

GO - 89 

90 - 119 

120 and over  

T o t a l  

Lamb 

Under 40 19 .3  
.. . .. 

40 - 49 64.4 

50 - 59 16 .3  

60 and over  - 2/  

Total 100.0 

&'None r e p o r t e d  by firms intervi  e w e d  - 
' 1 , .  , , , < ' . *  .,. . . ... 



almost e n t i r e l y  U. S. Good (Table 1 6 ) ,  Cow and b u l l  beef  w a s  U, S, Com- 

merc i a l  o r  lower,  wh i l e  c a l f  was U ,  S. Good and lower ,  The sma l l  volume 

of d ressed  lamb and mutton purchases  were predominantly boning ewes 

grading U, S. Cu l l .  

The form of meat purchases  by Texas packers  v a r i e d  cons ide rab ly  by 

kind of meat purchased (Table 17 ) .  S t e e r  and h e i f e r  beef  was purchased 

most ly  a s  q u a r t e r s ,  followed by subprimals  and pr imals .  I n  c o n t r a s t ,  

almost 44 pe rcen t  of t h e  cow and b u l l  beef was purchased a s  c a r c a s s  beef 

and another  36 pe rcen t  was purcha.sed a s  ' 'other" o r  bone l e s s  meat. Calf 

was ob ta ined  e i t h e r  i n  t h e  form of q u a r t e r s  o r  bone less  meat,  wh i l e  v e a l  

was purchased i n  c a r c a s s  form. The lamb and mutton purchases  were of 

bone less  meat f o r  f u r t h e r  p rocess ing  i n t o  prepared  meat i tems.  Pork pur- 

chases ,  bo th  f r e s h  and smoked and cured ,  were ob ta ined  predominantly i n  

t h e  form of p r imals .  

Meat Process ing  Operat ions  

The primary f r e s h  meat i t ems  t r a n s f e r r e d  t o  "in-plant" p roces s ing  

by Texas packers  were f r e s h  pork and cow and b u l l  meat (Table 18 ) .  A l -  

most 39 percen t  of t h e  f r e s h  pork was processed  i n t o  sausage  and v a r i e t y  

meats,  whi le  ano the r  33 pe rcen t  was processed i n t o  smoked and cured pork. 

Approximately 12 pe rcen t  of t h e  cow and b u l l  m e a t  was manufactured i n t o  

sausage,  w i th  88 pe rcen t  be ing  s o l d  a s  f r e s h  meat. The small percen tages  

of s t e e r  and h e i f e r  b e e f ,  c a l f ,  and lamb and mutton t r a n s f e r r e d  t o  

sausage were p r i m a r i l y  trimmings which were n o t  s o l d  a s  ground meat: 

Supply Sources f o r  S l augh te r  L ives tock  
and Meat Purchases 

Texas packers  r e l i e d  predominantly on Texas sou rce s  f o r  s l a u g h t e r  



Table 16.  U.  S. grade equ iva l en t s  of d ressed  meat purchased, by kind of 
meat, Texas packers ,  1974 

U.  S. grade equ iva l en t s  

Kind of 
11 Commercial 

meat Prime Choice Good Standard- and lower21 Total 

Beef 

S t e e r  31 53.6 46.4 31 - 

Hei fe r  3/  - 3.6 96.4 - 3/ 

Cow and b u l l  - 3/  3/  - -- 31 - 31 

Calf -- 3/ 3/ - 31.6 21.1 

Veal - 41 41 - -- 41 - 41 

Lamb and muttow- 51 31 - -- 31 - 31 31 

LIThe lamb and mutton i s  U. S. U t i l i t y .  

llThe lamb and mutton is  U. S. Cul l .  There i s  no Commercial grade f o r  ca l f  
o r  v e a l .  

21None r epo r t ed  by respondents  in te rv iewed.  

4/Not r epo r t ed  by respondents  in te rv iewed.  

/ ~ o n i &  ewes. 



Table 17.  Form of meat purchases ,  by k ind  of  meat, Texas packers ,  1974 

Form of purchases  

Kind of Sub- R e t a i l  Ground 
meat Carcass  Quar te rs  Pr imals  p r ima l s  c u t s  meat 0'the&/ T o t a l  - 

Beef 

Steer  and h e i f e r  4.0 

Cow and b u l l  43.8 

Calf 21 - 

Veal 100.0 

Lamb and mutton - 2 / 

Fresh pork 2.5  

Smoked and cured 
pork - 31 

Sausage, v a r i e t y ,  
and o t h e r  - 3/ 

i i ~ r i m a r i l y  trimmings, bone less  meat, o r  o f f a l  i t e m s .  

?'None repor ted  by respondents  in te rv iewed.  

'Not app l i cab l e .  



Table 1 8 -  Percent of f r e s h  meat items t r a n s f e r r e d  t o  smoked 
and cured pork o r  t o  sausage and v a r i e t y  meat, Texas packers,  
19 74 

Transferred to :  

Kind of Smoked and Sausage and 
meat cured pork v a r i e t y  meats Tota l  

Beef 

S tee r  

Hei fer  

Cow and b u l l  

Calf 

Veal -- 

Lamb and mutton -- 

Fresh pork 32.7 

L'??one repor ted  by respondents interviewed. 



l i v e s t o c k  i n  1974: about t h r ee - fou r th s  o r  more of a l l  s l a u g h t e r  animals  

o r ig ina t ed  i n  Texas (Table 19) .  Almost a l l  t h e  s l a u g h t e r  ca lves  and f e d  

s t e e r s  and h e i f e r s  were ob ta ined  from Texas sources .  The l a r g e  propor- 

t i o n  of steers and h e i f e r s  procured from Texas r e f l e c t s  t h e  development 

and expansion of t h e  Texas c a t t l e  feed ing  i n d u s t r y  even though seven 

l a r g e  s p e c i a l i z e d  beef s l a u g h t e r  p l a n t s  have e s t a b l i s h e d  s l a u g h t e r  f a c i l i -  

t i e s  w i th in  o r  nea r  t h e  concent ra ted  c a t t l e  feed ing  a r e a s  i n  t h e  Texas 

Panhandle s i n c e  t h e  e a r l y  1960's.  A s  t h e s e  l a r g e  s l a u g h t e r  f a c i l i t i e s  

become more concent ra ted ,  they  o f t e n  have t o  reach  out  t o  more d i s t a n t  

sources  f o r  a v a i l a b l e  s l augh te r  s u p p l i e s .  Inshipments of s t e e r s  and 

h e i f e r s  f o r  s l a u g h t e r  dur ing  1974 o r i g i n a t e d  p r i m a r i l y  from New Mexico 

and Oklahoma. 

Oklahoma was t h e  most important  source  f o r  ou t -of -s ta te  s u p p l i e s  of 

s l augh te r  cows and b u l l s ,  followed by "other" s t a t e s  which inc luded  p r i -  

mar i ly  Louis iana and Arkansas. Lamb inshipments  o r i g i n a t e d  most ly  from 

New Mexico and Colorado, whi le  t h e  Kansas-Nebraska a r e a  was t h e  primary 

source f o r  ou t -of -s ta te  s l a u g h t e r  hogs. Veal inshipments  a r r i v e d  most ly  

from t h e  nearby Southeas te rn  states. 

Sources of steers, h e i f e r s ,  and lambs by type  of market ha s  under- 

gone s u b s t a n t i a l  change by Texas packers .  I n  1974, Texas packers  pur- 

chased about 99 percent  of t h e i r  steers and h e i f e r s  d i r e c t l y  from feed- 

l o t s ,  compared wi th  22 percent  i n  1959 (Table 20) (2) .  Add i t i ona l ly ,  

Texas packers  ob ta ined  more than  55 percent  of t h e i r  s l a u g h t e r  lambs 

d i r e c t l y  from f e e d l o t s  i n  1974, compared wi th  6 pe rcen t  i n  1959. Feed- 

logs  have, t o  a l a r g e  e x t e n t ,  rep laced  pub l i c  markets a s  a  concent ra t ion  

poin t  f o r  s l a u g h t e r  l i v e s t o c k .  Lamb f i n i s h i n g  ope ra t i ons  are no t  as 



Table 19. Geographic sou rce s  of  s l a u g h t e r  l i v e s t o c k ,  by kind of  l i ve s tock ,  
Texas packers ,  1974 

Geographic S t e e r s  and Cows and Lambs and 
source  h e i f e r s  b u l l s  Calves Veal mutton Hogs 

Texas 91.8 74.6 97.9 80.0 73.5 85.2 

Oklahoma 2 . 1  11.5 . 3  11 - 4.0 - 11 

New Mexico 6.0 3.7 11 - - 1/ 8 .3  .6  

Kansas-Nebraska .1 1 .6  11 - - I/ 3.7 9 . 1  

Colorado - I/ 2.2 11 - - 11 7.6 - 11 

Other s t a t e s  11 6.4 1 .8  20.0 2.9 5 .1  

T o t a l  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

L1~one  r epo r t ed  by respondents  in te rv iewed.  

Table 20. Source of s l a u g h t e r  l i v e s t o c k ,  by type  of market and k ind  of 
l i v e s t o c k ,  Texas packers ,  1974 

Type of  S t e e r s  and Cows and Lambs and 
market h e i f e r s  b u l l s  Calves Veal mutton Hogs 

Feedlo t s  98.9 .5  11 - - 21 55.4 37.7 

P u b l i c  markets  .7  86.0 94.1 100.0 22.0 26.0 

Country . 3  13.2 5 .8  - 11 19.5 23.0 

Other  .1 . 3  .1 11 3 . 1  13.3 

T o t a l  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

LINone r epo r t ed  by respondents  in te rv iewed.  

21Not a p p l i c a b l e .  



concentrated a s  a r e  c a t t l e  f e e d l o t s ;  consequent ly  Texas packers  a l s o  

obtained s u b s t a n t i a l  p ropor t ions  of t h e i r  s l a u g h t e r  lambs from p u b l i c  

markets and country p o i n t s ,  Fu r the r ,  lambs a r e  o f t e n  s o l d  t o  packers  

d i r e c t l y  o f f  s m a l l  g r a i n  o r  o t h e r  p a s t u r e s ,  a s  a r e  mi lk  f a t  lambs, 

Publ ic  markets suppl ied  approximately t h e  same p ropor t i on  of cows 

and b u l l s  i n  1974 a s  i n  1959 -- about  86 percent .  Commercial hog feed- 

i ng  ope ra t i ons  have a l s o  been e s t a b l i s h e d  i n  some a r e a s  of Texas a s  re- 

f l e c t e d  by t h e  d a t a  i n  Table 20. I n  1974, Texas packers  purchased almost 

38 percent  of t h e i r  hogs d i r e c t l y  from f e e d l o t s ,  compared w i t h  3 per- 

cen t  i n  1959, However, Texas packers  ob ta ined  almost twice t h e  propor- 

t i o n  of hogs from country sources  i n  1959 a s  they  d i d  i n  1974. Although 

country sources  were n o t  regarded a s  commercial f e e d l o t  ope ra t i ons ,  hogs 

o r i g i n a t i n g  from t h a t  source  a l s o  r e c e i v e  s u b s t a n t i a l  amounts of feed- 

g r a i n  s i m i l a r  t o  t hose  o r i g i n a t i n g  from f e e d l o t s .  

Texas packers  purchased from 81  t o  100 percent  of t h e i r  s l a u g h t e r  

l i v e s t o c k  (with t h e  except ion  of cows and b u l l s )  on a l iveweight  cash 

b a s i s  during 1974 (Table 21).  Although almost  60 pe rcen t  of t h e  cows 

and b u l l s  were bought on a l iveweight  cash b a s i s ,  more than 36 pe rcen t  

were a l s o  purchased on a grade and weight b a s i s .  Liveweight cash  pur- 

chases  of s t e e r s  and h e i f e r s  a t  87 pe rcen t  by packers  i n  1974 was sub- 

s t a n t i a l l y  h igher  than  i n  1959 when 74 percent  were bought on a l i v e -  

weight cash b a s i s  (2) .  A s tudy  of t h e  Texas c a t t l e  feed ing  i n d u s t r y  i n  

t he  l a t e  1960's  revealed t h a t  Texas f e e d l o t s  s o l d  about 78 percent  of 

t h e i r  fed  s t e e r s  and h e i f e r s  on a l iveweight  cash b a s i s  ( 3 ) .  The 82 

percent  of lambs and muttons purchased by packers  on a l iveweight  cash 

b a s i s  i n  1974 were s u b s t a n t i a l l y  below t h e  97 percent  obtained on a 

cash b a s i s  i n  1959. However, Texas packers  acqui red  almost  12 percent  



of t h e i r  s l a u g h t e r  lambs on a  guaranteed y i e l d  b a s i s  i n  1974 (Table 

21) .  

Table 21. Method of  purchas ing  l i v e s t o c k ,  by k ind  of l i v e s t o c k ,  Texas packers, 
19 74 

Purchasing method 

Kind of  Liveweight- Grade and R a i l  o r  
l i v e s t o c k  - cash  weight c a r c a s s  Other- 21 Total  

........................ Percen t  ----------------- -- -------- 

S t e e r s  and h e i f e r s  86.8 4.0 8.7 .5  100.0 

Cows and b u l l s  58.5 36.1 5 .4  - 11 100.0 

Calves 86.5 .8  12 .0  .7 100.0 

Veal 100.0 - 11 -. 11 - 1/ 100.0 

Lambs and mutton 81.6 1 .7  4.9 11.8 100.0 

Hogs 96.7 3.0 .2 .1 1 C O .  0 

-llNone r epo r t ed  by respondents  in te rv iewed.  

21Primarily guaranteed y i e l d ,  e s p e c i a l l y  t h e  lamb. 

During 1974, Texas packers  con t r ac t ed  less than  one percen t  of t h e i r  

s l a u g h t e r  s t e e r s  and h e i f e r s  30 days o r  more i n  advance of de l i ve ry .  

Packers  in te rv iewed d i d  n o t  acknowledge c o n t r a c t i n g  f o r  any o t h e r  kind 

of s l a u g h t e r  l i v e s t o c k .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  approximately one pe rcen t  of t he  

s t e e r s  and h e i f e r s  were purchased on a  formula b a s i s ,  which was p r i -  

mar i ly  a  r a i l  o r  carcass-weight purchas ing  method. 

Geographic sou rce s  of d ressed  meat purchases  by Texas packers  

v a r i e d  cons ide rab ly  by t ype  of meat i t e m  (Table 22) .  Texas packers  ob- 

t a i n e d  73 pe rcen t  o r  more of t h e i r  d r e s sed  steer and h e i f e r  beef pur- 

chases ,  cow and b u l l  beef  purchases ,  and smoked and cured pork purchases 



Table 22. Geographic sou rce s  of  d r e s sed  m e a t  purchased,  by k ind  of meat, Texas 
packers, 1974 

Geographic sou rce  

Kind of New Kansas- Other  
meat Texas Oklahoma Mexico Nebraska Colorado Iowa s t a t e s  To ta l  

Beef 

Steer  and h e i f e r  73.2 11 - 11 22 .3  4 .5  1/ .I/ - 100.0 

Cow and b u l l  83.4 2.6 - 11 7.4 - I/ - 11 6.6 100.0 

Calf 52.6 - I /  11 - - 11 - 11 - 11 47.4 100.0 

Veal - 11 - 11 11 -- - 1/ - 11 50.0 50.0 100.0 

Lamb and mutton 50.0 - I/ 50.0 - I/ - I /  - 11 - I/ 100.0 

Fresh pork 26.7 4.2 - 11 25.3 .2 35.3 8 . 3  100.0 

Smoked and cured 
pork 84.7 15 .3  - 11 -. 11 - 1/ - 11 -- 1/ 100.0 

Sausage, v a r i e t y ,  
and o t h e r  68.3 7.9 - 1/ - 11 7.9 - 11 15.9 100.0 

l'None r epo r t ed  by respondents  in te rv iewed.  

from s u p p l i e r s  w i t h i n  Texas dur ing  1974. Almost t h r ee - fou r th s  of t h e  

f r e s h  pork purchases  were ob t a ined  from ou t -o f - s t a t e  s u p p l i e r s ,  p r i -  

mari ly  i n  Iowa and Kansas-Nebraska. S l i g h t l y  more than  one-half of t h e  

dressed c a l f  purchases  o r i g i n a t e d  from Texas s o u r c e s ,  wh i l e  most of t h e  

remainder was ob ta ined  from Southeas te rn  s t a t e s  and t h e  Australia-New 

Zealand a r ea .  

Texas packers  ob ta ined  a l l  of  t h e i r  f r e s h  and processed  meat pur- 

chases from o t h e r  packers ,  w i th  t h e  except ion  of a s m a l l  volume of cow 

and b u l l  meat which was ob t a ined  from wholesa le rs .  



S a l e s  and D i s t r i b u t i o n  P r a c t i c e s  

S t e e r  and h e i f e r  b e e f ,  c a l f  and lamb have h i s t o r i c a l l y  been so ld  

p r i m a r i l y  i n  c a r c a s s  form. This  w a s  a l s o  t r u e  f o r  Texas packers  i n  

1974 (Table 23).  Cow and b u l l  meat, v e a l ,  and f r e s h  pork were s o l d  pre- 

dominantly i n  noncarcass  form. The p ropo r t i on  of t o t a l  beef s o l d  i n  

Table 23. Form of  meat s a l e s ,  by k ind  of  meat, Texas packers ,  1974 

- Form of s a l e s  
Kind of Sub- R e t a i l  Ground 

meat Carcass  Quar te rs  Pr imals  p r ima l s  c u t s  11 meat Other- 

Beef 

S t e e r  and h e i f e r  61.2 11.2 11.0 14.9 .5  .9 .3  

Cow and b u l l  30.3 5 .2  . 3  2.9 - 21 1 .0  60.3 

Calf 76.9 10.9 9 .5  - 21 2.0  .2 .5 

Veal 5 .0  - 2 /  - 21 - 21 - 21 50.0 45.0 
C 

Lamb and mutton 89.0 3.0 - 2 / 21 - 2/ 2 / 8.0 

Fresh pork - 2/  - 21 96.7 2 .1  .8 . 3  .1 

Smoked and cured 
pork - 31 

Sausage, v a r i e t y ,  
and o t h e r  - 31  

100, 

inn: 

l / P r i m a r i l y  tr immings,  bone l e s s  meat, o r  o f f a l  i t e m s .  

2 / ~ o n e  r epo r t ed  by respondents  in te rv iewed.  

/Not a p p l i c a b l e .  



ca rcas s  form i n  1974, about 54 pe rcen t ,  was s l i g h t l y  below t h e  59 per- 

cen t  s o l d  i n  c a r c a s s  form i n  1959 (2).  This  was no t  a sharp  d e c l i n e ,  

a l though Texas packers  shipped s u b s t a n t i a l  volumes of s t e e r  and h e i f e r  

beef ,  about 25 pe rcen t ,  a s  p r imals  o r  subprimals  i n  1974, Cow and b u l l  

beef was s o l d  p r imar i l y  as boneless  b e e f ,  w i th  t h e  remainder being s o l d  

mostly as ca rcas s  beef ,  Texas packers  s o l d  almost 90 pe rcen t  of t h e i r  

lamb i n  ca rcas s  form, i n  c o n t r a s t  w i th  f r e s h  pork which was s o l d  almost 

e n t i r e l y  i n  t h e  form of p r ima l s ,  Smoked and cured pork was s o l d  p r i -  

mari ly  a s  r e t a i l  c u t s ,  a l though some packers  p r e f e r r e d  t o  i d e n t i f y  

some smoked and cured i t e m s ,  i nc lud ing  hams and p i c n i c s ,  a s  p r imals  

r a t h e r  than r e t a i l  c u t s  a s  i n d i c a t e d  i n  Table  23. 

I n  1974, Texas packers  so ld  about 56 pe rcen t  of t h e i r  t o t a l  f r e s h  

and processed meat i tems d i r e c t l y  t o  r e t a i l e r s  (Table 24).  R e t a i l e r s  

were t h e  major o u t l e t s  f o r  a l l  meat i t e m s  except  cow and b u l l  beef and 

vea l .  The nex t  most important customers w e r e  wholesa le rs  and p roces so r s ,  

who accounted f o r  24 and 12 pe rcen t ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  of  t h e  packer  s a l e s .  

Consumer purchases  accounted f o r  less than  one percent  of  t h e  t o t a l  

packer meat s a l e s .  Processors  were t h e  p r i n c i p a l  o u t l e t s  f o r  cow and 

b u l l  bee f ,  whi le  t h e  HR&I t r a d e  w a s  t h e  primary o u t l e t  f o r  vea l .  

Packer s a l e s  by k ind  of meat r e v e a l s  t h a t ,  wh i l e  r e t a i l e r s  were t h e  

major o u t l e t  f o r  s t e e r  and h e i f e r  b e e f ,  t h e  second most important  o u t l e t  

was wholesa le rs  o r  jobbers ,  fol lowed by p roces so r s  and t h e  HRGI t r a d e  

(Table 24).  Cow and b u l l  beef is used mostly f o r  p rocess ing  i n t o  ground 

m e a t  and sausage items a s  evidenced by t h e  p ropor t i on  of s a l e s  accounted 

f o r  by processors  and wholesa le rs .  The r e t a i l  t r a d e  accounted f o r  about  

one - f i f t h  of t h e  cow and b u l l  beef sales by packers .  R e t a i l e r s  pur- 

chased h igher  propor t ions  of c a l f  d i r e c t l y  from packers  t han  any o t h e r  



Table  24. S a l e s  by t ype  of buyer  and k ind  of meat,  Texas packers ,  1974 
- - - - 

Type of buyer  

Wholesalers  Gov- 
Kind o f  Con- Re- o r  Pro- ern-  
meat sumers ta i lers  H R & I  i obbe r s  c e s s o r s  ment Other 

Beef 

S t e e r  and h e i f e r  .7 

Cow and b u l l  .1 

Calf  3.4 

Veal - 11 

Lamb and mutton - 11 

Fresh  pork . 3  

Smoked and cured  
pork . 3  

Sausage,  v a r i e t y ,  
and o t h e r  .2 

Average .5 

Tot a1 -- 

l/None r e p o r t e d  by respondents  in te rv iewed .  

21Less t h a n  .05 p e r c e n t .  



meat item, a s  d id  consumers wi th  s l i g h t l y  more than 3 percent  of t h e  

t o t a l .  Packers were dependent p r imar i ly  upon r e t a i l e r s  f o r  lamb s a l e s ,  

while wholesalers  o r  jobbers  accounted f o r  most of t h e  remaining s a l e s .  

R e t a i l e r s  were t h e  primary customers f o r  smoked and cured pork and sausage 

and v a r i e t y  meats, bu t  t h e  HR&I t r a d e  a l s o  obtained a  s u b s t a n t i a l  propor- 

t i o n  of t he  sausage and v a r i e t y  meat i t e m s  s o l d  by packers.  

Chain s t o r e s  accounted f o r  about two-thirds o r  more of a l l  f r e s h  

and processed meat i tems so ld  t o  r e t a i l e r s  by packers (Table 25). Chain 

s t o r e  purchases, a s  a  propor t ion  of t h e  t o t a l  r e t a i l  s a l e s ,  were 

e spec ia l ly  prevalent  f o r  s t e e r  and h e i f e r  beef ,  f r e s h  and cured pork, 

lamb, and c a l f .  The propor t ion  of chain s t o r e  purchases represented  by 

na t iona l  chain s t o r e s  was h ighes t  f o r  cow and b u l l  bee f ,  s t e e r  and h e i f e r  

beef ,  and lamb (Table 25). It was lowest f o r  c a l f ,  followed by f r e s h  

pork. 

Texas packers s o l d  about 50 percent  of t h e i r  t o t a l  f r e s h  and proc- 

essed meat items t o  customers wi th in  Texas during 1974 (Table 26). The 

most important out-of-s tate  markets from a volume s tandpoin t  were t h e  

Northeastern s t a t e s ,  followed by t h e  West Coast and t h e  Southeastern 

s t a t e s .  Major market o u t l e t s ,  however, va r i ed  g r e a t l y  by kind of meat 

item. 

The recent  cons t ruc t ion  and s a l e s  a c t i v i t i e s  of numerous l a r g e ,  

spec ia l i zed  beef s l augh te r ing  f a c i l i t i e s  w i th in  o r  nea r  t h e  concentrated 

c a t t l e  feeding a r e a  i n  t h e  Texas Panhandle i s  r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e  market 

o u t l e t s  f o r . s t e e r  and h e i f e r  beef (Table 26 and Figure 1 ) .  Texast sur- 

p lus  fed  beef s i t u a t i o n  is evidenced by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  about 60 percent  

of t h e  t o t a l  s t e e r  and h e i f e r  beef was shipped t o  out-of-s tate  markets 



Table 25. Chain s t o r e  s a l e s  a s  a percent  of t o t a l  r e ta i l  s a l e s  and na t iona l  
cha in  s t o r e  s a l e s  a s  a percent  of t o t a l  cha in  s t o r e  s a l e s ,  by kind of meat, 
Texas packers ,  1974 

Smoked Sausage, 
Beef Lamb and var ie ty  

S t e e r  and Cow and and Fresh cured and 
I t e m  - h e i f e r  b u l l  Calf mutton pork pork othe 

Percent  of r e t a i l  
s a l e s  t o  cha ins  83.4 61.3 71.0 73.7 61.1 79.8 77. 

Percent  of cha in  
s a l e s  t o  n a t i o n a l  
chain&/ 79.0 91.8 48.4 77.6 54.9 56.9 69. 

%Xesponden t s  werk asked t o  d e l i n e a t e  between n a t i o n a l  cha in  s a l e s  a s  oppo 
t o  r e g i o n a l  o r  l o c a l  cha in  s a l e s ,  

Table  26. Geographic sales a r e a  f o r  f r e s h  and processed meat, by kind of 
meat,  Texas packers ,  1974 

sed 

S a l e s  a r e a  

South- North- 
Kind of Okla- New West e a s t e r n  e a s t e r n  

meat Texas homa Mexico Coast s t a t e s  s t a t e s  Other ' 

Beef 

S t e e r  and h e i f e r  40.7 .9 1 .6  11.0 12.8 25.5 7.5 I( 

Cow and b u l l  44.6 4.0 .1 27.7 2.0 9.6 12.0 1( 

Calf 

Veal 

Lamb and mutton 4.2 - 11 .7 8 .1  79.4 7.6 1( 

Fresh pork 93.6 1 .0  .5  .1 4.5 - I/ . 3  1( 

Smoked and cured 
pork 91.1 2.0 .9 - 4  4.7 .2 7 1( 

Sausage, v a r i e t y ,  
and o t h e r  88.4 1 . 3  1 .4  .6 7.3 . 3  .7 100.0 

Average 50.4 1 . 5  1.1 11.7 9 .3  19 .1  6.9 100.0 

"None r epo r t ed  by respondents  in te rv iewed.  





i n  1974. The l a r g e s t  out-of-s ta te  markets f o r  f e d  beef were t h e  d e f i c i t  

Nor theas te rn  states, followed by t h e  Southeastern s t a t e s  and t h e  West 

Coast. These d i s t r i b u t i o n  p a t t e r n s  co inc ide  c l o s e l y  w i th  the.  l e a s t  cos t  

shipment p a t t e r n s  determined f o r  t h e  Texas f e d  beef i ndus t ry  i n  1971 (4) .  

Texas packers  a l s o  s o l d  less than 50 percent  of t h e i r  cow and b u l l  beef 

t o  Texas buyers ,  w i th  t h e  West Coast being t h e  major out-of-s ta te  market 

f o r  t h i s  product (Figure 2 ) .  Texas, h i s t o r i c a l l y ,  ha s  been a major 

lamb-producing state but  no t  a lamb-consuming s t a t e ,  This  was a l s o  t r u e  

f o r  1974 when Texas packers  so ld  96 pe rcen t  of t h e i r  lamb and mutton 

products  t o  ou t -of -s ta te  buyers.  The Northeastern s t a t e s  accounted f o r  

about  80 pe rcen t  of t h e  t o t a l  lamb s a l e s  by Texas packers .  Demand f o r  

c a l f  is  gene ra l l y  f a i r l y  l o c a l i z e d ,  and Texas i s  a l s o  a d e f i c i t  pork 

producing s t a t e ;  consequent ly  almost a l l  of t h e  c a l f  and f r e s h  and proc- 

essed  pork i t e m s  were so ld  t o  buyers  w i th in  Texas i n  1974. 

The major d e l i v e r y  p o i n t s  f o r  f r e s h  and processed meat s o l d  w i th in  

Texas by Texas packers  were Dal las-Fort  Worth, followed by San Antonio 

and Houston (Table 27) .  A companion s tudy  has  revea led  t h a t  approxi- 

mately one-third of t h e  meat i t e m s  purchased by Texas r e t a i l e r s  a r e  

d e l i v e r e d  t o  c e n t r a l i z e d  meat warehouse f a c i l i t i e s  and then r e d i s t r i -  

buted t o  i n d i v i d u a l  s t o r e s  throughout Texas by r e t a i l  f i rms  ( I ) ,  Such 

f a c i l i t i e s  a r e  l o c a t e d  p r imar i l y  i n  t h e  Dallas-Fort  Worth a r e a  a s  

opposed t o  Houston o r  San Antonio. 

Del ivery of meat i t e m s  among major me t ropo l i t an  a r e a s  shows t h a t  

Dal las-Fort  Worth rece ived  t h e  l a r g e s t  p ropor t ion  of s t e e r  and h e i f e r  

bee f ,  cow and b u l l  b e e f ,  smoked and cured pork,  and e s p e c i a l l y  v e a l  

(Table 27). The Houston a r e a  rece ived  more than  5 1  percent  of t h e  

t o t a l  c a l f  s o l d  by packers  w i t h i n  Texas and t h e  l a r g e s t  p ropor t ion  of 





Table 27. Del ivery  p o i n t s  w i t h i n  Texas, by k ind  of meat, Texas packers ,  1974. 

Texas s a l e s  a r e a s  

Corpus C h r i s t i -  
Kind of Dallas- San Ama- Rio Grande 
meat F t .  Worth Houston Antonio r i l l o  Val ley Other Total 

Beef 

S t e e r  and h e i f e r  

Cow and b u l l  

Calf 

Veal 

Lamb and mutton 

Fresh pork 

Smoked and cured 
pork 

Sausage, v a r i e t y ,  
and o t h e r  

Average 

LINone r epo r t ed  by respondents  interviewed.  



lamb and mutton among t h e  major me t ropo l i t an  areas. The San Antonio 

a r e a  rece ived  t h e  l a r g e s t  p ropo r t i on  of  t h e  f r e s h  pork and sausage  and 

v a r i e t y  meats and a l s o  s u b s t a n t i a l  volumes of  t h e  cow and b u l l  beef  and 

lamb and mutton s o l d  w i t h i n  Texas. 

Packaging, Grading, and T ranspo r t a t i on  P r a c t i c e s  

Packaging P r a c t i c e s  

Fresh meat s o l d  by Texas packers  i n  t h e  form of c a r c a s s e s  o r  

q u a r t e r s  was predominantly naked wi thout  s t o c k i n e t t e s  o r  f i l m  wrap 

(Table 28) .  However, much more v a r i a t i o n  e x i s t e d  i n  packaging t h e  v a r i -  

ous k inds  of p r imals  o r  subprimals .  Texas packers  used vacuum packaging,  

f i l m  wrap, o r  o t h e r  packaging m a t e r i a l s  f o r  80 pe rcen t  of t h e  steer and 

h e i f e r  p r imals  o r  subprimals  merchandised (Table 28).  Cow and b u l l  p r i -  

mals o r  subprimals  were merchandised naked, w h i l e  about  54 pe rcen t  of t h e  

c a l f  p r imals  o r  subprimals  were vacuum packed. Fresh  pork p r ima l s  o r  

subprimals  were shipped most ly  i n  heavy paper  wrap o r  a combination of  

paper  wrap and boxed sh ipp ing  m a t e r i a l .  

Almost a l l  of t h e  s t e e r  and h e i f e r  subprimals  were s o l d  as boxed 

meat by Texas packers  i n  1974 (Table 29) .  However, t h i s  r ep re sen t ed  

only about 12 pe rcen t  of  t h e  t o t a l  s t e e r  and h e i f e r  beef  merchandised. 

S u b s t a n t i a l  volumes of f r e s h  pork were s o l d  as boxed meat. Table  23 

r evea l s  t h a t  97 pe rcen t  of t h e  f r e s h  pork w a s  merchandised i n  t h e  form 

of p r imals  and more than  46 pe rcen t  of t h e  f r e s h  pork p r ima l s  were boxed 

p r i o r  t o  shipment. Although r e l a t i v e l y  sma l l  volumes of c a l f  and cow o r  

b u l l  beef was s o l d  i n  t h e  form of p r ima l s  o r  subpr imals ,  less than  one- 

h a l f  of t h e s e  meat i t e m s  were s o l d  as boxed meat. 

The s t e e r  and h e i f e r  beef  u t i l i z e d  i n  t h e  boxed beef  program by 



Table 28. Packaging o r  wrapping materials used f o r  f r e s h  meat, by kind of meat 
and type  of c u t ,  Texas packers ,  1974 

Beef 
Type of  c u t  

and packaging S t e e r  and Cow and Lamb and Fresh 
m a t e r i a l  h e i f e r  b u l l  Calf mutton pork 

Carcass  and q u a r t e r s  

Naked 

S t o c k i n e t t e  

Film wrap 

21 Other- 

T o t a l  

Pr imals  and subprimals  

Naked 

S t o c k i n e t t e  

Film wrap 

Vaccuum pack 

21 O t h e r  

T o t a l  

LINone r epo r t ed  by respondents  in te rv iewed.  

?'paper bag o r  boxed meat. 

Table 29. Percen t  of p r ima l s  and subprimals  s o l d  a s  boxed meat,  by kind of 
meat, Texas packers ,  1974 

Lamb 
Beef and Fresh 

I tem S t e e r  and h e i f e r  Cow and b u l l  Calf Veal mutton pork  

Sold a s  boxed 
meat 

Subprimals 85.8 

l/None r epo r t ed  by respondents  in te rv iewed.  



Texas packers  were equ iva l en t  p r imar i l y  t o  U. S. y i e l d  grade 4 (Table 

30). Carcasses w i th  h ighe r  U. S.  y i e l d  grade numbers o f t e n  r e q u i r e  

more trimming t o  f i t  t h e  requirements  of retai lers as w e l l  a s  y i e l d i n g  

heavier  type  ca rcas se s  w i th  more e x t e r i o r  f a t  t han  lower numbered 

U. S. y i e l d  grades.  S ince  c a r c a s s e s  equ iva l en t  t o  U. S. y i e l d  grade 4 

o f t en  r e q u i r e  a d d i t i o n a l  trimming, such ca rcas se s  were used more £re- 

quent ly  by Texas packers  i n  t h e i r  boxed beef programs. 

Grading P r a c t i c e s  U t i l i z e d  

Grading p r a c t i c e s  u t i l i z e d  by Texas packers  v a r i e d  cons iderab ly  by 

kind of meat (Table 31).  More than  two-thirds of t h e  steer and h e i f e r  

beef was r o l l e d  w i th  f e d e r a l  grades i n  1974, whi le  most of t h e  remainder 

was no t  r o l l e d  wi th  f e d e r a l  g rades  o r  marked wi th  packer  brands.  More 

than 80 percent  of t h e  lamb and mutton and c a l f  were a l s o  r o l l e d  w i th  

f e d e r a l  grades.  Most of t h e  c a l f  n o t  f e d e r a l l y  graded was packer  branded, 

while  t h e  lamb o r  mutton not  r o l l e d  w i th  f e d e r a l  grades was u s u a l l y  no t  

graded o r  marked wi th  packer brands.  The lamb and mutton n o t  graded o r  

branded were p r i m a r i l y  boning ewes o r  c u l l  sheep which were used f o r  

p rocess ing  purposes.  While pork i t e m s  a r e  n o t  r o l l e d  w i th  f e d e r a l  g r ades ,  

almost a l l  of t h e  sausage i tems and smoked and cured pork were marked 

with packer brands.  Most of t h e  f r e s h  pork was packer  branded, and t h e  

remainder was unmarked wi th  packer brands.  

Transpor ta t  ion  P r a c t i c e s  

Fresh and processed meat i t e m s  were shipped almost e n t i r e l y  by 

t ruck  r a t h e r  than  by r a i l ,  a i r ,  o r  o t h e r  modes of t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  by Texas 

packers dur ing  1974 (Table 32).  The smoked and cured meat and sausage 

items were a l s o  shipped almost e n t i r e l y  i n  company-owned o r  l ea sed  t rucks .  



Table 30. U. S. y i e l d  grade equ iva l en t s  of steer and h e i f e r  
beef i n  boxed beef program, Texas packers ,  1974 

U ,  S,  y i e l d  grade equ iva l en t s  

I t e m  1 2 3 4 5 . Tota l  

Percent  
d i s t r i b u t i o n  3 10.0 2 6 - 3  63.4 - 11 100.0 

L'None r epo r t ed  by respondents  interviewed.  

Table 31. Grades o r  brands used f o r  f r e s h  and processed meat, by kind of meat, 
Texas packers ,  1974 

Grade o r  brand 

U. S. graded 
Kind of U. S. Packer and Not graded 

meat graded branded packer  branded o r  branded Tota l  

Beef 

S t e e r  67.2 6.8 4 .1  21.9 100.0 

He i f e r  68.1 11.9 1 .7  18 .3  100.0 

Cow and b u l l  

Calf 80.3 12.6 - 1/ 7.1  100.0 

Veal 

Lamb o r  mutton 

Fresh pork 

Smoked and cured 
pork - 21 89.0 

Sausage, v a r i e t y ,  
and o t h e r  -. 2/  97.6 

IINone r epo r t ed  by respondents  in te rv iewed.  

l-'There a r e  no U. S. grades f o r  pork o r  sausage items. 



Table 32. T ranspo r t a t i on  f a c i l i t i e s  used f o r  d i s t r i b u t i n g  f r e s h  and 
processed meat and percent  of meat i t e m s  t r anspo r t ed  i n  company owned 
o r  leased  f a c i l i t i e s ,  Texas packers ,  1974 

Fresh Smoked and Sausage, v a r i e t y  
Item meat cured meat and o t h e r  

Transpor ta t ion  f a c i l i -  
t i e s  u t i l i z e d  

Truck 

R a i l  

A i r  

Other 

Tot a1 

Meat shipped i n  company 
o r  l ea sed  f a c i l i t i e s  

Truck 53.4 95.2 97.0 

Ra i l  - I/ 11 - - 11 

A i r  - 11 11 - - 11 

Other 11 - 11 - 11 - 

l/None repor ted  by respondents  interviewed.  

S l i g h t l y  more than  one-half of the f r e s h  meat i t e m s  were t r anspo r t ed  i n  

'company-owned o r  l ea sed  t r u c k s ,  

Boxed meat load ing  equipment by packers  cons i s t ed  of e i t h e r  p a l l e t s  

and f o r k - l i f t s  o r  automatic  conveyors (Table 33).  These two load ing  o r  

;' handl ing methods were used almost equa l ly  by packers ;  l u g e r s  were used 

in£ requent l y  . 

P r i c i n g  P r a c t i c e s  

Although p r i c e s  pa id  f o r  l i v e  animals o r  p r i c e s  charged f o r  f r e s h  

and processed meat v a r i e d  among packers ,  most packers  opera ted  w i t h i n  a 



framework of f a i r l y  w e l l  e s t ab l i shed  p r i c i n g  p a t t e r n s .  For example, 

most packers acknowledged us ing  t h e  National  Provis ioner  "Yellow Sheet" 

a s  a p r i c i n g  guide, while  a t  t h e  same time genera l ly  expressing con- 

s i d e r a b l e  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  wi th  t h i s  source of p r i c e  informatfon, s ince  : 

genera l ly  r e f l e c t s  p r i c e s  f o r  non-Texas markets and o f t e n  a l s o  f o r  d i f -  

f e r e n t  types  of s l augh te r  l i v e s t o c k  than a r e  a v a i l a b l e  t o  Texas s l a u g h t ~  

ing  p l an t s .  However, packers r e l i e d  heavi ly  on t h e  Yellow Sheet becausc 

i t  was genera l ly  more t imely than most o t h e r  sources of p r i c e  informatic 

Packers a l s o  r e l i e d  on p r i c e  r e p o r t s  i ssued  by t h e  Market News Service 

of t h e  U.  S. Department of Agr icul ture  t o  determine p r i c e s  paid f o r  live 

animals o r  p r i c e s  charged f o r  f r e s h  and processed meat i tems. 

Table 33 .  Percent  of boxed meat handled by p a l l e t s  and 
fo rk  l i f t s ,  l uge r s ,  and automatic conveyors, Texas packers,  
19 74 

P a l l e t s -  Automatic 
Item - fo rk  l i f t s  Lugers conveyors 

Boxed meat 
handling method 48.5 2.9 48.6 

More than 50 percent  of t h e  packers s t a t e d  t h a t  market competition 

and supply and demand were t h e  primary f a c t o r s  i n  determining t h e  prices  

they pa id  f o r  s l augh te r  animals.  A t  t h e  same time, almost a l l  of these 

packers had access  t o  wire  se rv ices  providing d a i l y  and weekly p r i c e  

information from t h e  National  Provis ioner  Yellow Sheet and market reports 

from the  U. S. Department of Agr icul ture .  Almost 17 percent of t he  



packers  s a i d  they  r e l i e d  most ly  on r a i l  c o s t s  i n  determining p r i c e s  pa id  

f o r  s l a u g h t e r  an imals ,  wh i l e  14 pe rcen t  s a i d  t hey  were dependent p r i -  

mar i ly  on t h e  Yellow Sheet .  Other  packers  r e l i e d  on t h e  d r e s sed  meat 

o r  wholesale  markets i n  e s t a b l i s h i n g  p r i c e s .  

When packers  were que r i ed  about  de te rmin ing  p r i c e s  charged f o r  

f r e s h  and processed meat, most a g a i n  acknowledged u s ing  t h e  Yellow Sheet  

a s  a  gu ide ,  b u t  a lmost  two-thirds  s a i d  market compet i t ion  and supply and 

demand, i nc lud ing  market a r e a ,  was t h e  prime c o n s i d e r a t i o n  i n  e s t a b l i s h -  

i ng  f r e s h  and processed meat p r i c e s .  With t h e  es tab l i shment  of  l a r g e ,  

s p e c i a l i z e d  c a t t l e  s l a u g h t e r i n g  p l a n t s  i n  t h e  concent ra ted  c a t t l e  feed- 

i ng  a r e a s  w i t h i n  t h e  Southern and Northern P l a i n s  areas, t h e s e  a r e a s  

have become r e l a t i v e l y  l a r g e  s u r p l u s  f e d  beef  a r e a s .  Consequently,  

packers  i n  t h e s e  a r e a s  compete f o r  markets on a  p r i c e  and s e r v i c e  b a s i s  

s i n c e  much of t h e  f e d  beef  produced i n  t h e s e  a r e a s  a r e  o f t e n  q u i t e  s i m -  

i l a r .  Other important  f a c t o r s  o r  sou rce s  i n  de te rmin ing  p r i c e s  charged 

f o r  f r e s h  and processed meat i t ems  were r a i l  c o s t s  and t h e  Yellow Sheet .  

More than  80 pe rcen t  of  t h e  packers  s a i d  t hey  d i d  n o t  use  a pre- 

determined markup i n  e s t a b l i s h i n g  a  s a l e s  p r i c e .  However, packers  

acknowledged t h a t  r a i l  c o s t s  and p roces s ing  c o s t s  were b a s i c  i n  e s t a b l i s h -  

i ng  s a l e s  p r i c e s .  Some packers  a l s o  used c u t t i n g  t e s t s  t o  determine 

p r i c e s  f o r  p r imals  o r  subprimals  depending upon t h e  degree of " in-plant"  

f a b r i c a t i o n .  

Approximately 65 pe rcen t  of t h e  packers  d i d  n o t  forward weekly p r i c e  

l ists t o  customers,  wh i l e  t h e  o t h e r  35 pe rcen t  fol lowed t h i s  p r a c t i c e  

f a i r l y  r i go rous ly .  Packers  submi t t i ng  weekly p r i c e  l is ts  t o  p o t e n t i a l  

customers g e n e r a l l y  prepared such l ists on Wednesday, Thursday, o r  



Friday. These b id  s h e e t s ,  which quote p r i c e s  f o r  s p e c i f i e d  weights and 

grades of meat i tems,  a r e  app l i cab le  f o r  t h e  fol lowing week. Packers 

occas ional ly  lower quoted p r i c e s  i f  market condi t ions  d i c t a t e s  such 

adjustments;  upward adjustments  a r e  r a r e l y ,  i f  ever ,  made. 

Summary 

The Texas s l augh te r ing  indus t ry  has undergone some major changes 

i n  s t r u c t u r e ,  l o c a t i o n ,  and ope ra t iona l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  during t h e  

l a s t  decade. The enactment of t h e  Wholesome Meat Act i n  1967, t h e  mush- 

rooming c a t t l e  feeding indus t ry ,  and t h e  dec is ion  by l a r g e ,  spec ia l ized  

c a t t l e  s l augh te r ing  f i rms  t o  l o c a t e  p l a n t s  w i th in  o r  near  concentrated 

feeding a r e a s  were major con t r ibu t ing  f a c t o r s  t o  t h e  changing s laughter  

s t r u c t u r e  i n  Texas. 

The Wholesome Meat Act i n  1967 cont r ibuted  s t rong ly  toward a  de- 

c l i n e  i n  t h e  number of s l augh te r  es tab l i shments ,  e s p e c i a l l y  smal le r  

p l a n t s ,  and an inc rease  i n  t h e  number of p l a n t s  e l e c t i n g  t o  opera te  

., - under f e d e r a l  i n spec t ion  s tandards  (FIS).  The number of s l augh te r  

es tab l i shments  e l e c t i n g  t o  acqui re  FIS s t a t u s  more than doubled i n  the  

United S t a t e s  from 1968 t o  1974, wi th  most of t h e  inc rease  tak ing  place 

i n  t h e  Northeastern and North Cen t ra l  s t a t e s .  The number of FIS p lan t s  

increased  more than 55 percent  i n  Texas during t h e  1968-74 period.  

However, t h e  inc rease  i n  t h e  propor t ion  of l i ves tock  s l augh te r  accounted 

f o r  by FIS over  non-FIS p l a n t s  from 1968 t o  1974 was small  s i n c e  FIS 

p l a n t s  were accounting f o r  a  predominant major i ty  of t he  Texas l ives tock  

s l augh te r  p r i o r  t o  t h e  enactment of t he  Wholesome Meat Act. 

Perhaps t h e  s i n g l e  most important f a c t o r  a f f e c t i n g  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  

and ope ra t iona l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of t h e  Texas s l augh te r  indus t ry  was the  



growth and r a p i d  expansion of t h e  Texas f e e d l o t  i n d u s t r y ,  e s p e c i a l l y  i n  

t h e  Texas Panhandle a r e a .  With t h e  r a p i d l y  expanding c a t t l e  feed ing  

indus t ry  i n  t h e  Texas Panhandle and Northern P l a i n s  areas i n  t h e  l a t e  

1960's and e a r l y  1 9 7 0 T s ,  numerous l a r g e ,  s p e c i a l i z e d  c a t t l e  s l augh te r -  

i n g  f i rms  wi th  n a t i o n a l  systems of meat d i s t r i b u t i o n  l o c a t e d  s l a u g h t e r  

es tab l i shments  w i t h i n  o r  n e a r  t h e s e  concent ra ted  c a t t l e  feed ing  a r ea s .  

Texas Panhandle packers  accounted f o r  approximately th ree- four ths  of 

t h e  Texas s t e e r  and h e i f e r  beef s l a u g h t e r  i n  1974, compared wi th  one- 

t h i r d  i n  1964. 

Texas packers produced about  2.6 b i l l i o n  pounds of red  meat i n  

1974. S t e e r  beef accounted f o r  52  percent  of t h i s  t o t a l ,  followed by 

cow and b u l l  beef w i th  2 3  pe rcen t ,  h e i f e r  beef w i th  11 percen t ,  f r e s h  

pork wi th  9 pe rcen t ,  lamb and mutton wi th  3 pe rcen t ,  and c a l f  w i th  2 

percent .  S t e e r  and h e i f e r  bee f ,  which was predominantly f ed  b e e f ,  

accounted f o r  63 percent  of t h e  t o t a l .  

Packers acqui red  75 pe rcen t  o r  more of a l l  types  of s l a u g h t e r  l i v e -  

s t ock  from Texas sources  dur ing  1974. Packers  ob ta ined  n e a r l y  a l l  of 

t h e i r  s t e e r s  and h e i f e r s  and c a l v e s  from Texas sources .  Inshipments of 

s l augh te r  cows and b u l l s  o r i g i n a t e d  from almost  a l l  nearby s t a t e s ,  bu t  

Oklahoma was a primary source.  New Mexico and Colorado were a primary 

source f o r  inshipments of s l a u g h t e r  lambs, wh i l e  t h e  Kansas-Nebraska 

a r ea  was t h e  most important  ou t -of -s ta te  source  f o r  s l a u g h t e r  hogs. 

Packers purchased 99 pe rcen t  of t h e i r  steer and h e i f e r s  at  f e e d l o t s  

i n  1974, whi le  p u b l i c  markets w e r e  t h e  predominant source  of supply f o r  

s l augh te r  cows and b u l l s ,  c a l v e s ,  and v e a l .  The most important  sou rce  

f o r  lamb and mutton and hogs were f e e d l o t s ,  followed by p u b l i c  markets 

and country po in t s .  



The q u a l i t y  of s t e e r s  and h e i f e r s  produced by Texas packers  i n  

1974 r e f l e c t s  t h e  development of  t h e  c a t t l e  feed ing  a r e a  i n  t h e  Pan- 

handle-Plains  a r e a .  Almost a l l  s t e e r s  and h e i f e r s  were U. S.,Good o r  

h ighe r ,  w i th  55 pe rcen t  U. S. Choice o r  h igher .  Lambs s l augh te r ed  by 

Texas packers  were a l s o  predominantly U. S. Choice o r  h igher .  Calves 

s l augh te r ed  i n  1974 were p r i m a r i l y  U. S.  Good o r  U. S. Choice, r e f l e c t -  

i n g  t h e  h e a v i e r  weight  of c a l v e s  s l augh te r ed  i n  Texas compared wi th  

s l a u g h t e r  weight  i n  most o t h e r  s t a t e s .  

Texas packers  s o l d  one-half of  t h e i r  t o t a l  f r e s h  and processed 

meat i t ems  t o  customers w i t h i n  Texas du r ing  1974. The primary f a c t o r  

c o n t r i b u t i n g  t o  t h i s  l a r g e  s u r p l u s  meat s i t u a t i o n  w a s  t h e  es tabl ishment  

and r a p i d  growth of t h e  Texas c a t t l e  f eed ing  i n d u s t r y .  Texas was a 

d e f i c i t  f e d  beef  s t a t e  i n  t h e  e a r l y  1960 's .  I n  1974, however, 60 per- 

c en t  of  t h e  steer and h e i f e r  beef produced by Texas packers  was shipped 

t o  ou t -of - s ta te  customers.  The primary ou t -o f - s t a t e  market f o r  Texas 

fed beef were t h e  Nor theas te rn  s t a t e s ,  followed by t h e  Southeas te rn  

s t a t e s  and t h e  West Coast .  Lamb produced by Texas packers ,  h i s t o r i c a l l y ,  

has  been s o l d  predominantly t o  customers i n  t h e  Nor theas te rn  s t a t e s ,  and 

1974 was no except ion .  More t han  50 pe rcen t  of  t h e  cow and b u l l  beef 

was shipped ou t -of - s ta te  by Texas packers  i n  1974, wi th  most of t h e  ship-  

ments d e s t i n e d  f o r  t h e  West Coast a r e a .  A l l  o t h e r  f r e s h  and processed 

meat i t e m s  were s o l d  predominantly t o  customers w i t h i n  Texas. 

R e t a i l e r s  were t h e  major o u t l e t s  f o r  a l l  t ypes  of  f r e s h  and proc- 

e s sed  meat i t ems  s o l d  by Texas packers  w i th  t h e  except ion  of  cow and 

b u l l  beef  and vea l .  Texas packers  r e l i e d  p r i m a r i l y  on p roces so r s  and 

who le sa l e r s  o r  jobbers  f o r  cow and b u l l  beef  s a l e s ,  wh i l e  t h e  HR&I t r a d e  



w a s  t h e  most important  o u t l e t  f o r  vea l .  Wholesalers o r  jobbers  a l s o  

purchased s u b s t a n t i a l  p ropor t i ons  of t h e  steer and h e i f e r  beef and lamb 

merchandised by packers .  The HRdI t r a d e  was a l s o  a p r i n c i p l e  o u t l e t  

f o r  sausage and v a r i e t y  meat i t e m s ,  as w e l l  a s  smoked and cured pork. 

Two-thirds o r  more of t h e  steer and h e i f e r  beef and more than  80 

percent  of t h e  lamb and c a l f  were marked w i t h  U. S.  grades by packers  i n  

1974. Packer brands were used f o r  almost a l l  of t h e  sausage i t e m s  and 

smoked and cured pork and f o r  most of t h e  f r e s h  pork merchandised. Cow 

and b u l l  beef and v e a l  were g e n e r a l l y  no t  r o l l e d  w i th  U. S. grades o r  

marked wi th  packer brands.  S u b s t a n t i a l  volumes of f r e s h  pork and s t e e r  

and h e i f e r  beef were a l s o  s o l d  without  U. S. g rades  o r  packer brands i n  

1974. 

Almost two-thirds  of t h e  s t e e r  and h e i f e r  b e e f ,  more than  th ree -  

fou r th s  of t h e  c a l f ,  and almost 90 pe rcen t  of t h e  lamb was merchandised 

i n  ca rcas s  form by Texas packers  i n  1974. Fresh pork was s o l d  almost 

e n t i r e l y  a s  pr imal  c u t s ,  and cow and b u l l  beef were s o l d  p r i m a r i l y  a s  

boneless  meat. S u b s t a n t i a l  volumes of steer and h e i f e r  beef w e r e  a l s o  

so ld  a s  subprimals ,  p r imals ,  o r  q u a r t e r s  during 1974. 

Carcasses and q u a r t e r s  f o r  a l l  k inds  of f r e s h  meats were s o l d  pre- 

dominantly naked o r  wi thout  s t o c k i n e t t e s ,  f i l m  wrap, o r  o t h e r  t ypes  of 

packaging ma te r i a l .  Pr imal  m e a t  s a l e s  were p reva l en t  f o r  f r e s h  pork,  

and these  i tems were gene ra l l y  packaged i n  paper  bag m a t e r i a l .  S t e e r  

and h e i f e r  beef s o l d  a s  pr imals  o r  subprimals ,  about 22 percent  of t h e  

t o t a l ,  was gene ra l l y  vacuum packed, a l though many of t h e s e  c u t s  were 

packaged i n  ' f i lm wrap o r  paper  bag m a t e r i a l .  The c a l f  p r imals  and sub- 

pr imals ,  almost 10 percent  of t h e  t o t a l ,  were mostly vacuum packed, w i th  

t he  remainder being s o l d  wi thout  any packaging o r  wrapping m a t e r i a l s .  



Almost 14 percent  of t h e  s t e e r  and h e i f e r  beef ,  predominantly sub- 

pr imals ,  was so ld  a s  boxed meat i n  1974, However, 45 percent  of t h e  

f r e s h  pork was merchandised a s  boxed meat, Small volumes of Calf and 

cow and b u l l  beef were a l s o  merchandised a s  boxed meat, 

Texas packers  r e l i e d  almost e n t i r e l y  on t rucks  f o r  t r anspor t ing  

f r e s h  meat i t e m s  i n  1974. Trucks were used exc lus ive ly  f o r  shipping 

smoked and cured meat and sausage i tems,  Packers owned o r  leased  about 

one-half o f  t h e  t r u c k s  used f o r  t r a n s p o r t i n g  f r e s h  meat i tems and 95 

percent  o r  more of  t h e  t rucks  used f o r  t r anspor t ing  smoked and cured 

meats, sausage,  and v a r i e t y  meat i tems. 

Most packers operated wi th in  a  framework of f a i r l y  we l l  es tab l i shed  

p r i c i n g  p a t t e r n s  r e l a t i v e  t o  p r i c e s  pa id  f o r  l i v e  animals or  p r i c e s  

charged f o r  f r e s h  and processed meat i tems.  Packers genera l ly  acknowl- 

edged us ing  t h e  National  Provis toner  Yellow Sheet a s  a  p r i c i n g  guide 

s i n c e  i t  was gene ra l ly  more t imely  than most o t h e r  sources of p r i c e  in- 

formation. However, packers a l s o  r e l i e d  heav i ly  on p r i c e  r e p o r t s  issued 

by t h e  Market News Serv ice  of t h e  U. S. Department of  Agricul ture.  

Almost two-thirds of t h e  packers s t a t e d  t h a t  market competition and 

supply and demand, inc luding  market a r e a ,  were prime cons idera t ions  i n  

e s t a b l i s h i n g  f r e s h  and processed meat p r i c e s .  With t h e  establ ishment  

of l a r g e ,  s p e c i a l i z e d  c a t t l e  s l augh te r ing  es tab l i shments  i n  t h e  concen- 

t r a t e d  c a t t l e  feeding  a r e a s  wi th in  t h e  Southern and Northern P la ins  

a r e a s ,  t hese  a reas  have become r e l a t i v e l y  l a r g e  su rp lus  fed  beef a reas .  

Consequently, packers  i n  t hese  a r e a s  compete f o r  markets on  a  p r i c e  and 

s e r v i c e  b a s i s  because much of t h e  f ed  beef produced i n  these  a reas  

e x h i b i t s  s i m i l a r  phys ica l  and q u a l i t y  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  More than 80 per- 

cent  of t h e  packers d id  no t  use a  predetermined markup i n  e s t a b l i s h i n g  



a s a l e s  p r i c e .  However, packers  acknowledged t h a t  r a i l  c o s t s  and 

process ing  c o s t s  were b a s i c  i n  e s t a b l i s h i n g  sales p r i c e s .  
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