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SUlYlMl\.RY Mm CONCLUSIONS 

The p1lrpOSe of this paper is to describe some of the general charac~ 
teristics of beef cattle feeding systems in North Carolinao Data used in 
this report were supplied by County Agricu1 tural Agents in 'the form. of 
responses to an initial mail ques'tionnair!~ prepared and condu.c'ted by the 
Extension Livestock Marketing Specialistw and a second mail questionnaire 
conducted by the authors~ 

Thxee characteristics=-sex9 age and breed' type==were used to describe 
the cattleo With regard to sow,,"ce 9 the cattle on feed were classified as 
having been raised by the feeder or purchased by hlmd To further distinguish 
among the many cattle feeding systems9 t~~ee,management practices 9 the type 
of area used during the feeding period9 theiength of the feeding period 
and the degree of grain feeding9 were alsoconside:-.cedo 

Feeders were assigned to one of five size groups according to the 
number of cattle they were feedingo The size groups and the numbers of 
cattle included. in each wereg !Olarge lD group~ 400 head or more 9 "mediu.m-
to-large H group~ 101-399 head9 IDmediumli group 9 40=100 head 9 " small«·to-
medium" group 9 20~·39 head; and Hemal1" group~less than 20 head of ca.ttle. 
Wi thin each of these various size groupsw characteristics of cat-Ue on 
feed 9 sources of feeder cattle and management p:iactic:es followed by the 
feeders were consideredo 

A total of about 425 cattle feeders in 67 counties of North Carolina 
had approximately 33~000 head of cattle on feed on January 19 1962. These 
cattle were concentrated in the Coastal Plains and Central Piedmont counties~ 

Approximately two-thirds of the catt1~ on feed" were of beef breeding. 
The remaining cattle on feed were of mixed or dairy breedingo Yearling 
steers of beef breeding were reported i:n. large;r'nUU):bers and were fed by 
more feeders than any other type of, cati;le,," .• ' . 

Of the total number of cattle reported. ,on feed 9 more were pu.rchased 
than were raised by the feederso However9t.he number of feeders raising 
their own cattle exceeded the number of feeders purchasing cattle. 

The g:t'eatest nlJmber of feeders fed for periods of more than 150 days 
and used a fll1l grain feed on a combination of pasture and dryloto However, 

IGuy Ro Cassel1 9 Inventory of Ca.ttle on FeedR Janua.r;Y;9 12629 Mimeo­
graphed Release 9 Department of Agricu1 tural' Economic,s~ North Carolina 
State,)College p 1962. 

'lYfixed breeding refers to cattle which are. a mixture of beef and 
dairy breedingo 
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the number of cattle was largest in systems using a full grain feed.. on dry­
lot only for periods of less than 150 dayso Hence 9 feeders u.sing the latter 
system of management had9 on the average 9 larger lots of catUe than feeders 
following the first systemo 

Of the five size groups considered9 the "large!! group contained only 
3 percent of the total number of cattle feeders but it included 43 percent 
of the cattle on feed. Based on the data describing characteristics of 
cattle on feed 9 sources of feeder cattle and management practices followed 
by feeders within the various size groups9 the following conclusions were 
drawm 

10 "Large li feeders were feeding a higher proportion of steers than 
were feeders in any other group. 

2. The proportion of calves on feed was smallest for "large!! feeders 
and increased as lot size declined. 

30 The percentage of cattle of mi.xed breeding was greatest among 
"large" feeders and declined continuously as lot size decreased. 

4~ "Large" feeders fed a much greater proportion of their cattle in 
drylot alone than did the feeders in the other size groups. 

5. "Large tl feeders fed a higher percentage of their cattle for periods 
of less than 150 days than feeders in any other size groupo 

6. No definite correlation between degree of grain feeding and length 
of feeding period could be determined because feeders in some size groups 
had several lots on feed-~some on full and some on limited grain feed--and 
the questionnaires were not sufficiently detailed to distinguish between 
these lotso 

70 The percentage of cattle on feed that were raised by feeders was 
smallest for the "large l1 feeders and increased steadily as lot size 
decreasedo· The percentage of cattle purchas.ed followed the opposite trend, 
being lowest for Hsmall'! feeders and highest for !nlarge " feeders 0 

Thus 9 feeders in the "large!' size group appear to differ from the 
feeders in the other four size groups with respect to every category of 
classification. 



GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS OF BEEF CATTLE 

FEEDING IN NOR.TH CAROLINA == JANUARY 1962 

INTRODUCTION 

Reductions in the acreage of tobacco and other crops on many North 
Carolina farms during recent years have released considerable quantities 
of agricultural land and labor from the production of these commodities 0 

Some of this underemployed land and labor has been shifted to the pro= 
duction of beef cattleo During the past five years 9 the total nmuber of 
beef cattle in the state has increased by more than 7 percen-co However 9 

North Carolina is sti.ll a deficit beef=produeing state~ importing much 

5 

of its beef from other areaso Goals of the Agricultural Extension Service 
outlined in 'UExtensiol1u s Five Year Agricul·!;ural Opportunities Program!! 
call for further increases of 100 9 000 beef cows 9 as "\-Jsll as 50 9 000 
addi tional cattle finished for market al'U11J..ally ~ wi thin the next; fi VEl 

years 0 

The purpose of this paper is to present some of the general ch.aracter­
istics of cattle feeding systems now being used by North Carolina feE!derso 
This is one phase of a larger study currently being made by personnel of 
the Department of Agricultural Economics at North Carolina State College 
to determine physical characteristics 9 costs~ returns and profitability of 
selected feeding systems within the stateo 

Data used in this paper weI'S supplied by County Agricultural Agents 
in response to two mail questiormaireso The first survey, which included 
questions on the location and size of feeding operations and the sef and 
estimated sale dates of the cattle~ was conducted in January 9 19620" The 
second surveY9 conducted by the authors in July~ 19629 was designed. to 
provide additional informa tion9 such as the age$ breed. type and. SOl1.rCe of 
cattle on feed 9 the type of facilities used in the feeding operations 9 the 
level of grain feeding and the length of feeding periods6 

Data from these questionnaires provide only a general description of 
cattle feeding in North Carolinao In many instances, these data represent 
estimates rather than detailed countso No information relative to the costs 
of resources used in the various feeding systems nor the revenue genera teet 
by such operations was obtainedo Information of this type is being 
deyeloped in later phases of the studyo 



CHARACTERISTICS OF CATTLE FEEDERS AND CATTLE ON FEED 

Location 

A total of about 425 feeders in 67 counties in North Carolina had 
approximately 33 p OOO head of cattle on feed on January 19 19620 On 
January 1$ 19609 about" 350 feeders in 50 counties were estimated to have 
only 16p800 head1 indicating an increase of almost 100 percent during the 
two-year periodo It should be noted that these numbers are estimates of 
cattle on feed at a specific date~ January 10 Since som~ feeders feed 
more than one lot of cattle annuallY9 the total number fed annually may 
be considerably greater than the estimates for aTJW such specific dateo 
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Figure 1 shows the location and the approximate number of cattle on 
feed on January 19 19620 It is interesting to note that 9 in genera1 9 

counties in the. central Coastal Plains and central Piedmont had relatively 
high concentrations of cattle on feed, while the Coasta1 9 northern and 
western Piedmont9 Sandhill 9 and Mountain counties (with the exception of 
Transylvania and Macon) reported few cattleo 

1'ype of Cattle 

Three different characteristics -- sex9 age a~d breed type -- were 
used to describe the type of cattle on feedo Table 1 presents a summary 
of the number of cattle in each type classificatio~ and the number of 
feeders within the state who were reported to have cattle of the various 
types at the time of the survey 0 It will be noted that total numbers of 
both cattle and feeders differ for the three categories of classification. 
The reason for these differences is that information on one or more of the 
categories was unknown for some feederso 

About 210 9 or slightly over half9 of the feeders for whom information 
was reported were feeding a total of 16 9 300 steerso Both steers and 
heifers were reported for 190 feeders who had 129700 cattle on feedo 
Only 10 feeders with a total of 400 cattle were feeding heifersexc1usivelYD 

A total of 165 feeders were reported to be feeding calves~ while 170 
were feeding yearlingso However~ the number of yearling cattle reported 
was more tbandouble the number of calves~ indicating that~ on the average g 

1 . 
Guy Ro Cassellw Inventory of Cattle on Feed, Januaryg 1969 Mimeo-

graphed Release 9 Department of Agricultural Economics~ North Carolina 
State Col1ege~ 19600 
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fijHf) Cbunt1es not reporting 

, D No cattleon.feed 

'~LeS8 than 100 head 

'", [[[J' 100 - 499 head 

, '~ 500 - 999 head 

1000 head or more 

Figure 1. Counties reporting cattle on .feed January 1, 1962 



Table 10 Characteristics of cattle on feed~ January 19 1962 

Characteristic 

~e 

Steers 

Heifers 

Both 

Total 

Calves 

Yearlings 

Both 

Total 

k~ 
Beef 

l'1ixedb 
c Dairy and other 

Total 

Cattle feeders 
reported 

210 

10 

190 

410 

165 

170 

50 

385 

348 

28 

5 
381 

a Cattle reported 

18 9 300 

400 

129700 

31 9 400 

69 200 

139 100 

119900 

31,200 

21 9900 

69 700 

2,500 

31~100 

~UIDber of cattle to the nearest 100. 
The characteristic mixed breed type indicates that the cattle on 

feed were a mixture of beef and dairy breeding. 
clncluded in the category dairy and other are the lots of cattle on 

feed in which some of the cattle were of dairy breeding and other animals 
in the same lots were of beef or mixed breedingo 

8 
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yearlings were being fed in much larger lots than calveso Only 50 feeders 
had both calves and yearlings on feed 9 but these operators accounted for 
11~900 head~ or more than one=third p of the total cattleo 

Approximately two=thirds of the cattle on feed were of beef breeding. 
Most of the remaining cattle were of mixed breedingo Only five feed.ers 
ivere repor"l:;ed to be feeding any dairy=type animals 9 and none of these were 
feeding dairy animals exclusivelyo 

Sou.rc~s of Feeder Cattle 

The sources from which North Carolina feeders obtained the cattle 
which they had. on feed are shown in Table 20 It can be seen from these 
data that the feeders \~ho raised their own animals fed in smaller lots 9 

on the average p than the feeders who purchased all or par"/;; of their eat-neD 

Table 2. Sources of feeder cattle 9 January 19 1962 

SOUIce 

Raised 

Purchased 

Both 

Total 

Cattle feeders rl::lport;ed 

156 
132 

88 

376 

Number 

~'9 900 

199300 

69 600 

309 800 

~UJ!lber of cattle to the nearest 1000 

~anagement Pr~ 

31 
146 

75 
82 

,-----~-

The type of area used during the feeding period9 the length of the 
feeding period and the degree of grain feeding were the aspects of manage­
ment included in the surveys (Table 3)0 

The 125 feeders who were using a feeding period of less than 150 days 
were estimateo_ to have 129800 cattle on feed~ whi.le the 237 operators who 
planned to feed for periods of more than 150 days had only 1191+00 heado 
These data suggest a faster rate of turnover of cattle fed in larger grOUPSD 

Sixteen feeders with 69 800 cattle were following the practice of feeding 
some of their cattle for periods of less than 150 days and holding others 
on feed for more than 150 dayso There was no way of determining from the 
survey data whether there was a correlation between the length of feeding 
period and the grade of slaughter animal soldD 



Table 3,,- Management practices of feeders, January 1, 1962 

Practice 

Feeding area 

Drylet 

Pasture 

Both 

Total 

Feeding period 

Less than 150 days 

More than 150 days 

Both 

Total 

Grain feeding 

Full feed 

Limited feed 

Both 

Total· 

Cattle feeders 
reported 

154 

50 

·.177. 

381 

125 

237 

16 

376 

240 

125 

13 

378 

(nwnber) 

~umber of cattle to the nearest 1000 

Cattle reporteda 

17,200 

3,700 

10,500 

31,400 

12,800 

11,400 

6,800 

31,000 

17,700 

6,200. 

7,000 

30,900 

10 
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There appeared to be a negative correlation between degree of grain 
feeding and length of feeding periodo Generally~ feeders using limited 
amounts of grain were planning to keep their cattle on feed for longer 
than 150 days more frequently than feeders using a full~grain feeding 
pro gram 0 Limited grain feeding and feeding on pasture appeared to be 
positiyely correlatedo 

CHARACTERISTICS OF CATTLE FEEDING SYSTEMS BY SIZE GROUPS 

Feeders were reported with lots of cattle ranging from 2 to 49000 
heado To distinguish among the location and general characteristics of 
the different size feeding operations 9 five arbitrary classes of lot size 
were madeo Feeders with 400 or more cattle were included in one grouP9 
hereafter referred to as the "large" groupo The timedium=to=large '¥ group 
was those feeders with lots of 101 through 399 headg while feeders with 
40 through 100 head were grouped to form the "medium'l groupo Feeders 
with 20 through 39 head were classified as "sma11-to=medium" feeders\) and 
those with 1es.s than 20 head were included in the Ilsmall" groupo 

Distribution of Feeders a.nd Cattle among Size Groups 

Table 4 shows the number of feeders and the total number of cattle 
being fed within each size groupo It is interesting to note that the 13 
"1arge ll f·eeders constitute only about 3 percent of the total number of 
feeders but were feeding about 43 percent of the total number of cattleo 
Feeders in the "large" plus the "medium-to-largen groups constituted 11 
percent of the feeders but were feeding 62 percent of the total number of 
cattlso 

Table 40 Feeders and cattle g January 19 19629 by size groups 

Cattle feeders reported Cattle reported 
Size group Number Percent of Number"" Percent of 

total to·cal 

Large 13 3 149400 43 

Medium-to-1arge 34 8 69 500 19 
Medium 113 27 7\)400 22 

Small = to-medium 142 34 39100 11 

Small 11'+ 28 19 400 5 
Total 416 100 33~40o 100 

~umber of cattle to the nearest 1000 
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~ocation of Feeders ,by Size GrouE2 

Only eight counties reported feeders with 400 or more head of cattle 9 

while 20 counties listed feeders with 101=399 heado More counties reported 
feeders with lots of 40=100 head than any other size groupo Feeders in 
'this group were located in 46 oounties o Figure 2 shows the location of 
feeders in the Ii large 9 II 'Umedium=to=large ,Q and 'Qmediumli size groupso 

The L~5 counties repor"dng feeders with 20=39 head of cattle 9 as well 
as the 40 counties reporting feed~,)rs with fewer than 20 head. 9 are identified 
in Figure 30 

Comparisons by Size Groups 

Tables 5 through 11 present summaries of the types of cattle on feed 9 

the sources of feeder cattle and the management practices followed by 
feeders in the Ularge9 IQ 'imed,ium=to-large~ Ii 'Imedium9 II Iismall=to-meditIDl" and 
II small" size groups 0 The data were arranged in this manner to facili ta te 
comparisons of average types of cattle fed 9 sources of cattle and methods 
of management used by feeders in the various, size groups. Since informa= 
tionon one or more categories~ ioeo~ sex~ age~ feeding period9 etc0 9 was 
not reported for some feeders 9 the total number of feeders and of cattle 
on feed is not always the same for every category within a size groupo 

Type of Cattle 

From the data in Table 5~ it appears that "1arge lU feeders 9 on the 
average~ were feeding a larger proportion of steers only than feeders in 
any other size group. About 65 perc:ent of the cattle being fed by "large!U 
feeders were steers onlyo This percentage declined steadily as the lot 
size declined 9 except for the IUsmallll groupo 

The proportion of calves on feed appeared to be j"nversely related to 
size group (Table 6) 0 Only about 3 percent of the cattle fed by "large'U 
feeders were classified as calves 9 while the highest proportion of calves 
(50 percent) was reported for !UsmalllU feeders. On the other hand 9 the 
proportion of cattle classified as oalves and yearlings increased from 
only 2 percent for tismallU feeders to 62 percent for feeders in the ti large II 
~roupo Thus? the disparity between size groups in percentage of calves 
fed may not be as great as it appears~ since there was no way to determine 
what proportion of the cattle classified as calves and yearlings was 
actually calveso 

Larger feeders apparently were feeding a higher percentage of cattle 
of mixed breeding and a smaller percentage of animals of beef breeding 
than the smaller feeders (Table 7)e The percentage of cattle of mixed 
breeding varied from 45 percent of the total fed by IUlarge" feeders to 



only 5 percent of the total a.mong 'Oamal}!' feederso The proportion of 
cattle of beef breeding9 on the other hand~ increased from 48 percent in 
the ularge l9 group to 93 percent in the IUsmall" groupo 

Sources of Feeder Cattle 

13 

A summary of the sources from which feeders in each size group secured 
the cattle they had on feed at the time of the survey is presented in 
Table 80 Larger feeders w on the average 9 raised a smaller percentage and 
purchased a larger percentage of the cattle they were feeding than did 
feeders in smaller size groupso The per0entage of cattle raised ranged 
from 3 percent for feeders with 400 head or more to 64 percent for feeders 
with less than 20 heado ConverselY9 feeders in the 1Y1arge!' groupp1,1.1"chased 
87 percent of their cattle 9 while only 23 percent of the cattle fed by 
"sn1all l' feeders were pur0hasedo Some feeders in each size grou.p raised_ 
some of their own cattle and purchased others 9 but there did not appear 
to be any definite correlation between size group and percentage of cattle 
both raised and pUJ.'chasedo 

Management Practices 

The proportion of cattle fed on pasture was about the same for all 
size groups (Table 9)0 However 9 a much higher percentage (78 percent) of 
cattle were being fed. in drylot alone by "large U feeders than by feeders 
in any other size groupo The peroentage of oattle in the other four size 
groups being fed in drylot ranged from 27 to 46 peroento 

About 50 percent of the oattle fed by "large 'I feeders were fed for 
periods of less than 150 days (Table 10) 0 This peroentage progressi "lTely 
declined to only 26 percent of the total cattle fed by Hsrnall~to=mediumli 
feeders~ but increased to 39 percent for '~srnall'~ feederso 

The data in Table 11 suggest that the practice of limited feeding is 
much more common for the "small9 ';9 nsmall-to~medium" and ICmedium" feeders 
tb..an for the !9mediu.m=to=large tn and !91arge lll feederso Only about 10 to 15 
percent of the cattle in the two larger groups were fed by limited feeding 
onlY9 while abou.t one=third of the cattle in the three smaller feeder 
groupings were on a limited feeding system. This 9 of cours6 9 is consistent 
with the fact that a large proport;ion of the cattle in the !Olarge 'O group 
were fed for less than 150 dayso 



First number - Feeders with 400 or more cattle 

Second number- Feeders with 101-399 cattle 

Third number - Feeders with 40-100 cattle 

Figure 2. Location of feeders in the "large," "medium-to-large" and "medium" 
size groups, January 1, 1962 

0-2-4 



First number - Feeders with 20-39 cattle 

Second number - Feeders with less than 20 cattle 

Figure 3. Location of feeders in the "small-to-medium" and "small" size groups, 
January 1, 1962 

..... 
VI 
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Table 5. Sex of cattle on feed 9 January 19 1962, by size group 

Size Cattle feeders Cattle reported group 
tUld sex reported Number Pereent Number 

of total per feeder 

(number) 

La~ 

Steers 7 99330 6408 19333 
Heifers 0 0 0 0 

Both 6 59 078 3502 8Lj.6 

Total 13 149408 10000 19 108 

Medi~o-larg~ 

Steers 18 39 265 5400 181 

Heifers 0 0 0 0 

Both 13 2~783 4600 214 

Total 31 69 048 10000 195 

Medium 

Steers 54 39 235 4700 60 

Heifers 4 308 405 77 
Both 48 39346 4805 70 

Total 106 69 889 10000 65 

.§Lmall-:.to-medi urn 

Steers 66 19 636 4404 25 

Heifers 5 124 304 25 

Both 71 19925 5202 27 
Total 142 39 685 100 0 0 26 

~ 
Steers 65 807 5705 12 

Heifers 1 10 007 10 

Both 45 586 4108· 13 

Total 111 19 403 10000 13 
~ ===-



Table 6. Age of cattle on feed 9 January 19 19629 by size group 

Si 
a 

ze 
nd 

group· 
age 

Large 

Calves 

Yearlings 

Both 

Total 

Medium-to~lars:e 

Calves 

Yearlings 

Both 

Total 

Medium 

Calves 

Yearlings 

Both 

Total 

o~mall-to=medium 

Calves 

Yearlings 

Both 

Total 

Small 

Calves 

Yearlings 

Both 

Total 
.......... ;~ 

Cattle feeders 
reported 

(number) 

1 

5 
7 

13 

6 

15 
6 

27 

33 
46 

19 
98 

67 

53 
15 

135 

54 
49 

2 

105 

Cattle reported 

Number Percent Number 
of total per feeder 

....... _""'" 

500 305 500 
49980 3405 996 
89 928 6200 1,275 

149408 10000 1,108 

1,240 23,,0 207 
2,838 5205 189 

1~325 2L~& 5 221 

59 403 100eO 200 

1~947 3002 59 
39 238 50.3 70 
1,257 1905 66 
6 9 442 100.0 66 

19727 4903 26 

1~389 39.6 26 

389 1101 26 

39 505 100.0 26 

672 5003 12 
644 4802 13 

20 105 10 

19336 100.0 13 

17 
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Table 7. Breed type of cattle on feed 9 January 1, 19629 by siz.e group 

Size and Cattle feeders Cattle reported group 
breed type reported Number Percent Number 

of total per feeder 

(number) 

Lar8:e 

Beef 9 69 908 47.9 768 

Mixed 3 69 500 45.1 2,167 

Dairy and other 1 19 000 7.0 1,000 

Total 13 14p 408 100.0 1,108 

Medium-to-large 

Beef 25 4,803 86.5 192 

Mixed 4 750 1305 188 

Dairy and other 0 0 0 0 

Total 29 5,553 100 .. 0 191 

Medium 

Beef 90 59 802 90 .. 0 65 
Mixed 8 645 10.0 81 

Dairy and other 0 0 0 0 

Total 98 6~44.7 100,,0 66 

Small-to-medium 

Bee! 120 39 105 9107 26 

Mixed 10 247 7.3 25 
Dairy and· other 1 35 100 35 

Total 131 39387 100.0 26 

Small 

Beef 95 19 211 9207 13 

Mixed 6 68 5.2 11 

Dairy and other 2 27 201 14 

Total 103 ·1,306 1000 0 13 



Table 80 Source of feeder cattle on feed, January 19 19629 by size group 

Size Cattle feeders eatt1e reported group 
and source reported Number Percent Number 

of total per feeder 

(number) 

Lar~e 

Raised 1 500 3~5 500 

Purchased 10 12~480 8606 1p248 

Both 2 19 428 9.9 714 

Total 13 149408 . 10000 19 108 

MediU1ll=to~large 

Raised 4 595 1103 149 

Purchased 14 2~440 4603 174 

Bo·th 8 29 238 4204 280 

Total 26 59273 lOODO 203 

Medium 

Raised 25 19505 23.6 60 

Purchased 42 29 947 46.1 70 

Both 30 19935 3003 65 

Total 97 69 387 100,,0 66 

Small-to~medium 

Raised· 58 1.9 483 42.4 26 

Purchased 42 19 091 , 31.2 26 

Both 35 926 2604- 27 

Total 135 39500 10000 26 

Small 

Rais.ed. 68 851 63.7 13 

Purchased 24 308 2301 13 

Both 13 176 1302 14 

Total 105 19335 100,,0 13 
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Table 90 Type of feeding area9 January l~ 1962~ by size group 

... 

Size and Cattle feeders Cattle reported group 
feeding area reported Number Percent Number 

of total per feeder 
. 

(number) 

1ar~ 

Drylot 8 119180 7706 1,398 

Pasture 2 19500 10.4 750 

Both 3 .19728 1200 576 

Total 13 149408 100 0 0 ·1,108 

Medium-to .. large 

Drylot 8 19 475 2606 184 

Pasture 4 695 12 .. 5 174 

Both 16 39383 6009 211 

Total 28 59553 .100 0 0 198 

Medium 

Drylot 37 2,502 3806 68 

Pasture· 14 955 ·1407 68 

Both 48 3,030 4607 63 

Total 99 69 487 100.0 66 

Smal1=to-medium 

Dry10t 53 19398 3903 26 

Pasture. 18 443 1204 25 
BoJch 66 19719 4803 26 

Total 137 39 560 100.0 26 

Small 

Drylot 46 613 45.9 13 

Pasture 14 150 11.2 11 

Berth 45 573 42.9 13 

Total 105 19336 100.0 13 



2;1. 

Table 100 Length of feeding periodg Januar,y 19 19629 by size group 

Size group and Cattle feeders Cattle reported 

feeding period reported Number Percent Number 
of total per feeder 

, 

(number) 

Large 

Less than 150 days 1 19 150 4906 I p 021 

More than 150 days 2 19500 10 .. 4 750 

Both 4- 5~758 4000 19440 

Total 13 149408 .100 .. 0. 19 108 

Medium-to-lar~ 

Less than 150 days 9 29 063 3702 229 

More than 150 days 15 29 840 5101 189 

Both 4- 650 11~ 7 163 

Total 28 5955J3 10000 198 

Medium 

Less than 150 days 32 29 136 34.1 67 

More than 150 days 56 3,677 - 5808 66 

Both 8 444- 701 56 

Total 96 6,257 10000 65 

Smal1~to~medium 

Less than 150 days 35 920 2600 26 

More than 150 days 100 2,587 7303 26 

Botp. 1 23 007 23 

To·tal 136 3,530 100.0 26 

Small 

L~ss than 150 days 39 518 3901 13 

More than 150 days 65 806 6009 12 

:Both 0 0 0 0 

Total 104- 19324- 100 .. 0 13 
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Table 110 Grain feeding practices 9 January 19 19629 by size group 

S 
f 

~ 

iz,e group and 
eeding practioe 

Large, 

Full feed 

Limited feed 

Both 

Total 

Medium-to~large 

Full feed 

Limited feed 

Both 

Total 

Medium 

Full feed 

Limited feed 
I 

Both 

Total 

Sma1J=to=mediu.ID 

Full ·feed 

Limited feed 

Both 

Total 

~ 
Full feed 

Limited feed 

Both 

Total 

Cattle feeders 
reported 

(number) 

7 
2 

l~ 

13 

18 

4 

4 

26 

59 

33 

5 

97 

90 

45 

0 

135 

61 

4-3 

0 

104 

Cattle reported 
-Number Percent Number 

of iotal per feeder 
----

79 150 4-906 19 021 

19500 100L~ 750 

59758 4000 19 440 

149408 10000 19 108 

39483 6602 194 

800 15.2 200 

975 1806 244 

59 258 10000 202 

39 812 5908 65 

29 266 3505 69 

299 407 60 

6 9 377 10000 66 

2,,321 66.0 26 

19 196 34.0 27 

0 0 0 

39517 100.0 26 

818 62.4 13 

493 3706 12 

0 0 0 

19311 100.0 13 




