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Marketing Kentucky Livestock
By E. C. JOHNSON

The purpose of this bullelin is to deseribe and analyze the
methods used in marketing Kentucky livestock. Since this
study covers a broad field it does not go into detailed econormie
analysis of ‘marketing agencies but aims to bring out significant
facts, and point out specific problems relating to marketing of
Kentucky livestock.

TRENDS IN LIVESTOCK PRODUCTION IN KENTUCKY,

The number of livestock on farms for census vears from
1850 to 1925 is given in Table 1. Table 2 shows the rank of
Kentuclty among states in number of livestock on farms, and
indicates that Kentucky now ranks much lower than form-
erly. This is due largely to the development of the livestock
industry in other states and not to a decline of livestock in Ken-
tucky because, with the exception of hogs, there has been a
tendency for livestock on farms in Kentuecky to inerease,

The hog industry of Kentucky increased rapidly in import-
ance during the first half of the nineteenth century, but since
1860 the trend has been downward. Figure 1 shows the number
of hogs on farms on January first each year since 1870, based on
the estimates of the United States Department of Agriculture,
and shows a marked decline of hogs on farms during this period.

Central Kentucky has been an important sheep producing
region for a long period of years. Census figures since 1850
show that the number of sheep on farms has been approximately
one million except for the years 1900 and 1910 when there was &
marked inerease. The 1920 census reported only 707,845 head
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and the 1925 ecensus, 695,692 head, but it should be pointed out
that these census figures were for January first and therefore
did not include the lamb erop. The 1910 census is a report for
April 15 and others are for June 1.
of sheep on farms since 1870 and indicates that the trend of the
sheep indnstry has been slightly upward.

Report of U. 8. Census.

TABLE 1.—Number of Livestock on Farms in Kentucky.

Figure 1 shows the number

Dairy

Year Hogs Sheep Cattle* Cows Horses Mules
1850 2,891,163| 1,102,091 B05,037| 247,475 315,682| 65,609
1860 2,330,595 938,990 566,844| 269,216 355,704 117,634
1870 1,838,227 936,765 450,722| 247,616 317,034 99,230
1880 2,225,225 1,000,269 542,092 301,882 372,648 116,153
1890 2,036,746 937,124 701,575| 364516 401,356 146,521
1900 1,954,537 1,297,343 719,223 364,025 451,697| 190,665
1910 1,491,816 1,363,013 591,103 409,834 443,034| 225,043
1920 1,604,413 707,845 652,107 441,346*% 382,442 292,857
1925 919,304 695,962 472,103] 432,880** 307,163| 294,069

*Cattle excluding dairy cows,
. **Dairy cows and dairy heifers.

TABLE 2.—Rank of Kentucky Among States In Livestock on Farms,
- Dairy
Year Hoga Sheep Cattle Cows Horses Mules
1850 2 6 10 9 4 2
1860 3 7 11 10 T 2
1870 4 10 11 11 9 3
1880 ki 14 16 14 11 8
1890 9 14 19 14 15 6
1900 11 16 21 14 16 T
1910 14 14 24 18 18 B
1920 14 17 28 15 20 9

*Cattle excluding dairy cows,
TABLE 3.—Number of Livestock Per Farm in Kentucky—1910-1920.

(U. 8. Census)
1910—Farms Reporting | 1920—Farms Reporting
Class of Livestock Livestock
Livestock Per Cent Average Per Cent Average
5f Al Head Per. of All Head Per
Farms Farm Farms Farm
85.1 45 85.5. 4,
83.4 1.6 76.1 2.1
66.7 8.6 69.5 8.0
17.6 29.8 13.2 19.8
67.9 25 67.0 21
37.7 23 45.8 2.4
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TABLE 4—Average Number of Livestock Per Farm by Districts.
(U. 8. Census 1926)

District g’;?flg gﬁgg Hogs | Sheep |Horses| Mules
Mountain 1.6 14 2.5 4 q 9
North Central ... 20 2.8 3.8 7.8 1.8 T
West Central ... 1.8 16 3.7 15 11 14
South Western ... 1.6 2.3 5.2 13 12 1.9
Waestern Coal Field 17 1.3 4.8 i 1.3 1.8
Purchase .......m...... 1.1 1.9 " 4.0 .6 1.2 1.7

TABLE 5.—Average Number of Livestock Per Thousand Acres of all
Land In Farms.
(Census of 1920)

Tennes-|. Ken- Vir«

i
! Ohio |Indiana | [llinols see tucky ginta

All cattle ............ 82 73 81 60 B1 41
Hogs 131 178 145 94 70 51
Sheep 89 31 20 18 33 18
Horses and mules 34 39 46 36 31 22

In beef cattle Kentucky made a steady growth between 1850
and 1920 but since 1920 beef cattle on farms have decreased.
Dairying has shown the most noticeable growth among all live-
stpek enterprises in the State. Figure 2 giving the number of
milk cows and other cattle on farms illustrates graphically the
npward trend in the beel and dairy industry.

The number of horses on farms has not changed to any great
extent since 1850 but mules have shown a large inerease. Be-
tween 1850 and 1920 horses inereased 21 per cent and mules 346
per cent showing that mules have been gaining in relative im-
portance as farm draft animals. The trend of horses and mules
in Kentucky is shown in Figure 3.

DISTRIBUTION OF LIVESTOCK WITHIN THE STATE

The census of 1920 reported 270,626 farms in Kentucky
and of these 253,144 or 93.5 per cent reported some livestoek,
The average number of head of livestock per farm as reported
by the 1910 and 1920 census is given in Table 3.
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The practice often is followed of dividing the State into six
regions. They are the Purchase, Southwestern, Western Coal
Field, West Central, North Ceniral and Mountain regions. The
location of these regions is shown in Figure 4, which also shows
the distribution of sheep. Table 4 shows the average number
of head of livestock per farm for all farms in the different

regions.
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Fig. 1.—Hogs and sheep on farms in Kentucky. 1870 to 1925.

The western part is the most important hog producing sec-
tion of Kentucky but hogs are fairly well distributed over the
whole State. There is considerable concentration of hogs in
counties bordering the Ohio River in Western Kentucky, and
in hogs per farm, the Southwestern region stands in first place.

Sheep production is more localized than any other form of
livestock production. Figure 4 shows, that the sheep on farms
are concentrated in a number of counties in the North Central
region. This region has approximately 65 per cent of the sheep
in the State and is famous for the production of high quality
spring lambs.

While beef cattle are distributed over the whole State, the
main center of beef production is in a few counties in the North
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Central region. The excellent bluegrass pastures of this region
furnish much of the necessary feed, and are a prominent factor
in making this an important beef producing area. The Moun-
tain region is second in beef production.
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Flg. 2.—Milk cows and other cattle on farms in Kentucky. 1870 to 1925.

The most important dairy regions of Kentucky are in the
proximity of Louisville, Cincinnati and Lexington, where farms
produce milk to supply the city market. In dairy eattle per

HEAD

500,000 L
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Flg. 3.—Horses and mules on farms in Kentucky. 1570 to 1825.

farm the North Central region leads, with the Southwestern sec-
tion in second place.

Mules outnumber horses in all sections of Kentucky except
the North Central region, and are most numerous in the western
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part. In horses per farm, the North Central region leads,
which is explained partly by the fact that the breeding of thoro-
bred horses is an important enterprise in that region.

In comparing the livestock industry of Kentueky with that
of neighboring states of Ohio, Tllinois, Indiana, Tennessee and
Virginia, Kentucky ranks fifth in all cattle per thousand acres
of land in farms in 1920, fifth in hogs, second in sheep and fifth
in horses and mules. These figures are given in Table 5. In
number of livestock per thousand aeres of improved land in
farms, Kentueky ranks fourth in cattle, fifth in hogs, second in
sheep and third in horses and mules.

SEASONAL MOVEMENT OF LIVESTOCK TO MARKET

In order to determine the movement of Kentucky livestock
to market during the different months of the year, a study was
made of receipts of Kcentueky livestock at the Cincinnati and
Louisville markets, which are the most important markets for
livestock from this State. Receipts for a five year period, 1921

TABLE 6.-Seasonal Movement of Cattle,

Receipts by Monthg Expressed as Per Cent of Year's Total.
(Average of receipts for five years 1921-1925)

Louisville
Cincinnati Louisvilie and
’ Cincinnati
Months
Total Receipts of Total Receipts of | Kentucky
Cattle Kentucky Cattle Kentucky Cattle
Receipts Cattle Receipts Cattle Receipts
79% 4.3% 6.8% 6.8% 5.6%
6.6 2.6 6.6 5.4 3.7
6.4 2.2 6.4 6.0 38
6.0 1.8 5.6 5.3 3.3
6.5 3.3 5.8 5.6 43
6.5 4.2 5.8 6.0 49
8.0 82 8.1 8.3 8.8
s 9.6 12.0 10.2 9.9 11.8
Sept. ... 110 16.9 14.3 13.3 15.4
Oct, . 13.6 20.8 16.0 16.6 19.0
Nov, ... 103 14.3 9.8 10.0 125
Dec. .o . 8.6 7.9 6.7 6.9 .6




50 Kentucky Station Bullelin No. 278

TABLE 7.—Seasonal Movement of Calves.

Receipts by Months Expfessed as Per Cent of Year's Total.
(Average of receipts for five years 1921-1925)

Louisville
Cincinnati Louisville and

Cincinnati

Months

Total |Receipts of Total Receipts of | Kentucky

Calf Kentucky Calf Kentucky Calt
Receipts Calves Receipts Calves Receipts
Jan. 5.8% 4.6% 58% 5.6% 5.0%

Feb. ....... 6.4 5.1 5.7 5.9 5.5
Mar. ..ooeee. 8.9 7.0 79 7.7 7.3
APDr. oo 10.2 8.4 7.9 7.0 8.0
May .......... 118 11.2 8.9 8.9 10.0
June ....... 10.8 115 10.4 106 11.0
July ... 10.4 12.9 117 12.0 125
9.1 10.2 12.0 12.4 11.3
7.9 10.1 10.3 10.4 10.3
7.6 8.7 8.1 8.0 8.3
5.8 5.5 5.7 5.7 5.6
5.8 438 5.6 5.5 5.2

to 1925 inclusive, were studied and the average numbher of head
of livestock of each class received per month for the five years
was determined,

Both the I.ouisville and Cineinnati stockyard eompanies
keep records of total receipts of livestock by months from dif-
ferent railroads, truck, express and boat, but these records do
not show the points or origin of livestock shipments. The Ohio
office of the agricultural statistician for the U. S. Department
of Agriculture has figures on the receipts at Cincinnati from
Kentucky points, which were used as a basis for determining
seasonal movement to that market. The Kentucky office of the
agricultural statistician provided figures on receipts of Kentucky
sheep and lambs at Louisville, and estimates were obtained fromn
the Bourbon Stock Yards Company for cattle, calves and hogs.
It was estimated that the percentages of livestock of Kentucky
ovrigin for the different sources were as follows:
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Loulsville & Nashville R, R.—South........................ per cent
Louisville & Nashville R, R—North per cent
Illincis Centiral R. R....... per cent

Southern R. R—S0Uth ..cooicier e vessmeamreeaes per cent

Louisville, Henderson and St. Louis R. R per cent
Chesapeake and Ohio R. R per cent
Loulsville and Interurban R, R ieccaeeeee per cent
Express, boat and driven in 60 per cent

This means that the figures are only estimates, but they are the
best figures available. The seasonal movement of Kentucky
livestock to market as determined from these figures is illustrated
graphically in Figure 5.

Cattle. The marketing of Kentucky cattle is very seasonal,
most of the cattle being sent to market in the fall with a very
pronounced peak in the month of October. Table 6 which
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Fig. 5.—Monthly receipts of Kentucky livestock at Loulsville and Cin-
clnnati markets, expressed as per cent of year's total. Average of receipts
for five years, 1921-1ui5,
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gives the per eent of eattle marketed by months indicates that
about 58 per cent of the Kentucky cattle received at Louisville
and Cincinnati are marketed during the four months of August,
September, Oectober and November. The heavy marketing of
cattle in the f£all is due to the fact that cattle are run on pasture
during the summer and early f£all and then are sent to the mar-
ket. Shipments of cattle in the fa]l are largely butcher and
feeder stock and a few loads of fat eattle.

Calves. The marketing of calves is also seasonal but not so
pronounced as with cattle. Table 7, giving the per cent of the
year’s receipts marketed each month, shows that about 56 per
cent of the calves are marketed during the five months, May to
September, the peak coming in July. The calves are usnally

‘TABLE 8.—Seasonal Movement of Hogs.

Receipts by Months Expressed as Per Cent of Year's Total.
(Average of receipts for five years 1921-1925)

Louisville
Cincinna.ti Louisville and

Cincinnat{

Months

Total Receipts of Total Receipts of | Kentucky
Ho_g Kentucky Hog Kentucky Hog

Receipts Hogs Receipts Hogs Receipts
Jan, 9.8% 5.6% R.7% 6.6% 6.1

Feb, 8.0 2.4 7.8 6.6 4.3%

Mar, 7.6 45 t3.2 8.2 6.2
Apr, . 8.1 9.7 8.0 9.9 9.8
May .. 8.5 114 9.2 10.6 11.0
June 7.8 7.9 81 9.1 8.6
July 70 77 . 7.8 8.3 8.0
Aug. .. 6.9 8.2 7.6 8.7 8.4
Sept. 7.6 - 10.8 7.9 8.4 9.7
Oct, .. 9.4 12.8 8.2 8.4 10.8
Nov, .. 9.6 117 88 8.5 10.2
Dec. ... 9.8 7.3 9.0 6.7 7.0

born in the spring and early summer, which accounts for the
fact that the marketing of veal calves is heaviest during those

.months.

Hogs. There are two peaks in the markeling of hogs, one

in May and the other in October,

The peak in May is caused
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by the marketing of the big erop of the previous fall and also
Ly the marketing of sows whose spring litters have been weaned.
The peak in October is due to the marketing of the spring crop
of pigs. With the exception of the months of January, Ieb-
ruary and March when the movement of hogs is light, the mar-
keting of hogs is fairly uniform. The fairly heavy movement
to market during the summer months indicates that many of the
fall pigs and sows are held and fed over a relatively long peried.
{See Table 8).

TABLE 9.—Seasonal Movement of Sheep and Lambs.

Recelpts by Months Expressed as Per Cent of Year's Total.
(Average of receipts for five years 1921-1925)

Louisville
Cincinnati Louisville and
Cincinnati
Months
Total Receipts of Total Receipts of | Kentucky
Sheep Kentucky Sheep Kentucky Sheep
Recelpts Sheep Receipts Sheep Receipts
1Y T 1.4% 5% A% A% A%
Feb. ... 9 2 2 2 2
Mar. ... 12 . 4 3 2
F-N ] S 1.3 4 11 T .5
May ... +8.3 9.2 13.0 129 10.9
June 242 27.2 36.0 36.0 312
July 22.4 25.0 29.2 30.7 27.6
Aug. 21.2 23.2 14.2 128 136
Sept. 8.9 6.6 39 34 6.1
Oct., ... b.4 4.5 13 13 3.0
Nov, s 29 21 T .8 16
Dae, .......| 1.9 1.0 .6 .8 8

Sheep and lambs. Sheep and lambs show the greatest sea-
sonal movement of all classes of livestock. Spring lambs, which
constitute the bulk of sheep and lamb shipments, are marketed
almost entirely during the four months, May, June, July and
August, with the peak usually in June. For the five-year period
of 1921 to 1925, 31 per cent of the sheep and lambs were mar-
keted in June and 27 per cent in July. Eighty-eight per cent
of the movement of lambs to market took place during the four
months mentioned. (See Table 9).
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The fizures given are average monthly receipts for the five
year period 1921 to 1925 and consequently do not represent the
marketing for any one year but do give the seasonal tendencies
in the marketing of Kentueky livestock. While these figures are
representative of the usual seasonal movement to market,
there may be variations from year to year due to changes in
weather and crop conditions and to variations in the price of
feed and livestock.

MARKETING AT COUNTRY POINTS

The important function of the local market is to assemble
the livestock for shipment to the central markets or slaughtering
plants. If a farmer has sufficient livestock to make a carload he
frequently will load and ship the livestock himself to the central
market, but usually he has only a few head to sell at one time,
‘and in that case he generally sells to a local livestock dealer. In
Kentucky the most important buyers in the local market are the
local traders or shippers, and the order buyers. Country butchers
and local slaughtering plants also buy some livestock from the
farmers, and, in Central Kentucky, local auction sales organiza-
tions have been developed. Cooperative livestock shipping has
not become important in Kentucky up to the present.

Local traders. From the standpoint of volume of livestock
purchased at local points, a loca] livestock dealer, geperally
spoken of as a trader, shipper or speculator, is the most impor-
tant. The trader is a local man who buys livestock from farmers
on his own account, assembles the livestock in carload lots, and
usually sells thru commission firms in the central markets. At
most shipping points there are several traders operating and com-
‘petition for business is quite keen as a rule. A survey made€ of
dealers at 26 representative shipping points in Kentucky showed
a range of from 1 to 10 fraders per shipping point with an aver-
‘age of 4. These men as a rule do not devote all their time to
buying of livestock. Out of 40 traders interviewed only 8 were
devoting all their attention to trading in livestock, 25 also were
-engaged in farming and 7 had other business interests. Most
dealers buy livestoek in one locality and ship from only one ship-
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ping point, but a number buy over a larger territory and ship
from several points.

Three methods of purchasing livesiock are practiced among
livestock traders, namely, purchase at the farm, by telephone,
and at the shipping point, including purchases at auetion and
court day sales. The relative importance of these methods varies
in different sections and with different classes of livestock. In
some parts of Central Kentucky the local auction sales have prae-
tically replaced the purchase by farm visit and telephone, and
traders buy much of their livestoek at the auctions held at various
shipping points. In other sections it is common practice for
dealers to travel from farm to farm and buy livestock. The
dealer likes to see the livestock before he makes a bid and there-
fore purchases at farms are important. This is especially true in
the purchase of cattle and sheep because there is a wide range in
grade, and the dealer does not want to make a bid without exam-
ining the stock. For hogs, grades are more uniform, and the
buyer frequently makes offers over the telephone and closes a deal
by that method. At some points buyers, penerally in partnership,
maintain private yards and scales and provide a continunous
market for livestock. The farmer can then deliver livestock at
any time convenient to him and sell at the yards. Buying is done
on the basis of a certain margin below the eentral market prices,
and in most sections is based on the markets of Louisville or
Cincinnati,

The farmer makes delivery of livestock at the shipping point
where it is weighed, and payment is made to him by the buyer.
A survey made among dealers indicates that the capital required
for purchases is supplied from the traders’ own funds or from
loans made by banks, and only in exceptional cases does the
trader draw on commission firms in the central market. After
buying the livestock the shipper assumes all risks due to price
fluctuations between the time of purchase and sale in the central
market.

The order dbuyer. The order buyer has become an important
buyer in the local markets of Kentucky. He operates like the
trader except that he buys not cn his own account but on the
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account of some packing plant which ke represents, and receives
a certain definite fee for his serviees, usually on the basis of a flat
" rate per car. As a rule the order buyer is a local man and, besides
buying on order, may buy livestock on his own account.

‘With the growth of direet buying on the part of packers the
order buyer has hecome very important in the purchase of fat
lambs, calves and hogs. Very little direct buying of cattle is done
except in the purchase of some loads of fat cattle sold by cattle
feeders. At the auction sales of Central Kentucky the order
buyer is especially important and it is estimated that during 1925
about 60 per cent of the lamhs, 70 per cent of the hogs, 50 per
cent of the calves and 5 per cent of the cattle sold at aunction
were bought by order buyers.

Indications are that direet buying by packers will continue
to be an important factor in the marketing of Kentucky live-
stock and if the decentralization which is apparently taking
place in the packing industry continues, may reach even greater
proportions. Ceniral markets, however, will receive much of
the livestock, as these markets have been built around packers
located there, and will continue to be a souree for much of the
livestock bought hy the packers.

The country butrler. Country butchers are found in many
towns in Kentucky. These include retailers of meat who kill a
small amount of livestock for sale to the consumer, the livestoek
being purchased from the farmers. - In some places there are
also men who buy and kill livestock and sell to the retail mer-
chant. The amount of livestock purchased from farmers by
country butchers is small compared to the amount shipped to
other markets and indications are that the country butcher as
an outlet for livestoek is deelining in importance. Most retail
meat merchants now ohtain their meat supply from local pack-
ing plants or from the wholesale distributing houses of the large
packers,

The local packing plant. The last few years have seen a
marked growth in the local packing industry. New plants have
sprung up at some points in Kentucky and old plants have in-
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creased their volume of business, which has resulted in the local
packing plant becoming an important buyer of livestock.

Towns having local packing plants of importance are Lex-
ington, Owensboro, Ilenderson, Covington, Paducah and Bowl-
ing Green. The size of the business varies greatlv. One of the
larger plants during 1925 slaughtered 25,991 hogs, 1,513 cattls,
1,047 calves and 429 sheep, representing a total live weight of
6,920,085 pounds, For this livestock the firm paid $723,346.

Most of the livestock slaughtered at the local packing plants
is bought in communities near the plant. Plants located at
Lexington have their buyers at the local auction sales and get
much of the livestock at the sales. Some is also shipped in
from central markets. In other sections of the Siate the live-
stock is bought from farmers and loeal livestock dealers, and in
addition oceasinonal purchases are made in central markets. The
prices paid are based on some central market; for example, the
packing plant at Henderson in buying hogs bases its price on
the Iivansville market less & margin of 25 cents in Henderson
County and 35 cents in Union and Webster Counties.

Auction sales.! In Central Kentucky a rather unique form
of local livestock marketing has developed during the last four
years, namely, the concentration and sale of livestock by auction.
During the summer of 1926 there were 15 auction sales organi-
zations located in 12 different towns, whieh held a sale of live-
stock one day every week and the total sales of these organiza-
tions amounted to several million dollars. A large share of the
market livestock sold in this region now passes thru the sales,
and buyers that formerly bought direct from farmers now buy
most of their livestock by bidding at the auctions.

The auction sales organizations operate stock yards at the
shipping point and the producer delivers the livestock which he
wants to sell at the yards the morning of the sale day. The live-
stock is weighed and the hogs, calves and lambs graded and
mingled in lots of uniform grade, cattle being sold separately
for each consignor. The auction sale is held during the after-
noon and bidding is active. All types of buyers previously men-

1 See Kentucky Experiment Station Bulletin No. 270.
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tioned compete at the sale, with order buyers, the most im-
portant buyers of lambs and hogs.

Anction sales organizations get their income by charging a
commission fee per head for the livestock sold. This fee is
deducted from the sale price and the balance paid to the pro-
ducer. These fees are fairly uniform among crganizations, the
customary rates being 20 cents for sheep, lambs and hogs, and
50 cents for cattle and calves.

Grading livestock before selling has been an important fac-
tor in the success of the sales. The high grade spring lambs
have attracted order buyers representing packers, who are in
a position to pay premium prices not only for the lambs but
also for high grade hogs and calves. Prices at sales have been
within & narrow margin of the Cineinnati market and producers
generally have been satisfied with the prices obtained. It is
likely that the auction sales organizations will eontinue in the
future to function as private concentration yards where live-
stock will be assembled and part of it sold for direet shipment
to packers.

Court day sales. Trading in livestock at county court days
was of considerable importance during former years in Ken-
tucky. In many counties of the State monthly eourt day sales
were held at the county seat, and these furnished an opportunity
for farmers to bring in livestoek and sell to livestock buyers who
attended the sales. The livestock was sold either by auction or
hy private sale. With the development of transportation and
central livestock markets, the eounty court day livestock sales
declined in importance, and at the present time, with the excep-
tion of a few counties mear the western edge of the mountains,
the amount of livestoek sold at court day is relatively small. A
few counties, however, still have court day sales where consider-
able livestock is sold. These counties border the mountains and
cattle from mountain counties are driven in from long distances
to be sold. Court days at Mt. Sterling and Richmond stand out
as being of greatest importance in amount of livestock sold. At
these points during the fall months it is not uncommon to finl
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over three thousand head of eattle on hand to be sold at one
court day sale,

Cooperative livestock shipping assoctations. Marketing live-
stock thru loeal cooperative shipping associations has never made
much headway in Kentueky. Producers generally have not
taken sufficient interest in cooperative shipping to organize ship-
ping associations on any wide secale. This lack of interest ean
be explained partly by the faet that Kentueky livestock pro-
ducers as a rule have beeun fairly well satisfied with the services
of the local livestock dealers. In the Middle West where eo-
operative livestock shipping has made the greatest growth, a
feeling of distrust foward the dealer was prevalent among farm-
ers in many communities. Such a feeling of distrust does not
exist generally in this State.

At no time has there been over half a dozen active shipping
associations in Ientucky, Sometimes farmers will consolidate
livestoek for a carload shipment to the central market without
the aid of a definite organization, but even this practice is not
carried on to any great extent. From reports obtained there are
three organizations which were active in 1926, These are the
associations at Franklin, Barlow and in Union County.!”

The plan of cooperative livestock shipping is for farmers to
group their livestock in carload Iots to be sold at the central
market, each producer receiving a return equal to the amount
his livestock sold for less the cost of marketing.?

Livestock slaughtered on farms. There is a considerable
amount of livestock slaughtered on farms in Kentuecky. In the
1919 eensus 12,293 farms reported cattle and calves slaughtered,
206,113 reported hogs and 5,023 sheep. The total number of
head slaughtered on farms during 1909 and 1919 is given in
‘Table 10, From the standpoint of number slaughtered, hogs
are by far the most important, the census reporting 721,263 head
slaughtered in 1919. Cattle are second with 19,984 head, and
sheep and lambs third, with only 9,503 head. Aeceording *o the
census reports the practice of slaughtering animals on farms

! An association was orgnnized at Lancaster in the Spring of 1927,

! Rap Kentucky Extension Cirvculnr 10¢ for a discusslon of cooperative
shipping associations.
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is declining in importance, there being a decrease of 3,573 head
of cattle and calves, 12,379 hogs and 1,147 sheep and lambs in
1919 as ecompared to 1909. While most of the animals slaugh-
tered are for eonsumption on farms, the 1919 census reported
the sale of 2,812,584 pounds of beef and veal, 5,627,480 pounds
of pork produets and 149,519 pounds of lamb and mutton.

TABLE 10—Animals Slaughtered on Farms in Kentucky as Reported
by U. §. Census. )

Cattle and Calves Hogs Sheep and Lambs
1309 23,657 733,642 10,650
1919 19,984 721,263 9,503
Decrease in
1919 8,573 12,379 1,147

Shrinkage. Shrinkage in weight of livestock between the
shipping point and the central markets is an element of cost in
marketing which is one of the most difficult problems confront-
the livestock dealer. In buying livestock the dealer must figure
on a certain amount of shrinkage and estimate what the shrink-
age cost will be. Obviously the market price must be taken into
account, that is, a three pound shrink per head on 12 cent hogs
would represent a cost of 36 cents while on 8 cent hogs it would
be only 24 cents.

It was impossible to get definite figures on shrinkage from
livestock dealers due to the fact that they generally do not keep
records of home weights and in ouly a few cases are the account
sales available io show market weights. Dealers as & rule think
of shrinkage on the basis of per head of livestock and estimates
of shrinkage were obtained from 40 dealers in different sections
of the State. These figures are only estimates of the average
shrinkage per head in average shipments and therefore give only
an approximate idea of the amount of shrinkage. These fizures
are given below in Table 11.
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TABLE 11.—Shrinkage Reported by Dealers.

Nama of Market Shipped Average Shrinkage in Pounds Per Head
to and Number of
Dealers Reporting Cattle | Calves | Hogs | Sheep | Lambs
Cincinnati—8 dealers ........ 43 12 b l 8 7
Louisville—25 dealers ... 40 10 4 | 7 6
East St. Louis—4 dealers.. 40 11 b I 9 9
Evanaville—3 dealers | 30 7 4 I 7

Shrinkage varies greatly with different loads and with dif-
ferent kinds and grades of livestock. Average fizures therefors
only indicate in a general way what the shrinkage is likely to
&e over a period for any one kind of livestoek, The figures given
in Table 11 may be a little high because dealers are likely to
cveremphasize the loss in weight due to shrinkage.

TRANSPORTATION OF LIVESTOCK

Among the services which must be performed in the market-
ing of livestock is that of transportation. The railroads and
truck owners are the important agents performing this serviee.
During the last ten vears trucking has been inereasing and a
considerable volume of livestock is now trucked to central mar-
kets but & majority of the livestock is shipped to market on the
railroads,

Freight rates. To the shipper of livestock the freight charges
appear to be a large item of expense in the marketing of live-
stock, and while freight charges between the shipping point and
the central market may seem high on a car basis, these charges
represent only a small per cent of the sale valne of the livestock.
Figures obtained on cust of marketing 105 cars of cattle in Louis-
ville in 1925 {rom shipping points over a wide area in Kentucky,
indicate that the average freight cost per ear was $18.72, which,
was only 3.1 per cent of the gross sale value of the cattle. A
similar report for 51 loads of hogs gave an average of $36.93
per car, which was 1.68 per cent of the sale value, and for 100
deeks of lambs, $25.88 per deck or 2.04 per cent of the sale value.
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Single deck rates from representative Kentucky points to
central livestock markets at Louisville, Cincinnati and Jersey
City are given in Tables 12, 13 and 14. Double decks take the
same ratc as cattle. There is a minimum weight per car (Table
15) established for the different kinds of livestock and if the
load is not up to the minimum weight, the shipper will have to
pay freight on the minimum number of pounds. The shipper
nsually does not have any difficulty in loading the minimum in
the case of cattle, ealves, hogs and fat sheep, but it is praetically
impossible to load the minimum weight of lambs, that is, 12,000
pounds for a 36 foot car without overcrowding. Where the mini-
mum cannot be Inaded the shipper pays & higher charge than
the rates indicate. Figures obtained on carlot shipments to
Louisville for cattle showed an average of 30 head per car and
an average weight of 24,738 pounds. Single deck loads of hogs
averaged 84 head weighing 16,909 pounds, Sheep and lambs
(practically all lambs) averaged 128 head, weighing 9,120
pounds per deck. Most shipments were in 36 foot cars and the
figures therefore indicate that the shipper can load the minimum
weight for cattle and hogs but not for lambs.

A large amount of livestock is shipped as mixed loads, that
18, loads of two or more kinds of livestock. A high percentage
of the calves arriving at Louisville and Cincinnati, ecome in
mixed loads. For mixed shipments the kind of livestock in the
car which would produce the highest freight charge, weight
considered, determines the rate. For example, the rate on cattle’
from Lexington to Cineinnati is 18 cents and hogs 201% cents.
A mixed car of hogs and cattle weighing 16,500 pounds would
take the cattle rate because cattle figured on the mimimum of
20,000 pounds yield a revenue of $36.00 while a 16,500 pound
load of hogs would return only $332.82,

There are special rates for stocker and feeder cattle and
shegep shipped to the country, which in general, are 75 per cent
of the regular rates.

The usual practice in marketing livestock is to have the
stockyards company pay the freight charges ard this amount
is deducted from the returns from the sale of the livestock.
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The weight which defermines the eharge is therefore the weight
at the central market. In Cineinnati the cattle are figured on
the basis of weight off the ear and hogs the weight when sold
less a deduction of 300 pounds per deck for fill. No deduction

TABLE 12.—Freight Rates Per Cwt., Single Deck, on Livestock from
Kentucky Points to Louisville—January 1, 1926,

Shipping Point Cattle Calves and Hogs Sheep
Lexington ... $0.18 $0.2014 $0.2214
Frankfort ... 16 1814 20
Shelbyville .. 12 + 14 18
La Grange ... 11 121 14
Danville ...... 19 .22 24
Bardstown ............ 138 .16 161
Elizahethtown ... 14 .16 A7%
Lebanon ............. 16 18% 20
Glasgow ........cocoeee 20 23 25
Bowling Green ... .21 .24 26%
Hopkinsville 27 W31 .34
Princeton ... .28 30 ) 32%
Mayfleld ... .33 3344 42
Owensboro 21 .24 | 268%

Switching charge $1.35 per car on L. C. R. R. and Southern R. R.

TABLE 13,—Freight Rates Per Cwt, Single Deck, on Livestock from
Kentucky Points to Cincinnati—January 1, 1926.

Shipping Point Cattle Calves and Hogs Sheep
Lexington .............. $0.18 $0.20% $0.22%
Richmond* .. 21 24 2614
Winchester 19 22 24
Parls ... 17 9% 213%
Danville* .. .21 24 2614
Somerset* ... 25% .2934 32
Flemingsburg .25 .29 31
Harrodsburg .. .21 24 26
Cynthiana* 18 A8 20
Sparta* ... 14 .16 A7%%
Lebanon* .26 .30 A215
Glasgow® ... .29 33 3614
Bowling Green* ... 30 34% 3T
Campbellsville* ... L27% 311y A4

4334.50 awitching charge per car added to rate.
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TABLE 14.—Freight Rates Per Cwt, on Single Deck Livestock to
Jersey City from Kentucky Points—January 1, 1926.

Shipping Point Cattle Calves and Hogs Sheep
Richmond ... $0.641% $0.72% $0.79
Cynthiana ... 120 83% I .69
Lebanon ........ 6814 .19 .86
Paris ..o 56le 6315 69
‘Winchester b56% .631% .69
Lexington 5636 .63% .69

TABLE 15.—Minimum Weights for Carlot Shipments of Livestock.

Size of Car Catte Calves Hogs Sheep
Single deck 36’ 20,000 1bs.{16,000 1bs.|16,000 1bs.|12,000 1ba.
36”7 77 to 40)22,272 1bs.|17,000 1bs.{17,882 1bs.|14,000 1bs.
Double deck 367 22,000 1bs.j22,000 1bs.|18,000 1bs.
36" 7" to 40’ 24,500 1bs.!24,500 1bs.]19,000 1bs.

is made for sheep and lambs and the weight determining freight
costs is the weight when sold by the commission firm. In Louis-
ville the weight for sale is used for all classes with deductions
of 300 pounds per deck of hogs, 500 pounds for cattle less than
12 hours in transit and 800 when transit time is over 12 hours.
For mixed loads deductions of 400 pounds and 550 pounds are
made based on time in transit as in the case of cattle. No dedue-
tions in weight are made for sheep.

Losses in transit. Records were obtained showing the num-
ber of dead and crippled animals which arrived in shipments
at the Bourbon Stock Yards in Louisville during 19231 Tables
16 and 17 give the number of dead and crippled animals and
indicate what per eent thev are of total receipts. The losses due
to death and injury in transit are less than one per cent of total
receipts but when considered from the standpoint of dollars and
cents loss to the shipper they are of great significance. Unfor-
tunately figures were not available to make possible the measur-
TW 8. Smlth, Veterinarian for the Southern Weighing and In-

spectlon Fureau at Loulsvllle, furnished these records and other valuable
information regarding losses In transit.
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ing of these losses in dollars and cents. This discussion must
therefore he confined to a consideration of the physical losses
from death and injury of livestock in transit.

Dead ecattle coustituted .07 per eent and crippled cattle .22
per eent of the cattle receipts. Cattle such as old eanner cows
and thin, starved stockers that are very poor in flesh and in
weak condition show the greatest losses due to death and injury
in transit. Over a period of 4 years, the number of dead cattla
unloaded at the Bourbon Yards was 248, and of this number 127
were canner cows, 64 were cutter cows and thin cattle, 22 were
fat cows, 26 were fat and half fat steers and heifers, 9 were bulls
of which 6 had been strangled by ropes used to tie them in the
car. For the same period of a total of 485 crippled cattle, 242
were canner cows, 71 cutter cows and thin cattle, 63 were fat
cows, 92 were fat and half fat steers and heifers and 17 were
bulls. Of 124 dead stocker cattle, 100 were in poor thin condi-
tion and of 142 crippled stockers 114 were also thin weakened
cattle. These figures indicate that thin weak cattle are the
greatest sufferers in transit.

TABLE 16~—Number of Dead and Crippled Animals Recelved in Rall-
road Shipments at Bourbon Stock Yards, Louisviile, in 1925,

Cattle Calves Hogs Sheep

Dead | Crips | Dead | Crips | Dead | Crips | Dead | Crips

Jannary ... 11 20 10 4 26 68 1 0
February ........ [ 18 11 8 19 49 0 0
March S I 13 11 6 28 b2 24 13
April 3 23 3 -] 41 16 2 3
May 7 18 [ 10 22 30 8 8
Juns 1 b 10 8 13 25 35 23
July 1 13 B 9 36 23 62 27
Auguat ... 8 3 23 12 25 24 35 16
Septembey ... 12 3 9 9 41 24 6 &
Octobier ... 14 29 8 9 13 17 4 1
Novamber .......... 12 29 13 10 [ 25 2 2
December ........ 3 19 10 7 12 43 4 8
Total ...ccveeenee 84 | 244 | 119 96 282 | 396 ] 180 101
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TABLE 17.—Dead and Crippled Animals Received in Railroad Ship-
ments at Bourbon Stock Yards, Louisville, in 1925, Expressed
as Per Cent of Monthly R. R. Receipts.

Cattle Calves Hogs Sheep

|
Dead | Crips | Dead | Crips | Dead | Crips DeadliCrips

January 31%| .37% 15%] .13%| .34%| .30%| 0%
February .32 37 .27 A1 28 00 0
March A7 42 23 .19 .36 | 3.47 1.88
April ... .82 .08 21 23 10 33 b0
May .....- 21 13 22 15 AT .09 J1
June ...... 9 08 15 05 10 18 .06 04
July el -l . A2 .06 A1 .23 15 16 .05
August . 20 23 12 15 13 16 07
September __....| .08 22 14 14 .26 ) 13 I3
Qctober ... .08 A7 12 13 10 12 24 06
November ... A2 .30 44 34 05 21 18 18
December ... .04 28 36 .25 .09 33 .25 A8
| !
Year ..o 07 .22 20 16 15 22 A2 07

Dead hogs eonstituted .15 per eent and crippled hogs .22 per
cent of the total hog receipts in Louisville in 1925. It is in-
teresting to note that losses run high in certain single shipments.
For the month of July out of a total of 35 dead, 15 were in one
car. In August out of 26 dead, 11 were in one car. Similarly
for September there were 8 dead in one car and 7 in another
out of a total of 41 dead hogs. In these shipments, the losses
were reported to have been caused by overheating, resulting
from overloading and improper bedding.

According to investigations made hy Dr. W. S. Smith, veter-
inarian for the Southern Weighing and Imspection Bureau at
Louisville, death of hogs in transit is caused chiefly by smother-
ing or overheating. In ecold weather, unless warmly bedded, hogs
will pile up in the car to keep warm and some may be smothered.
In hot weather hogs often die of overheating resulting from over-
exertion while being loaded or by fighting in the car, overcrowd-
ing in cars, and from loading hogs in cars with & manure bedding
which will ‘‘heat up.”’
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A¢ Louisville in 1925 dead calves eonstituted .2 per cent of
the calf receipts, and erippled ealves .16 per cent of the receipts,
Of the total sheep and lamb receipts .12 ner ecent were dead and
A7 per cent were crippled. Loading ealves with cattle and
overcrowding is given by Dr. W. S. Smith as the chief cause of
death and injury to ealves in transit. Small, weak, Number 2
or 3 grade lamhs, and thin stock ewes show heavy losses, even
when properly loaded, due to exhaustion in shipment. There is
a tendency for shippers to overcrowd sheep and lambs by at-
tempting to load the minimum weight.

As a rule there is less danger of having dead or erippled
animals in the lighter loaded cars than in the heavy loads. Over-
loading a car of livestock far above the minimum weight tends
to increase losses in trapsit and does not reduce freight costs.
For example, a trader shipped three carloads of hogs to Louis-
ville in which there was enough weight for four minimum ears,
und there were 19 dead hogs in this shipment dve to overerowd-
ing. The freight charge would have been no higher if they had
been shipped in four cars and the loss no doubt would have been
reduced. In shipping calves, hogs and sheop, when the shipper
has two decks it is economical for him to order a double deck
car. Double decks take the cattle rate which is a lower rate and
the minimum weight of a double deck is not nearly as large as
the minimnm for two single decks. Therefore a saving in
freight is made by using a double deck instead of two singles.

T'he motor truck. The motor truck has become an import-
ant factor in transportation of livestock to the central market
from farms within the territory near the market. At the
present time the limit of the trucking area in Kentucky, for both
Louisville and Cincinnati, is about fifty miles. Trucks also haul
livestock to Evansville, Indians, from Eentucky points at o
distance up to fifty miles. With improvement in roads these
trucking areas are expanding.

Table 18 gives fizures regarding the amount of hvestock
trucked to the Cincinnati market for the five years 1921 to 1925.
The average amount that arrived by truck during this period
was 10 per cent of the cattle, 33 per cent of the calves, 21 per
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cent of the hogs and 16 per cent of the sheep and lamhs. Table
19 for Louisville receipts indicates that 12 per cent of the cattle,
45 per cent of the calves, 28 per cent of the hogs and sheep
arrived by express, boat or truck, Receipts by express and boat
are relatively small so that these figures may be considered as
giving approximately the livestock which arrived by truck.

A higher percentage of ecalves are trucked to Louisville and
Cincinnati than any other class of livestock. The trucking ares
corresponds closely to the dairy region which furnishes the milk
for these cities and veal calves are a product of dairy farming.
Consequently a high percentage of veal calves are produeed close
o the market. Cattle produced for slanghter on the other hand
are raised over a larger territory and only about 10 per cent of
the cattle receipts at Louisville and Cincinnati arrive by truck.
A fairly large part of the hogs and sheep are produced within
the trucking area and are hauled by truck to the market.

TABLE 18.—Receipts by Truck at Cincinnati Market, 1921.1925,
Number of Head and Percentage of Total Receipts.

Cattle Calves Hogs Sheep
Year
Head %% Head % Head % Head %
1921 ........| 22539 7.8 55,332 33.55276,023 19.2] 64,637 14.7
1922 ... 28,619 10.1| 48,220 29.6) 288,126| 21.4| 64,446 16.3
1923 ...} 27,115! 10.3| 60,711 37.1] 303,980 21.7} 53,678 15.56
1924 ... 28,402 106 55,829| 32.0{ 287,906] 21.1| 55,151} 16.8
1926 ... 29,863| 11.5] 56,522 33.0‘.239,109 23.0) 60,317 1863
- . i
Average .| 27,3071 10.1| 55,322 33.0‘ 279,028 21.2| 59,645 15.9

Rates for trucking are not definite like the rates for freight
on railroads. Rates tend to be established by competition be-
tween truck owners at different points, These rates may change
from time to time and vary among different truck owners but
there is a tendency for rates to be fairly uniform at any ons
point. Table 20 gives representative rates at points within the



Marketing Kentucky Livestock 69

TABLE 19.—Receipts by Express, Boat and Truck (Practically all by
Truck) at Louisville Market, 1921-1925. Number of Head
and Percentage of Total Recelpts.

Cattle Calves Hogs Sheep
Year

Head % Head % Head % Head %
1921 15,1281  10.2| 45,460 46.8) 118,235/ 30.1) 73.429] 25.6
1922 18,489 11.0] b53,820| 47.4/165,678 31.3) 73,605 23.1
1923 17,260| 11.8] b1,061] 46.6) 168,121 25.2| 74,562 28.1
1924 19,032} 14.4| 44,7b2| 45.3| 124,611 26.4| 58,278 273
1926 18,198 13.3] 43,708 42.2] 85,074 28.8] 85,100} 37.1
Average ..| 17,621 12.1] 47758 45.6|130,343] 28.3| 72,974| 282

trucking area of the Louisville market. Cattle and hogs are
usually hauled on the basis of weight and the ealves and sheep
on a per head basis, altho there are exceptions to this rule, de-
pending on the bargain which the truck driver makes with the
Parmer.

Is it more economical for the producer near a eentral market
to ship by truck than by railroad? This raises the whole gues-
tion of costs of marketing by truck as compared to costs of mar-

TABLE 20.--Representative Rates for Hauling Livestock by Truck
from Kentucky Points to Bourbon Stock Yards, Louisville, 1926.

Approx- Per Cwt. Per Head
imate
Distance
Miles Cattle Hogs Calves Lambs
Cents Centg Cents
" Shelbyville ... 30 80 36 $1.00 35
Bloomfleld ... 36 35 40 1.26 40
Bardstown ....... 35 35 35 e 356
Eminence ......... 40 85 35 1.26 35
SmithAsld ... 40 35 35 1.00 40
Brandenburg ... 40 60 1.30 66
New Castle ..... 45 50 B0 1.60 40
Sulphur ... 45 &0 1] 1.60 60
Campbellsburg b0 60 1.60 b0
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Table 21.—Truck and Railroad Rates on Hogs to Louisvilie Per Cwt,.

Steam Railroada
Truck -
Single Deck { Double Deck
Shelbyville .ococeeeaenee| 35¢ 14c 12¢
Bloomfield ................... 40 1714 15
Bardstown .....cocccevecreeeene 35 15 13
Brandenburg .......ccorveeee| &0 15 13

keting by railroad. Table 21 giving rates on bhogs indicates
that truck rates are more than twice the railroad rate. If every
farmer had a car load of livestock to sell he would usually find
it of advantage to ship by railroad-to the market. Generally,
however, the farmer has only a few head to sell and he finds it

.of advantage to have a truck call at his farm and haul the live-
stock to the market.

Truck rates are higher than railroad rates, but the farmer
finds it convenient to use the truck because it provides trans-
portation from the farm directly to the market. Marketing by
iruck also may cnable the farmer to take advantage immediately
of a rise in prices because he usually can get a report of the
market and then decide to sell the same day before the market
closes. Within the trucking area the truck has replaced to &
iarge extent the local livestock dealers, and in fact many dealers
have gone into the tracking business,

The commereial use of motor trucks has grown very rapidly,
but little has heen done in regard to publiec regulation of the
trucking business. Most trucks hauling livestock are owmned
and operated by private individuals and generally speaking,
these men are providing excellent service for the producer and
take pride in giving good service. However, among the large
number of truck operators there are some who are financially
irresponsible. Some men have gone into the trucking business
with only sufficient capital to make a first payment on a truek,
and if the truck is wrecked aud the livestock killed or injured,
the owner of the cargo might suffer heavy losses and be unable
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to make recovery for his loss. This condition needs correction
and truekmen should be in a position to assume responsibility
for the cargo. Some public regulation which would make it
compulsory for the truck owner to carry insurance against cargo
losses or to deposit a bond to cover these losses is desirable.

At the present time only a verbal agreement between the
truckmen and the shipper is used, and there is need for a uni-
form system of written contracts. These contracts should show
the number of head in the load, name of the shipper and ship-
ving point, the destination and firm to which the load is shipped,
the trucking rate and the responsibility of the carrier.

CENTRAL LIVESTOCK MARKETS
There are two central markets that stand out in the fore-
ground as the most important outlets for Kentucky livestock,

TABLE 22.—Rallroad Receipts of Kentucky Livestock at Cincinnati
in 1926, Showing Origin by Counties.

County Cars Cattle Hogs Sheep Calves
Madison 618 14,201 7.834 8,475 4,940
Fayette ........... 664 6,897 10,312 21,112 6,782
Harrison 612 5,097 11,682 23,739 5,423
Mason ... 444 8,913 12,781 11,598 4,207
Bourbon 421 7.439 6,738 6,702 T
Clark ... 330 5,368 5,570 7.206 2,773
Bovle ... 827 5.192 4,744 9,016 4,887
Gallatin 273 2,364 2,714 18,319 2,381
Pulaski .......... 266 3.668 11,964 1,434 3,227
Scott ..o 243 2,483 3,194 16,284 132
Montgomery ... 236 65,427 3,020 1,679 2,251
Fleming 236 4,363 4,737 1,680 2,175
Grant ..o 225 1,840 662 20,056 462
Nicholas 162 4,298 276 4,307 89
Lincoln ... 143 2,608 1,690 4,688 1,133
Pendleton 138 1184 2,817 6,501 2,040
Henry .....cooes 121 1,718 3,168 2,150 1,461
Warren ... 111 180 7.883 435 1,705
Mercer ... 108 1,690 2,975 1,636 66
All others,

60 counties .. 1,078 16,245 31,688 18,990 | 7,323
- [ |
Total ... 6,647 95,065 133,827 186,091 54,266
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the Union Stock Yards in Cincinnati, Ohio, and the Bourbon
Stock Yards at Louisville, Kentueky. Other markets receiving
Kentucky livestoek are Evansville, Indiana; East St. Louis,
lilinois ; Nashville, Tennessee ; Knoxville, Tennessce ; and eastern
markets which include Jersey City, Baltimore, Pittshurg and
Cleveland. Figure 6 shows the location of some of these markets
and approximately the area in the State from which the livestock
is drawn. There is considerable overlapping among these mar-
kot areas, but in general Cincinnati gets livestock from the Moun-
tains and North Central Kentueky. Table 22 shows the origin
of Kentueky receipts at Cincinnati in 1926, Louisville also re-
ceives some from the North Central region, but most from the
territory to the south and west to the Tennessee River. East St.
Louis draws livestock Irom the Purchase area, Nashville from
southern connties bordering Tennessee, Evansville from the
‘Western Coal Field region and Knoxville and eastern markets
from North Central Kentucky.

Cincinnati receives more Kentucky livestock than any other
market and Louisville is second in importance, Table 23 indi-
cates that the average yearly receipts of Kentucky livestock in
Cincinnati for the period 1921 to 1925 was 695,675 head or 32,6

TABLE 23.—Average Yearly Recelpts of Livestock at Cincinnatl and
Loulsville. Average of Five Years, 1921-1825.

Cincinnatt Louisville
Total Ky. Origin Total Ky. Origin
Recelpts Receipts
No. No.
No. % ot No. % ot

Head | peag | Total | He®d | Heaq | Total
Cattle 270,830 122.098' 45.1 142,003 §8,854 62.6
Calves . 157.478] 65,668 39.2 104,708{ 64,892 62.0
Hogs ... 4 1,317,642 288,773 219 454,625| 245,499 54.0 -
Sheep ... 374,926 219.136' b8.4 262,451| 184,819 70.4
Total, all

1
livestock .| 2.130,826\ 696,676 32.6 963,757 534,064 60.8
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TABLE 24.—Average Yearly Receipts (Average of Five Year Periods).

Cincinnatl Union Stock Yards,

Horses

Cattle Calves Hogs Sheep and Mules
b E T 7 S — 127.864| ...... RS 743,788 179,039 e
1875-1879 ... 148,234 2,289 750,786 229,908 693
1880-1884 .......... 167,060 15,770 697,954 458,444 6,687
1885-1889 ... 155,214 32,177 650,223 389,488 7,048
1890-1894 ... 174,319 45,889 681,209 432,843 5,048
1900-1904 .......... 189,129 45,185 759,415 317,899 11,588
1905-1909 ... 238,449 67,648 968,680] 326,649 23,231
1810-1914 ... 254,740 64,617 915,744 401,648 17,843
1915-191% ... 307,963 92,393 1,363,123 313,601 22,956
1920-1924 ... 276,486 165,269 1,405,131 374,080 6,394
1825 e 260,245 171,518 1040415 369,805 3,039

TABLE 25.—Average Yearly Receipts (Average of Five Year Periods).
Bourbon Stock Yards, Louisvilie.

Horses

Year Cattle - Calves Hogs Sheep and Mules
18771879 .......... *53,421 296,398 146,867 8,702
1880-1884 ... 74,281 257,759 153,2563| 6.349
1885-1889 ... *75,488 274,961 116,151 4 494
1890-1894 ... 85,839 8,299 429,144 176,586 2,138
1895-1899 ... 105,672 10,247 760,877 237,365 2,328
1500-1904 _........| 98,799 12,046 647,845 243,930 3,971
1905-1909 ......... 130,886 31,245 734,716 349,927 5,484
19510-1914 .......... 150,745 36,277 612,978 476,526 4,485
1915-1%19 162,294 43,374 663,644 290,260 9,722
1920-1924 149,338 102,673 490,724 272,052 3,435
1920 .l 136,842 103,452 295,379 229,493 1,241

*Includes cattle and calves.

TABLE 26.—Relative Receipts at, Cincinnati, Louisville and Chicago
With Period 1880-84 as 100.

Cincinnati Louisville Chicago
Year ¥

Cattle| Hogs |Sheep |Cattle| Hogs |Sheep [Cattle | Hogs |Sheep
1880-1884| 100 | 100 | 100 100 100 160 | 100 [ 100 | 100
1835-13889 93 93 856 102 107 76 146 99 223
1850-1894 | 104 98 94 | 116 [ 166 116 | 201 | 123 | 419
1895-1899 | 103 123 95 142 295 156 156 135 6593
1900-1904 | 113 109 69 | 133 251 159 189 128 | 704
1905-1909 143 137 71 176 285 228 196 122 749
1910-1914| 1562 131 88 | 203 237 306 | 166 | 112 | 940
1915-1919 | 184 185 68 218 | 257 189 | 190 136 | 706
1920-1924 | 166 201 82 | 201 19¢ 178 | 189 147 | 695
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per cent of the total receipts, the balance being largely from
Ohio, Indiana and Illinois. An average of 584,064 head of Ken-
tucky livestock was received per year in Louisville, this being
60.6 per cent of the total, with Indiana and Tennessee furnish-
ing most of the other reeceipts.

Evansville, Indiana, is a small market, the average yearly
receipts for the five years 1921 to 1925 being 210,600 hogs,
29,200 cattle and calves and 8,000 sheep, of which about 15 per
cent were of Kentucky origin. The National Stock Yards at
East St, Louis ranks as one of the largest livestock markets, with
receipts averaging 1,341,000 cattle and ealves, 3,985,800 hogs
and 574,600 sheep, but receipts from Kentucky are small, being
confired largely to shipments from the counties in the extreme
western part of the State. Nashville, Tennessee, is one of the
leading markets in the South, its average receipts being 103,400
cattle and calves, 400,000 hogs, and 136,000 sheep. Shipments
from Kentucky to Nashville eonsist largely of hogs from scuthern
counties, Knoxville, Tennessee, is of minor importance as a
livestock market. Jersey City receives move livestock from Ren-
tucky than any other eastern market, Its receiptsin 1924 from
Kentucky were 647 cars of lambs and 103 cars of cattle. Jersey

Jity is a large market, its average yearly receipts during the
period 1921 te 1925 being 775,600 cattle and ealves, 496,400
hogs and 1,513,400 sheep.

Historical development of the Louisville and Cincinnati
markels, Table 24 is a summary of the annual reports of the
Union Stock Yards Company of Cincinnati since 1874, giving
the receipts of livestock at that market. Table 25 is a similar
report for the Bourbon Stock Yards at Louisville beginning with
the year 1877. Most of the yearly receipts as given in these
lables are expressed as average yearly receipts of five year
periods. Both markets have had a steady growth in cattle re-
ceipts during the period. Calves also show a steady increasec .
in receipts up to 1920 when the receipts inereased very rapidly.
Cincinnati has grown in importance as a hog market and for
the period of 1920 to 1924 the average yearly hog receipts were
approximately one and one-half million head. Louisville grew
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very rapidly as a hog market in the years 1890 to 1906. The
largest hog receipts in the history of this market were for the
period 1895 to 1399 when an average of 760,000 hogs were re-
ceived vearly, a ficure which was greater than that for Cinein-
nati during the same period. Since that time, however, Louis-
ville has declined in importance as a hog market until in 1920-
1924 the yearly receipts averaged only one-half million head.
Cincinnati is more important than Louisville as a sheep market
“but it has shown a decline during the above period. ILouisville
“on the other hand showed an increase in sheep receipts up
through the period of 1910-1914, when the yearly receipts aver-
aged 467,000 head. Since that time it has declined due to the de-
crease in the number of sheep on farms and to the inerease in
direct marketing.

Table 26 shows the receipts of livestock at Louisville, Cin-
cinnati and Chicago as relatives, the period 1880-1884, represent-
ing 100. Relatives are used rather than actual receipts because
they show the comparative growths more clearly. Louisville
was a new market in 1880 while Cincinnati and Chieago were
well established. This tends to make the relatives for Louisvill2
somewhat larger than they otherwise would bave been.

A comparison of the relative changes in cattle receipts at
these three markets over the period 1880 to 1924 shows that
Louisville and Cincinnati have had a steady increase while Chi-
cago had a rapid increase in 1890 to 1894, and since then a slow
decline. The trend of receipts of hogs at Cincinnati and Chi-
cago has been upward, with the upward movement relatively
more pronounced for Cineinnati, while Touisville showed a
rapid increase up thru 1899 and since that time a decrease. The
significant thing brought out by the comparison on sheep is the
remarkable growth of Chicago as a sheep market. The vearly
receipts for the period 1910-1914 were nearly ten times as large
as for 1880-1584; for Louisville they were three times as great
while Cincinnati reccipts decreased. In general it can be said
that Louisville and Cincinnati have maintained their relative
importance as livestock markets in everything except sheep.
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OPERATION OF CENTRAL LIVESTOCK MARKETS

Market agencies in the eentral livestock markets operate
under regnlation of the United States government. The Packers
and Stockyards Aet passed by Congress in 1921 gives the Secre-
tary of Agriculture certain regulatory powers over stockyard
companies, commission firms and packers. Stockyard com-
panies and commission agencies are prohibited from engaging
in unfair trade practices and their rates and charges must be
*'just, reasonable and nondiscriminatory.”’ Packers also are
prohibited from engaging in unfair practices and from restrain-
ing competition and manipulating prices.

The stock yards company is a eorporation which owns and
operates the yards and equipment necessary for handling the
livestock. The Bourbon Stoek Yards at Louisville cover fifteen
acres, representing an investment of over two million dollars, the
yards having a capacity of 7,000 cattle, 25,000 sheep and 26,000
logs, The capacity of the Union Stock Yards at Cincinnati is
8,000 cattle, 20,000 sheep and 20,000 hogs. The frnetion of the
stock yards enmpany is to unload, house, fced and care for the
livestock. The income of the company is derived from yardage
fees and feed charges. Feed charges change from time to time.
Yardage charges in 1926 at Louisville and Cincinnati are given
in Table 27. :

TABLE 27.—Yardage Charges Per Head at Louisville and Cinclnnati,
19286,

Cincinnati Liouisville

Off Railroad| Off Road |Off Railroad| Off Road
i |

Cattle ...........cceeee 20¢ 36¢ 35e 40¢
Calves 10 12 16 20
Hogs 8 10 11 13
Sheep and lambs 16 20 9 11

Commission companies are firms which sell the livestock in
the central market. For the service of selling they charge a
definite fee which is determined by the Livestock Exchange.
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These rates at Louisville and Cincinnati are given in Table 28.
Cooperative commission associations operate in a uumber of
markets, including Evansville and Cincinnati but not Louisville,
These associations charge the regular commission rates and re-
fund part of the net earnings to shippers.

The Livestock Exchange is an organization of commissiou
firms and other livestock agencies in a central market that has
for its purpose the furthering of the interests of the livestock
industry, establishing rates and enforcing definite trading rules
among its members. The Louisville Livestock Exchange is an
unincorporated organization, the membership fee being one thou-
sand dollars, and its present membership consisting of fifteen
commission firms. The Cincinnati Livestock Exchange is an in-
eorporated organization, the membership fee is_two hundred
dollars and fourteen Cincinnati commission firms are members.

The buyers of livestock in the central livestock markets in-
clude the packer buyers, local buteRers, order buyers, shippers
and speculators.

Packer buyers buy for packing plants located in the parti-
cular market being considered. At Louisville there are seven
packing plants and these plants buy a large share of the hogs,
cattle and calves sold at the Bourbon Stockyards. The total
uverage weekly killings of all these plants are approximately
1,400 cattle, 400 calves, 4,000 hogs and 300 lambs and sheep.
Cincinnati long has been an important packing center and at the
present time there are fifteen packing plants operating in that
market. These plants buy a considerable share of the live-
stock suld at the Union Stockyards at Cincinnati.

In each central market there are a number of retail meat
markets that obtain much of their meat supply by slaughtering
livestock themselves. These firms are called local bugchers and
in the aggregate are important buyers of livestock, being of
special service in furnishing an outlet for small, odd lots of live-
stock. The number of head slaughtered locally at Cincinnati



TABLE 28.—Commissions for Selling Livestock. In

Effect January 1, 1926.

Cariot Shipments
Charge Per Car

Single Deck

Double Deck

Driven in

Charges Per Head

Mixed Lead

Minimum Maxjmum | Minimum | Maximum
Cincinnati—
$1.00 per head| $25.00 R $1.00
.50 per head 25.00 R $35.00 .50 Same as driven {n.
1 hog $0.75 Maximum for—
Hogs ...corerernenene-:] 16.00 $25.00 J— 2 to 12 50 Single deck $30.00
13 to 60 40 Double deck $35.00
1 sheep 76
Sheep .o 15.00 I 25.00 | s { 2to4 1.00
: | Over 4 .26
Louiaville— :
Cattle ..o $1.00 per head| $2000 | ... S R - $1.00
Calves .. . .50 per head 2000 | s | e 5o Same as stock
HOES oevieeeeee 10.00 15.00 $10.00 [8c per cwt. .20 driven in,
Sheep— Maximum $25.00
Less than 60 head .20 per head 20 per carload.
More than 50 head| 10.00 per lot $10.00 per lot
Over 100 head ... .10 per head .10

y20s20vY Ryorigwsyy Buvayaopy

6
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and Louisville, as reported by the Bureau of Agricultural Eco-
nomics, is given in Table 29, These figures are for the years 1916
to 1925 and include all animals slaughtered by packing plants
and local butchers. In 1925 local slaughter in Liouisville repre-
sented 43 per cent of the total cattle and calf receipts, 79 per
cent of the hogs and 10 per cent of sheep and lamb receipts.
For Cincinnati local slaughter was 57 per cent, 73 per cent and
14 per cent, respeetively, of total cattle, hog and sheep receipts.

During the last ten years Louisville has shown a marked
growth in the local slaughter of cattle and calves and hogs.
Cincinnati showed very little change during the period in
slaughter of cattle and calves, except that there was some ex-
pansion during the war years, and in hogs, Cincinnati showed
2n increase during the period. Loeal slaughter of sheep and
lambs in both markets has fluctuated for different years bhut
~ showed a marked decline during the last three years.

TABLE 29.—Number of Head Slaughtered Locally at Louisvliie and
Cincinnati, 1916-1925, Thousands (000} Omitted.

Louisville Cincinnati
Year Cattle Sheep | Cattle Sheep
and Hogs and and Hogs and

Calves Lambs | Calves Lambs
1916 70 168 25 233 601 79
1917 6 132 20 300 688 ;38
1918 T4 138 24 303 706 b2
1519 87 173 24- 305 823 84
1920 87 156 29 283 789 81
1921 81 180 26 302 898 121
1922 89 231 27 262 669 91
1923 98 365 24 230 874 62
1924 93 323 18 242 854 60
1525 103 234 22 246 765 53

Order buyers buy on the order of packers in other markets.
Shippers buy livestock on their own aceount for shipment to
another market. Speculators buy livestoek for speculation, ex-
pecting to sell at a higher price in the same market.
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FEEDER LIVESTOCK

A questionnaire was sent to a number of cattle feeders for
the purpose of oltaining facts regarding the nature of the cattle
feeding industry and the market movement of feeder cattle.
Seventy-six farmers replied to the questionnaire and the dis-
cussion is based largely on the information which they gave,

In answer to questions regarding the source of feeder cattle,
28 answered that they hought cattle in the central market, 23
purchased them locally from farmers and local dealers, 20 from
hoth central markets and loeal farmers and dealers, and 5 from
local dealers in Virginia and Tennessee, Farmers buying in the
central market sometimes mentioned that they bought in more
than one market, but the Bourbon Stock Yards in Louisville
stands out as the most important source of feeder cattle. The
Louisville market was mentioned by 31 farmers, Kansas City by
11, East St. Louis by 8, Chicago by 8, and Cineinnati and Fort
Worth each mentioned once. Louisville supplies over fifty per
cent of the feeder cattle shipped from central markets to feeders
in Kentucky. This is shown by Table 30 which gives the market
origin of stocker and feeder cattle shipped into Kentucky, based
on the reports of the livestock inspected for shipment by the
Bureau of Animal Industry of the United States Department
of Agriculture. While Louisville is by far the most important,
the other markels mentioned above also ship several cars of
feeder cattle into Kentucky every year.

Fecders buy the caitle thru commission firms when pur-
chases are made in the central market and all the feeders report-
ing that they bought cattle in the central markets stated that
their purchases were in ear load lots. When feeder cattle are
bought from farmers and dealers in the local market, purchases
as a rule consist of only a few head at one time, Sometimes
feeders arrange with local dealers to buy a load of eattle for
them, indieating the kind and quality of cattle they want and
the price they are willing to pay.
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The usual time for purchasing feeder cattle is in the fall.
Sixty-three feeders mentioned months included in the period
July thru December, with September, October and November
the most important. Four feeders bought in the fall and also
in the spring and three stated that they purchased cattle any
time during the year when the market was favorable,

The type of cattle purchased varies with different feeders.
In reply to the question regarding the kind of feeder cattle pur-
chased, 33 answered that they bought long yearling or 2 year old
steers weighing from 700 to 1,000 pounds with quality ranging
from fair to choice. Fiftcen feeders stated they bought 2 or 3
year old cattle weighing 900 to 1,100 pounds. Where breed was
mentioned Hereford and Angus predominated. Other types
indicated by feeders were yearling heifers, good plain cattle,
hoth cows and common steers 700 to %00 pounds.

The time of sale for fat cattle depends upon the feeding
methods followed. In general there are two methods, a short
period of feeding and a long period of feeding. Under the first
method cattle are purchased in the fall, first run on grass and
then fattened in the feed lot for sale during March or April as
a rule. This method is followed in nearly all sections of Kentucky
except the bluegrass area, where the longer feeding period is
generally employed. In this area feeder cattle are purchased in
the fall, carried thru the winter with a small gain in weight and

then fattened on pasture to be sold during the summer or early
fall.

In selling fat cattle the practice of many feeders is to ship
in earload lots and sell in the central markets, but a number sell
to loeal livestock dealers or represeniatives of the packers. Of
the feeders answering the questionnaire, 23 stated that they sold -
in the central market, 18 to loeal dealers, 11 to packer buyers,
and 23 to both central markets and local buyers, depending upon
offers received. Twenty-four mentioned the Louisville market,
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19 the Cincinnati market, 6 Jersey City, 4 Pittshurg, 3 Indiana-
polis, 2 Buffalo, 2 Chicago, and 1 Philadelphia.

Practically all cattle feeders sell the fat eattle in carload
lots, Sixty-four feeders answered that they sold in ear lots, 3 sold
in smaller lots to local buyers, and 3 trucked cattle to the market.
Since the feeders have sufficient livestock to ship in earlots, they
are in a position where they are not dependent upon local live-
stock buyers for an outlet, but can ship direet to the central
market,

Besides cattle feeders, there are some farmers that buy
feeder hogs, lambs and sheep on the market to feed and later sell
as fat stock, The number of hogs shipped to the country is rather
small but for sheep and lambs the number is nearly as great as
cattle. As with cattle, Louisville is the important source of
stocker and feeder hogs and sheep. Tables 31 and 32 indicate the
market origin of stocker and feeder hogs and sheep inspected for
shipment into Kentucky by the Bureau of Animal Industry.

TABLE 30.—Market Origin of Stocker and Feeder Cattle Shipped Into
’ Kentucky.

Number of Head Shipped Yearly

Name of Market 1920 | 1921 | 1922 l 1923 ! 1824 | 1926 | 1926

Chattanooga ......coceesfoecernennne. 197 401, 563| 2721 1,650) 660
Chicago ... .| 8,768 7.318| 1.964] 1335 776 1,265 2,612
Cincinmnati ... 7.330] 6,219; 3,282) 8,123] 1,643} 4,462] 4,837

Kansas City .. .| 2,010] 2,123 2,066 4,661] 2887 4,903] 7.004
Louisville ..o 21,589 29.637| 36.130i 27,610} 13,766( 22,632 18,642
Nashville ... .| 1,195 1,745 8,191 2,428} 1,417} 2,485] 2.803
East St. Louis 7,639 6,297 6,334! 3,819 2006 3.126! 3,291
Other markets .... 2,932 ll..l(iEIl 2,530!' 5,38!‘1]1 1,122| 3,761] 9,258

Yearly total ... .| 48.824! 54.701| 54.121] 48 9221 23,779] 44,174 49,007
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TABLE 31.—Market Origin of Stocker and Feeder Hogs Shipped Into
Kentucky.

Number of Head Shipped Yearly

Name of Market 1920 | 1921 | 1922 | 1923 | 1924 | 1925 | 1928
MODtEOMETY oo fremeaemena] 1,687 564 .| 2,352 7,029
Cincinnati ........ .| 192] 1,309 414 585| 169 6591] 254
Louisville .| 5,316| 7,079 2,737 1,087 1,282 870| 2,076
Nashville ......... . 249 446 155 120 .coeeee 215t
Other markets ....... SOOI N 2,228 7207 483 ... 1,821 1,522

Yearly total ..........] 5757/ 11,062 4,026] 2,275 1,451 5,849| 10,881

TABLE 32.—Market Origin of Stocker and Feeder Sheep Shipped Into
Kentucky.

Number of Head Shipped Yearly

Name of Market 1920 | 1921 | 1922 | 1923 | 1924 | 1925 | 1926

i
Chicago .....oevivecaenes 7,689' 5,476] 9,943| 3,844 2,120 3,173 2,978

Cincinnati ... ] 4726] 1,642 I 10| 10,043] 13,969
Louisville || 15,774] 23,240] 41,397| 31,500| 16,114| 25,049( 55,290

East St. Louis

] 1,543 1,214 3,580] 2,057) 4,269] 2,871 2,234
Other markets ...

2,019 534] 822] 1,407 2,160/ 2,467 4,002

Yearly total ... 31,751r32,106 55,751) 38,808/ 22,729 43,609| 78,473

COST OF MARKETING

Local livestock dealers usually buy livestock on the basis of
prices in a central market less a margin sufficient to cover all
costs and allow them some profit. The ceptral markets, on which
prices are based, are mainly Cincinnati, Louisville, Evansville
and East St, Louis, depending upon the seetion of the State
where the dealer is located. Reports were obtained from 47 live-
stock dealers regarding margins on which they figured. Of these
reports, those of 25 dealers in the Louisville territory are most
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significant because the number reporting for other markets is
relatively few. For the Louisville territory the average estimated
margin reported by dealers in 1926 was 72 cents for cattle, 81
cents for hogs, $1.65 for calves, $1.70 for sheep, and $2.12 for
lambs. These fizures are averages for a number of points and,
therefore, do not represent margins at“;my one point. There was
a range in margins reported by dealers in this territory from
50 cents to $1 for cattle, 60 cents to $1 for hogs, 75 cents to $2
for calves, $1 to $2.50 for sheep, snd $1.50 to $3 for lambs.

Marketing costs for livestock may be classified under three
main headings, local market, transportation, and central market
costs. In order to obtain some information on central market
costs and transportation charges, figures were obtained from
shipments of livestock from a number of Kentucky points sold in
the Louisville market in 1925, This study represented 105 cars
of cattle, 51 cars of hogs, 100 decks of lambs, and the figures
obtained are summarized in tables 33, 34 and 35.

Ceniral markel costs. There ars three principal items of
expense in the central market, yardage, commission and feed
costs, In addition, there are small charges for insurance and
miscellaneous.

The commission rates for selling livestock at Louisville have
been mentioned in the discussion of ceniral markets. For the ear-
loads of cattle studied, commission charges averaged $19.95 per
car, or 8 cents per ewt., and represented 1.3% of the gross sale
value of the cattle. The commission on hogs averaged $12.75 per
car, or 8 cents per cwt., and .69 of the sale value. The commis-
sion on lambs averaged $12.63 per deck, or 14 cents per ewt., and
1% of the sale value.

Yardage for cattle averaged $10.30 per car, or 4 cents per
cwt, and .7% of the sale value. For Logs it averaged $9.07 per
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car, 5 cents per cwt., and .4% of the sale value. Yardage for
lambs averaged $11.55 per deck, 13 cents per ewt., and repre-
sented .9% of the gross sale value.

TABL.E 33.—Central Market and Transportation Charges in Marketing
Cattle, Report of 105 Cars from Kentucky Points Sold at Louis-
ville Market in 1925. 3,163 Head, Weight 2,597,530 Lbs.

Gross Sale $164,057.52.

Total Percent- Cost Cost | Per Cent
Cost age Dis- Per Per of Gross
105 Cars | tribution Car Cwt. Sale
Freight charges ... $5,155.68| 49.0% $48.72) $0.197 3.11%
Yardage .crerneen. 1,082,12| 10.4 10.30 042 .66
Feed cost—Hay ...... 1,880.45] 13.0 17.90 072 115
Corn ... 244.15 2.3 2.32 009 Jd4
Insurance _..........J 15.75 2 A5 001 01
Miscellaneous ....... 10.50 1 10 001 0L
Commission ............ 2,095.00[ 20.0 19.95 081 1.28
Total vcireenecnes $10,443.65( 100.0 $99.46] $0.403| 6.38

TABLE 34.—Central Market and Transportation Charges in Marketing
Hogs. Report of 51 Cars from Kentucky Points Sold at Louis-
ville Market in 1925. 4,274 Head, weight 862,371 Lbs.

Gross Sale $112,017.89,

Total Percent- Cost Cost | Per Cent
Cost age Dis- Per Per of Gross
bl Cars | tribution Car Cwt. Sale
Freight charges ...... $1,883.59| 48.8% $36.93| §0.218) 168%
Yardage —.cooeeeeneen 462.85| 12.0 9.07 054 41
Feed cost—Corn ... 838.25) 217 16.43 097 5
Insurance ........... 7.65 2 156 001 0086
Miscellaneous . 5.10 1 10 001 004
Commission ......... 660.55 17.2 12.95 077 59
Total ..o $3,857.99] 100.0 §$75.63] $0.448] 3.44
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TABLE 35,~Central Market and Transportation Charges in Marketing
Lambs. Report of 100 Decks (76 Single—12 Double} from Ken-
tucky Peints Scold at Louisville Market in 1925,

12,835 Head, weight 912,090 Lbs. Gross Saile

$126,537.12.
Total Percent. | Cost Cost | Per Cent
Cost age Dis- Per Per of Gross
100 Decks | tribution | Deck Cwt. Sale
Freight charges ...... $2,687.65| 49.2% $25.88 $0.284] 2.04%
Yardage ... 1,155.15| 22.0 11.55 126 91
Feed cost—Hay 228.90 43 2.29 026 .18
Ingurance ............ 15.00 3 15 002 01
Milscellaneous ........ 8.20 2 08 001 01
Commission ... 1,263.20| 24.0 12.63 138 1.00
k{14 R— $5,258.10 100.0 $62.58| $0.676] 4.16

The feed echarges are changed occasionally by the stockyards
company, but during most of the year 1925 corn was $1.75 per
bushel and timothy hay $1.75 per hundred pounds. The average
amount fed per carload of cattle was 1000 pounds of hay and 1.3
bushels of corn, for hogs 9.2 bushels of corn, and for lambs 133
pounds of hay. Feed costs for cattle averaged $20.22 per car, 8
cents per ewt., and 1.3, of gross sale value. For hogs feed costs
averaged $16.43 per car, 10 cents per cwt., and represented
8% of the gross sale. Feed costs for lambs were lower and
averaged only $2.29 per deck, 214 cents per ewt., and .2% of the
sale value,

In addition o the above charges a fee of 15 cents per car is
collected to cover insurance and 10 cents as a contribution of the
shipper to the Southeastern Livestoek Association, This last
charge is refunded upon request of the shipper.

Transportation costs. From the study made of carloads of
livestock sold at Louisville, in the case of cattle, freight charges
averaged $48.72 per car, 20 cents per cwt., and 3% of the sale
value. For hogs, freight charges averaged $36.93 per ear, 22 cents
per cwt, and 1.7% of gross sale value; and for freight charges

on lambs, $25.88 per deck, 28 cents per ewt., and 29 of the sale
value.
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Shrinkage in weight and losses in transit due to erippled and
dead animals, result in costs which ar: an important part of the
total cost of marketing, but these costs vary and are not definite
like yardage, commission and freight charges. If changes can be
brought about which will reduce the losses from shrinkage, dead

2.2,
Other
costs and
profit
75%
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7 134
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Feed
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< X 104
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Flg. 1.—Average estimated margins per cwt. for local livestock dealers,
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and erippled animals, the fotal cost of marketing will be lowered
materially.

Local costs. Because of lack of records on the part of live-
stock dealers, no nttempt was made to analyze loeal costs. These
costs include such items as automobile expense, telephone, market
news, office rent, vard and scale expense, interest on capital, buy-
er’s time, ete. They vary greatly between different dealers, some
dealers being able to operate more efficiently than others.

Spread between local and cenlral markels. Figure 7 shows
graphically the estimated spread between prices in the local and
central market for cattle, hogs and lambs, and the importance
of the various items that make up this spread or margin. These
marging are based on the average estimated margins as reported
by twenty-five livestock dealers in the Louisville territory, and
on the figures obtained from account sales of cars from that ter-
ritory, They are the average of estimates and do not represent
costs for any one point, but serve the purpose of giving a picture
of the relative importance of various costs that make up the mar-,

gins, The relative importance of various costs is also given in
Table 36.

TABLE 36 —Estimated Average Margins Per Cwt. Charged by 25
Livestock Dealars In Louisviile "Territory.

Lambs Hogs Cattle
% ot % of % of
Dollars Total Dollars Total Dollars Total
]
Frelght ... $0.28 13 $0.22 27 $0.20 28
Yardage .............. 1234 6 05 | 6 04 6
Commission ....... 14 T 08 16 08 11
Feed ...cvoniemees 0214 1 10 12 07 10
Shrinkage ........ .50 33 25 3 .20 28
Other costs in-
cluding deal-
er's proflt ... .75 36 A1 14 13 18
Total .....oocoooee]  $2.13 100%| $0.51 100%| $%0.73 1009%
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Margins on lambs are by far the largest, being nearly three
times as great as those for hogs and cattle. This was due not
only to a somewhat higher freight and terminal market cost, but
also to the high sbrinkage and other costs.

The question might Iogically be asked, What are the chances
for reducing the margin between local and central market prices?
To answer this the various items of cost must be considered.

Shrinkage stands out as being the largest item of cost in the
margins between local and eentral market prices. Shrinkage is
estimated from reports of dealers to constifute 359% of the
margin on lambs, 319 on hogs and 289 on cattle. This item
of cost ean be lowered considerably if farmers will deliver live-
stock with less fill, and the livestock dealer in turn will be able
to give the farmers the benefit by reducing margins.

Freight charges are determined hy rates, and the trend of
freight rates can not be predicted with certainty. Loading the
minimum weight and using double decks for hogs will have a
tendency to reduce the margin due to freight charges, -

Loeal costs vary with different dealers but the uniformity
of margins among dealers at any one point seems to indicate that
they are often high enough to keep the least efficient dealer at
that point in business. The auction sales have had a tendency to
reduce the local costs, and at some points, cooperative shipping
associations could undoubtedly handle livestock at lower costs
than private dealers are doing.

Central market costs are determined by rates charged by the
agencies in the market, the Secretary of Agriculture having the
power to see that the rates are ‘‘ just, reasonable and nondiserim-
inatory.”” Commissions make up 7 per cent of the margin on
lambs, 10 per cent for hogs and 11 per cent for cattle: Whether
or not this cost could be reduced is diffieult to say. On most cen-
tral markets there are a large number of commission firms and
undoubtedly rates are high enough to maintain some small ineffi-
cient firms. Fewer organizations with a larger volume of business
ordinarily should be able to perform the selling service at lower
rates because of greater efficiency. This has been demonstrated
by the cooperative commission companies on some markets which
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have been able to make very material refunds on the commissions
charged. Yardage is of less importance, constituting only 6 per
cent of the margin for lambs and hogs and 5 per eent for cattle.
Unless there is a material increase in receipts it is not likely that
stockyards companies will be in & position which will enable them
to reduce materially yardage charges. Feed costs are of small
significance in the case of lambs, being only one per cent of the
margin, but for hogs and eattle they make up 12 and 10 per cent
respectively of the margin. Packers are interested in dressing
percentage and they take into consideration the fill of animals
in buying, and make price offers accordingly. Therefore, expen-
sive filling at the central market not only increases the spread
between the local and central market, but actnally lowers the
price per pound paid for livestock. While some feeding is usually
necessary, heavy filling represents an unnecessary waste in the
marketing of livestock. :

There is room for improvement in the methods of marketing
livestock through effecting a more direct routing fo market.
Central markets serve to concentrate livestock for sale to packers
and other buyers, Some of the livestock received at central mar-
kets is reconsigned to other markets and while a certain amount
of reconsignment is necessary to keep markets in line, a part of
it is due to improper distribution between markets, Better dis-
tribution of shipments among markets in the first place would
reduce the amount of reshipment necessary and would eliminate
some of the expense involved. More extensive use by shippers
of market information showing conditions in different markets
would aid in accomplishing this result.

The movement of livestock to market is seasonal as has been
shown above. This is due to the characteristics of livestock pro-
duction and cannot be eliminated. However, there are wide flue-
tuations in receipts on the markets aside from the seasonal varia-
tions. Marketing agencies must have sufficient equipment and
labor to handle all the livestock during the days of heavy
receipts, aud when receipts are light, a part of these facilities
remain idle. A more uniform distribution of shipments during
the seasonal movement would permit more efficient use of labor
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and equipment, which would lead to more economical marketing
of livestock.

GRADING OF LIVESTOCK

Livestoek differs greatly as to kind, condition and quality
and -is, therefore, difficult to classify and grade. The result is
that practically all livestoek is sold not by deseription or grade,
‘but by inspection, that is, by the buyer examining the livestock
before purchasing. Custom, however, has -established certain
grades which are employed in the central-and local markets in
describing livestock.

One of the outstanding weaknesses of the loeal livestock
market is the lack of attention to grades. Producers generally
do not understand the variations in quality and eondition of ani-
mals and their relation to price, and consequently much live-
- stoek is sold without a realization of the true market value.
While many loeal livestock dealers are shrewd judges of market
values of livestock, there are also a large number of dealers that
do not fully understand market grades and the relation of grades
to prices. This means that much livestock is sold by producers
at prices that do net properly reflect the differences in quality
and condition. In buying livestock at country points the usual
practice is for the dealcr to make one price on a farmer’s lot of
bogs, sheep and even cattle, altho in that lot there may be a wide
variation in grade. The result of such a practice is that the
farmer does not have the opportunity to learn the market values
of his livestock and often fails to realize that the high grade
livestock sells for higher prices than the low grade. Conse-
quently such a system of buying at country points provides but
very little incentive for the farmer to improve the breeding and
feeding of his livestock.

The local auction sales orgamizations of eentral Kentucky
have been a real step in progress, because they grade the sheep,
hogs and calves and sell in lots according to grade. The farmer
has therefore come to realize that the better livestock sells for
higher prices and has taken steps to improve the livestock in
order fo get a greater return.
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In the central livestock market the commission man sorts
each consignment of livestock into lots which he figures will
enable him to sell to the best advantage. The livestock is not
sold directly on the basis of grade as the buyers examine each
lot and form their own judgment in regard to the condition and
quality of the animals. However, there is a wide range in prices
which livestock bring, due to differences in conformation, condi-
tion and quality, and custom in the market has established cer-
tain grades which, while not official, are a basis for describing
these differences, These grades are therefore a means for the
buyer to indicate what kind of animals he wants and for the
seller to explain what he has for sale.

One of the most important services of a system of grades is
in reporting market prices. In order to quote market prices it
is necessary to have some means of deseribing the animals and
& system of grades is absolutely essential. There is also need
for standardization of grades among the various eentral mar-
kets. At present every market has its own standards and while
the terms used may be similar they do not mean the same in all
markets. This has led to mueh confusion, and shippers have
frequently interpreted the market conditions wrongly, the re-
ports secmingly indicating that one market was higher than
another, while as a matter of fact it was lower, A standard
system of grades would result in more aceurate market reports
which would be of greater value to the producer and shipper,
especially in helping him decide where to sell the livestoek. The
Bureau of Agricultural Economics of the United States Depart-
ment of Agriculture is making an effort to standardize livestock
grades and has drawn up a system of grades which it is recom-
mending. A eomplete discussion of these grades will be found
in Department Bulletin, Number 1360, U. S. Department of
Agriculture, entitled ‘‘Market Classes and Grades of Live-
stock.” :

Market information and prices. Market information is of
vital importance to the livestock dealer and to the livestock
producer. The livestock dealer must know prevailing market
prices to enable him to buy intelligently, and the producer must
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understand the eondition of the market if he is to decide intelli-
gently when to sell, and know approximately the priee at which
the livestock should sell.

As 3 rule livestock dealers keep well posted on market eon-
ditions. Of dealers inferviewed, the majority stated that they
received market information from the nearest central market
either by the telegraph service or by telephone calls from com-
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Fig. 3.—Average monthly prices for native heef steers, at Chlcago, for
25 years, 1901-1923,

mission men. In addition they also secured information from
daily papers, market journals, and reports sent out by commis-
sion men. Producers generally get reports of the livestock
market from daily papers, from journals and from the local
livestock dealer, it being a common practice for the farmer to
call up the livestock dealer by telephone and find out what the
market is. The farmer who keeps posted on the market and
’knows market values is in a better bargaining position in selling
to the local livestock dealer than the farmer who has little or no
information about the market,

In addition to the private market reporting system, the gov-
ernment market reporting service is established in several of
the larger livestock markets and provides complete and reliable
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daily market reports giving information on reeeipts and prices.
This service has not been extended to Louisville but just recently
8 government market news burean was established at the Union
Stock Yards in Cincinnati. Besides the market news, the gov-
ernment also publishes estimates regarding livestock on farms
and the general condition of the livestock industry.

The central livestoek markets are the important agenecies
for registering livestock priees, These markets are in eommuni-
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Flg. 9.—Average monthly prices of hogs and monthly hog receipts at
Chicago for twenty-five years, 1901-1923.

cation with each other, so that the prices in one market tend to
stay in line with prices in the other markets, and the prices paid
by local dealers in turn are based on the central markets.

Livestock prices are subject to fluetuations which may be
classified as daily, seasonal and eyeclical.

There are frequently wide fluctuations from day to day in
the market priees of livestock. At times these fluctuations are
only a few cents but occasionally may be over one dollar per .
hundred pounds and to the shipper of livestock these fluctuations
are of vital concern. The livestock dealer who ships regularly
may find that losses due to & sudden drop in the market are over
a period, offset by gains from rises in prices, but the producer
who ships one car of hogs or cattle a year may suffer a heavy
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loss because of a sudden break in prices when his Ioad reaches
the market. The elimination of extreme daily fluctuations in
prices is generally recognized as being highly desirable, but any
program which proposes a remedy to the situation, must involve
a eareful analysis of factors causing price fluctuations. On the
demand side of the market there are many influences which
change from time to time and result in changes in price. The
supply of livestcck is alse a factor, receipts of livestock being
irregular and often varying greatly from one day to the other.

Seasonal fluctnations in prices occur rather regularly at
different periods of the year. Figure 9 shows the average
monthly prices of hogs at Chicago for the twenty-five-year period
1901 to 1925. There is a tendency for hog prices to move in two
cycles during the year, reaching a high peak in April, then fall-
ing slightly during May and June, rising again during July and
August to reach the highest price of the year in September. The
average prices for the twenty-five year period were lowest in
the month of December, with November, January and February
also months of low prices.

Volume of receipts is an important factor causing seasonal
fluctuations in prices of livestock. Figure 9 also shows the
average monthly rececipts of hogs at Chicago for the twenty-five
year period and indicates that on the average when receipts
are large, prices are low and when réceipts are small, prices are
high.

Figure 8 shows the average monthly prices of native steers
at Chicago, for the twenty-five year period 1901 to 1925. The
highest average prices of native steers are reached in the months
of June, July, August and September, with a peak for the year
in the month of August. The lowest prices are for the months
of December, January and Februarv. It was impossible fo get
figures on receipts of native steers at Chicago for this period as
native steer receipts are included with other elasses and only
figures on total cattle receipts are available.

In addition to daily and seasonal fluctuations in livestock
prices there are the changes which oceur over a period of several
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years, these changes showing a tendency to oceur in fairly regular
cyeles and therefore referred to as eyclical fluctuations,

The eycle of hog prices is indicated in Figure 10 which shows
the average yearly price of heavy hogs at Chicago for the years
1878 to 1925, these prices having been corrected for changes in
the general price level, and brought to a 1910-1914 level of prices.
This was done by dividing each yearly average hog price by the
index number of prices of all commodities for the corresponding
year. By so doing, the fluctuations due to ¢hanges in the price
level are largely eliminated and the price fluetuations as indi-
cated in the chart are the result of other factors. It is noticeable
in Figure 15 that hog prices move in cycles, the prices rising for
about two or three years and then falling for about an equal
period, completing a eycle in approximately five years. The main
reason for this cycle in hog prices is that when prices are
. high and hog raising profitable the farmers increase produc-
tion and the inereased supply of hogs causes a fall in price.
‘When prices fall producers tend to curtail production, which re-
duces the supply of hogs and prices rise again. The result is
that hog prices tend to move in eycles.

Beef cattle prices also move in eyeles but the eycles are of
longer duration than for hogs. Figure 11 shows the average
vearly prices of heavy steers in Chicago reduced to a 1910-1914
price level. According to this chart, prices of heavy steers tend
te rise for a period of about nine years and fall for periods of
five to seven years, making a ecomplete cycle in approximately
fifteen years. Figure 11 beging with the year 1878, but prices
began to raise in 1875 and reached a peak in 1884, a period of
nine years. Prices then fell for five years, reaching a low in
1889, then began to rise and continued upward for 10 years,
reaching a peak in 1899. Prices declined following 1899, but
what might be assumed as an abnormal situation developed in
1902 when prices of heavy steers rose rapidly during the spring
and summer, bringing the average price for the year to a high
figure. Prices fell rapidly during November and December,
1902, and remained on a low level during 1903 and 1904. Prices
then rose over a period of ten years to 1914. Actual prices for
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beef continued. to rise until 1919 in line with the inecrease in
the general price level but did not increase as rapidly as other
commodities. The result is that the prices in Fligure 11 which
.are corrected frr the changes in price level show a decline from
1914 to 1921. The cycle of beef prices as with hog prices is the
direct result of cycles of overproduction and underproduction
of beef cattle.
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Cyclical fluctuations also oceur in sheep prices. Figure 11 |
also gives the average yearly prices of aged native sheep from
1878 to 1925 and lamb prices for the years 1902 to 1925.
These prices as shown are reduced to a 1910-1914 price level.
Sheep and lamb prices complete a ¢yele on the average in eight
to nine years, prices rising about four or five years and falling
for approximately the same number of years.

Grade is an important factor in livestock prices. Livestock
vary greatly in grade, and prices vary accordingly, the higher
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grades sclling for higher prices than the lower grades. The
price differentials between grades, however, are not{ constant
tut change from time to time with changes in market conditions,
This point is illustrated in Figure 12 which gives the average
monthly prices of different grades of light steers at Chieago for
the five years 1921 to 1925. The spread in price between grades
for this period was narrowest in May and widest in Ociober, the
difference in price of prime and choice steers and of common
steers being $2.75 in May and $6.10 in October. The average
yearly price for 1921-1925 was $11.25 per hundred pounds for
choice and prime steers, $10.09 for good, $3.55 for medium, §6.81
for common and $4.39 for cutters and canners, showing a very
marked difference in price due to grade. Sheep also show wide
differences in price due to grade. Medium to prime lambs (84
pounds down) sold at Chicago during the years 1921 to 1925,
averaged $13.07 per hundred pounds while common &nd eull
lambs averaged only $10.31. Hogs do not vary as greatly in
grade as cattle and sheep and the price differentials are not as
large. Weight is a factor of importance in the price of fat hogs
and during the years 1921 to 1925 as an average, the medium
and light weight hogs sold for higher prices than heavy hogs.
At Chicago during this period, heavy hogs (over 250 pounds)
averaged $9.23, medium hogs (201-250 pounds) $9.39 and light
hogs (151-200 pounds) $9.32.

SUMMARY

1. Livestock production in Kentucky, with the exeeption
of hogs, has increased in importance during the last seventy-five
years,

2. The heaviest marketing of Kentucky cattle occurs in the
fall, calves and lambs in the summer, and hogs in the fall and
Spring.

3. Buying by grade is an incentive for producers to im-
prove the quality of livestock, and failure on the part of many
buyers to pay according to grade is one of the greatest weak-
nesses of the local livestock market.
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4, Heavy shrinkage between the local and central markets
is a factor making it necessary for the livestock dealers to buy
on greater margins.

5. Losses in transit can be materially reduced by proper
loading and handling. Transportation costs ean be reduced by
using double decks and loading not less than the minimum
weight whenever possible.

6. Cincinnati and Louisville are the most important outlets
for Kentucky livestock. Other markets of importance are livans-
ville, East St. Louis, Nashville and Jersey City. Louisville is
also the principal source of feeder cattle and sheep.

7. Average margins charged by livestock dealers in the
Louisville territory, based on estimates made by dealers in 1926,
were $2.12 per hundred pounds for lambs, 81 cents for hogs
and 72 cents for cattle.

8. Irregularity of receipts at central markets is a weakness
of the markefing system. More orderly distribution between
markets and greater uniformity in time of marketing are needed
to improve the livestock marketing system,



