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Summary and Implications 

 Commodity markets and trends go hand in hand 

however there are some trends that repeat themselves 

weekly due to normal business at the feedyard and the 

packing plant.  The effect of weekly routines was observed 

in resulting carcass yield grades, quality grade and hot 

carcass weights.  How these results should direct the 

marketing of cattle is up to the reader, but never the less the 

results are interesting and may change the value of some 

animals depending on the day they were processed. 

 

Introduction 

 Masses of data are collected daily from packing plants 

on the cattle that are processed.  These data can reveal not 

only the value of the carcass but process consistency.  This 

summary looked at weekly routines at the macro level and 

their impact causing trends in the measure of three key 

items from which the beef carcass is valued, namely the 

carcass  yield grade (YG), quality grade (QG) and hot 

carcass weight (CW). 

 

Material and Methods 

 Data from over 400,000 Iowa finished cattle comprising 

2916 independent market lots processed in a large scale 

Nebraska packing plant were collected and summarized 

using a Proc Mixed model with weekday, season effects 

removed.  The measured items of YG, QG and CW from 

which beef is priced were observed in terms of weekly 

trends.  A summary of the data collected from which the 

trends were observed is provided in Tables 1, 2 and 3.  A 

small number of lots were processed on Sunday.  These 

groups of cattle may have actually been Sunday night runs 

as a lead off into Monday or carry over from Saturday since 

Sunday is not typically a day of production.   Because of the 

uncertainty these Sunday Lots are not part of the analysis.   

 

 

Table 1.  Summary of load lots by year. 

 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 Total 

Lots 28 833 850 656 549 2916 

Carcass Wt.
1
 788.9 763.8 783.8 777.8 786.4 777.3 

Yield Grade 1
2
 11.24 8.73 4.54 5.23 5.78 6.19 

Yield Grade 2 43.56 42.81 32.48 32.21 34.15 35.79 

Yield Grade 3 40.03 42.75 50.34 52.83 53.07 49.15 

Yield Grade 4 5.00 5.42 11.90 8.93 6.66 8.33 

Yield Grade 5 0.18 0.29 0.74 0.80 0.34 0.55 

Avg. Yield 

Grade 

2.39 2.46 2.72 2.68 2.62 2.61 

Prime
2
 2.49 2.43 3.25 2.42 2.59 2.70 

Choice 62.17 67.75 69.12 65.79 69.46 67.98 

Select 29.85 26.88 24.25 28.20 24.95 26.08 

No roll/Standard 3.13 1.78 1.64 2.41 2.20 1.97 

Off Grade 2.36 1.16 1.73 1.19 080 1.28 

Avg. Quality 

Grade
3
 

2.44 2.34 2.33 2.37 2.31 2.34 

1
 Hot carcass weight given in pounds 

2
 Yield grade and quality grade given as percent of carcasses in given grade 

3
 Average quality grade of graded carcasses  with 1 = Prime, 2 = Choice, 3 = Select, 4 = Standard. 

 

 

 



Iowa State University Animal Industry Report 2011 
 
 

 

Table 2.  Summary of load lots by season sold. 

 March-May June-August September-November December-February 

Lots 824 1082 656 354 

Carcass Wt.
1
 769.7 771.3 787.5 794.4 

Yield Grade 1
2
 5.25 5.61 8.54 5.78 

Yield Grade 2 33.74 35.59 38.58 36.02 

Yield Grade 3 51.90 49.86 44.53 49.10 

Yield Grade 4 8.54 8.46 7.77 8.46 

Yield Grade 5 0.57 0.47 0.58 0.65 

Avg. Yield 

Grade 

2.65 2.63 2.53 2.62 

Prime
2
 1.84 2.80 3.50 2.91 

Choice 67.19 69.60 64.85 70.64 

Select 28.68 24.98 26.57 22.45 

No roll/Standard 1.55 1.48 3.25 2.12 

Off Grade 0.74 1.14 1.84 1.89 

Avg. Quality 

Grade
3
 

2.34 2.31 2.39 2.33 

1
 Hot carcass weight given in pounds 

2
 Yield grade and quality grade given as percent of carcasses in given grade 

3
 Average quality grade of graded carcasses  with 1 = Prime, 2 = Choice, 3 = Select, 4 = Standard. 

 

 

Table 3.  Summary of load lots by day of slaughter. 

 Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday 

Lots 29 210 643 618 395 838 183 

Carcass Wt.
1
 770.1 766.7 769.1 773.3 781.3 787.4 777.7 

Yield Grade 1
2
 6.90 6.49 8.54 8.32 4.73 3.95 3.69 

Yield Grade 2 42.24 38.12 38.58 40.75 33.49 31.71 29.21 

Yield Grade 3 50.78 48.10 44.80 43.87 52.39 53.86 54.60 

Yield Grade 4 0.09 6.86 7.61 6.60 8.75 9.83 11.86 

Yield Grade 5 0.00 0.43 0.48 0.45 0.65 0.65 0.64 

Avg. Yield Grade 2.44 2.57 2.53 2.50 2.67 2.72 2.77 

Prime
2
 3.45 2.37 3.03 2.46 2.77 2.52 3.25 

Choice 68.23 64.92 63.95 68.11 68.42 70.11 74.39 

Select 21.38 28.60 28.42 26.34 26.02 24.99 19.86 

No roll/Standard 3.45 2.45 2.73 2.04 1.50 1.50 1.48 

Off Grade 3.45 1.66 1.86 1.05 1.29 0.87 1.01 

Avg. Quality Grade
3
 2.46 2.40 2.40 2.33 2.33 2.30 2.25 

1
 Hot carcass weight given in pounds 

2
 Yield grade and quality grade given as percent of carcasses in given grade 

3
 Average quality grade of graded carcasses  with 1 = Prime, 2 = Choice, 3 = Select, 4 = Standard. 
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Results and Discussion 

 There are a number of items such as gender, animal 

age, rations, implant strategies and environment that can 

influence YG, QG, and CW.  However, since these data 

were not made available in this set it is will be assumed that 

these effects will be factored out in the final evaluation due 

to the large number of marketing groups evaluated.  The 

effect of the week day cattle were processed is known and 

was analyzed in terms of the effect this day may have on 

YG, QG and CW outcome.  Before providing the summary, 

the impact of season and the impact of CW were examined 

and found to have a strong influence on the YG and QG as 

shown in Figures 1and 2.  Tables (4 and 5) provide 

documentation that there are seasonal effects as well.  This 

effect of season may be due to climate and may also be due 

to age of the calf when placed on feed.  The effect of CW is 

also considered since Figure 3 depicts a trend that Table 6 

shows of significance where a trend of marketing heavier 

and probably more finished cattle occurs later in the week.  

The correlation between YG and CW was 0.72, indicating 

fatter cattle are associated with heavier carcass weights in 

this data set and a correlation of -0.69 between QG and CW, 

indicating higher marbling cattle are associated with heavier 

cattle.  Why this phenomenon of heavier cattle appearing 

later in the week may be due to a business practice of 

packing plants to contract a higher percent of cattle for 

processing earlier in the week while leaving some space 

later in the week for “open market” cattle to enter if plant 

capacity and demand allow.  This reason is only speculation, 

but the weight trend is real.   

 Considering YG after the carcass weight influence is 

removed, the data in and Table 8 reveal day to day 

differences on average YG observed in each market lot.  A 

trend appears where cattle processed later in the week tend 

toward higher USDA YG scores (more fat relative to lean) 

than those taken earlier in the week. 

 Quality Grades, on the other hand, tend to be more 

favorable for carcasses graded later in the week as shown in 

Table 9.  The effect of day on QG does not seem to be as 

pronounced as it does on YG. 

 

 

Figure 1.  Yield grade over season. 

 
 

 

 

Table 4.  Yield grade over season. 

 Spring Summer Fall Winter 

Yield Grade
1
 2.66 2.63 2.55 2.63 

Std. Error .012 .011 .015 .020 

Difference
2
 a a b a 

1-  1 = yield grade 1, 2 = yield grade 2, 3 = yield grade 3, 4 = yield grade 4. 
2-  Same letters indicate no difference at P>t at or below 0.05 level. 
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Figure 2.  Quality grade over season. 

 
 

 

Table 5.  Quality grade over season. 

 Spring Summer Fall Winter 

Quality Grade
1
 2.31 2.26 2.29 2.26 

Std Error .007 .006 .009 .011 

Difference
2
 a b ab b 

1- 1=prime, 2=choice, 3=select, 4=standard 
2-  Same letters indicate no difference at P>t at or below 0.05 level. 

 

 

 

Figure 3.  Carcass weight over day of week. 

 
 

 

Table 6.  Carcass weights x day of week. 

Day Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday 

Carcass Wt.
1
 765 772 775 785 792 780 

Difference
2
 a a a b b ab 

1- Hot carcass weight in pounds. 
2- Same letters indicate no difference at P>t at or below 0.05 level. 
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Figure 4.  Carcass weight over season. 

 
 

 

Table 7.  Carcass weight over season. 

 Spring
2
 Summer Fall Winter 

Carcass Wt.
1
 770 773 787 793 

St. Error 2.07 1.83 2.40 3.25 

Difference
3
 a a b b 

1- Hot carcass weight in pounds. 
2- Spring = marketed in March, April, May;  Summer = marketed in June, July, August;  Fall = marketed in September, 

October, November;  Winter = marketed in December, January, February. 
3-  Same letters indicate no difference at P>t at or below 0.05 level. 

 

 

Table 8.  Yield grades over day of week. 

 Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday 

Yield Grade
1
 2.59 2.54 2.51 2.68 2.72 2.80 

Std. Error 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.03 

Difference
2
 b a a c d e 

1- 1 = yield grade 1, 2 = yield grade 2, 3 = yield grade 3, 4 = yield grade 4. 
2-  Same letters indicate no difference at P>t at or below 0.05 level. 

 

 

Table 9.  Quality grades over day of week. 

 Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday 

Quality Grade
1
 2.30 2.31 2.28 2.27 2.26 2.22 

Std. Error 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 

Difference
2 

ab b ac ac c e 
1- 1 = prime, 2 = choice, 3 = select, 4 = standard 
2-  Same letters indicate no difference at P>t at or below 0.05 level. 
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