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Balancing Quality and Efficiency
with Today's Genetics « Value of quality and efficiency

» Genetic influence on these traits

* Genetic trends and considerations

Mark McCully
Director of Supply Development
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USDA Choice and Higher Percentage:
FI Steer and Heifer Harvest
1997-Current*
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Boxed Beef Cutout Values
2007 (Jan-Oct)
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Ch-Se Spread Effect on Value

Per Hd

CHISE  Cattle % % PerHdCHISE CABPrime  Value
Spread Class CAB PR Impact* Impact** Difference

Per Hd

"10/‘3’ 35 8| 0| -$720 | $2.56
$6.00 -

P lgo| 35| 5 | $14.40 | $21.20

113

Low

13 | 35| 8| 0| 82400 | s$256

$20.0 $90.64

Tlc/’g 80(35| 5 | $48.00 | $21.20

*Assumes 800 Ib HCW, 50% Ch plant average
**Assumes 800 Ib HCW, $4/cwt CAB premium and $25/cwt PR premium

How about the value of
feed efficiency?

Corn’s Impact on Per Head Feed Cos

$2.00/bu  $4.20/bu

Pounds of  ($0.38 ($0.76 Dollar

gain COG) COG) Change
300 $115 $228 $113
500 $190 $380 $190
700 $265 $532 $267

Corn Price Effect

Corn  Cattle Rer
alue

Price Class ADG F.G Difference

Low | 52| 6.6 [$0.42| $273

$2.00bu| 1/3
Corn Top $39
13 3.6 | 5.9 |$0.36] $234

Low:
2.7 | 6.6 0.76| $494
$4.20bu| 1/3 SO

Corn Top $78

1/3 3.6 | 5.9 |$0.64| $416

*Assumes 650 Ib feeder calf and 650 Ib of gain




Genetic Influence on
Marbling and Feed
Efficiency

The Marbling Formula

_I_

Breed Effect on Marbling

1400 = slight 00; 500 = Small 00
Gregory et al., 1994, MAR|

Angus 540
Red Poll 530
Hereford 524
Pinzgauer 516
Braunvieh 485 - B-Ut -
Within breed
Simmental 480 variation is great.
Charolais 471
Gelbvieh 453
Limousin 446

Influence of % Angus on Quality Grade
% Angus

Quality grade Oto25 26to50 51to75 76to 100

Prime, %
Choicé, %
Choice, %
Select, %
Standard, %

Source: 2002-2004 lowa Tri-County Steer Carcass!fityt

Marbling Correlations

*+ No « Medium-high
-FG — Post weaning gain (+)
— Intake — Feedlot gain (+)

* Low
—REA () (+) = Favorable
—Fat (") (-) = Unfavorable
— HCW (+)

Sources:
Gregory, 1995
Wheeler, 2004
Koots, 2004

Genetic Effect on Feed Efficiency

« Differences exist between and within
breeds and biological types (MARC)
» Measurement differences/challenges
— Feed:gain or Gain:feed
— Residual (Net) Feed Intake (RFI)
— Individual animal data expensive
« Heritability estimates of 0.15-0.50
— Higher for RFI




Feed Efficiency (F:G) Correlations

* No « Medium-high
— Ribeye area — Post-weaning gain (+
— Marbling — ADG (+)

e Low
— Weaning wt (+) (+) = Favorable
— Intake (+) (-) = Unfavorable

— Fat thickness (+)

Sources:

Nkrumah et al., 2007
Koots et al., 1994

Herring and Bertrand, 20024

Relationship of CAB Acceptance
Rates to Feed Efficiency

CAB Acceptance Rate

0-9.9% 10-19.9% 20-29.9% >30%
Feed:Gain

Source: Black Ink Basics, 20

Genetic Trends and
Considerations

The Evolution of Genetic Evaluation

Genetic Trends in Growth
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Adjusted Yearling Weight EPD by Breed
1990 vs. 2006
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Average Yearling Weight
o of Angus Bulls
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Mature Cow WeightsBy Breed
1970s vs. 1990s

Carcass Weight Trends
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Black = Angus?




AngusS0urce® Genetic Considerations
» Quality grade and feed efficiency are not
correlated — You can have them both!
AngusSource® is a USDA Process Verified * Wlth hlgh Corn prlce and hlgh CH-SE
P Sred Genet. Sotce and Group e spreads, genetics are even more correlated

T to profitability

« Not all black cattle are Angus

Genetic Considerations
« Many of today’s high growth genetics Thank yOU!
need managed differently to maximize
value
— Growing programs?
— Implant strategy?

« Genetic information on feeder cattle is Mark McCully
available Director of Supply Development
« Allow your genetic information to guide (330) 3452333
your marketing method (grid vs. cash) mmccully@certifiedangusbeef.com

www.CABPartners.com




