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SUMMARY 
Livestock production and ma.rketlng Is an important segment of the agricul­

tural economy in Idaho. Of the total farm cash receipts in 1961 approx:imat.ely 
46 per cent, $196.6 million, c.:ame from the sale of livestock and Uvestock products, 
Over 50 per cent of this $196.6 million, or S99.6 million, came from the sale of 
cattle and calves. 

Beef catUe production in Idaho has increased 64.6 per cent from 1950 to 1960. 
The southern part of the state accounts for 93.0 per cent of this Increase. 

Beef C.<tttle classes partially determine the direction a nd distance of the move­
ment of cattle. Direction a nd dJs tance may in turn influence the type of trans­
portation facilities used and the rates charged for moving cattle and calves 
from origin to destinat ion. Stocker cattle generally move in Intrasta te a nd even 
lntracounty fashion. Feeder cattle may move both in intrastate as well as Inter­
state movement, but mostly Intras ta te. Sla ughter cattle s hipments tend to be 
more Interstate in na ture when IdaJto cattle are involved tha n is the case for 
stocker or feeder cattle. This may be attr ibu table to the limited a mount of 
slaughtering and packing facilities available within the state. The direction of 
Idaho slaughter cattle movements has also changed in the past twenty years. 
Previously the direction was to points such as Denver , Omaha, Ogden, Portland, 
a nd Seattle. In recent years, the direction is toward the center of large popula­
tion increases on the west coast. Imports of slaughter cattle Into Idaho ha.ve 
been fairly low. 1\lost cattle a nd calVes imported are feeder animals coming 
from neighboring states and brought into the state for finishing purposes. 

Cost of transportation of cattle and calves Is associated with the distance 
and type of roads involved . Many of the farms and ranches in the state are 
located some distance from a hard-s urfaced roa.d . About 4 per cent of the 
shippers were using unimproved roads for a n average of 2.8 miles. An overall 
average of 5.85 miles of a ll types of ranch road between loading point a nd hard­
surfaced highway was used by respondents in the study. 

Thirty-six per cent of the respondents ranchers used their own truck for 
hauling cattle, forty per cent of the ranchers used commercial haulers and 
twenty-four per cent used a combination of the two. However, only 9 per cent 
of the cattle were hauled by the ranchers in their own trucks. Sixty- two per cent 
were hauled in commercial trucks, and twenty-nine per cent of the cattle were 
hauled by a combination of the two. 

All Intrastate truck rates a re regulated by the Idaho Public Utuity Com.mis­
slon. Interstate truck rates generally are regula ted by the Interstate Commerce 
Commission; however, truck trnnSJJOrt.ation on interstate shipment of livestock 
Is s pecifically exempted from ICC regula tion by the agricultural exemption 
cl.ause of the Interstat.e Commerce Act. Interstate rates were found to be based 
upon the btriff, set by the Ida ho Public UtiUty Commission, plus additional 
charges which may be Incurred in the various states. 

Three major railroatls provide Id.a ho with service to the cattle producing 
areas. Hauling rates for livestock a re separated for slaughter and feeder cattle. 
Special charges are made for feeding, bedding, unloading, and reloading, and 
other services. Special services are provided by the railroads. Feeding in transit 
for a period from one day to 12 months and the right to divert a shipment of 
cattle from original destination to another destination a re examples of such 
special services with no added cos t. 

Direct comparison of truck rates a nd ra il rates does not give a clear picture 
of the economic efficiency involved In the two forms of livestock ha uling. There 
are other significant factors that mus t be determined before one can decide 
the better method of tra nsportation. However hauling rates are, in general, 
lower for truck hauling In Intrastate movement a nd up to 1,000 mlles in inter­
state movement. For distances longer than 1,000 miles hauling by rail Is, in 
general, more favorable. 

t Cover picture courtesy of Union Pacific Railroad. 
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INTRODUCTION 
Livestock production and marketing is an important segment of the 

agricultural economy in Idaho. Of the total farm cash receipts in 1961 
approximately 46 per cent or $196.6 million came from the sale of live­
stock and livestock products. Of this $196.6 million over 50 per cent, or 
$99.6 mil lion, came from the sale of cattle and calves.a 

In addition to the income received by farmers, ranchers, and feeders 
from the sale of livestock and livestock products, the income to market­
ing and processing agencies, from the handling of meat animals makes 
up about fifty per cent of the consumer's meat dollar. Hence, the $99.6 
million coming from the Idaho cattle industry in 1961 generated an­
other $99.6 million through the marketing and processing agencies, 
of which some are located in Idaho. The total effect of Idaho's cattle 
industry was an income of $199.2 million at the retail level in 1961. 

Transportation of cattle and of beef accounts for about seven per cent 
of the consumer's dollar spent fo r beef.' Consequently, about $13.9 
mi ll ion is derived annually from the transportation of Idaho cattle and 
calves and the meat obtained from these animals.:; 

Transportation of Idaho cattle, then, is bi~ business. Three railroad 
companies, many commercial truck lines, and numerous privately own­
ed farm and ranch trucks undertake the tasks of transporting Idaho 
cattle to various locations within the state and to and from other states. 
A total of 360 commercial trucks were regjstered as commercial live­
stock trucks with the Idaho Puhlic Utilities Commission in 1959. 

I This work was complet~d 1\S pa rt of the Western Regional Livestock Marketing 
Project, WM-37, on Livestock Transportation. 

:t Assistant Agricultural Economist and former Assistant Agricultural Economist, 
respectively, Agricultural Experiment Station, University of IdAho. 

a E conomic Research Service, U.S. De11artment of Agriculture, "Farm Economic 
Situa tion," Feb. 1963, F . I. S. 189, p. 15-17. 

-t Agricultural 1\la rketing Services, U.S. Deparlment of Agriculture, "Beer J\.ta.rkei ­
ing l\largins and Costs,'' l\1 iscella neous Publication No. 710, Washington, D. C., 
Februa ry 1956, p . 23-35. 

" T hese figures do not take into account the cost of transporting cattle and calves 
from pasture to pas ture. This would be a n additiona l transportation charge. 
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Transportation costs play an important role in the decision making 
process of livestock producers, feedlot operators, and other members 
of the livestock trade. Differences in transportation rates, facilities avail­
able, and services offered often determine the type of market channel, 
the particuJar market, and the type of transportation that will be used 
in the marketing of cattle produced in Idaho. 

Also important is to ha' c adequate transportation facilities avail­
able to move cattle and calves from one location to another without 
any ch<tnge in ownership. ~ lovement of anjmals from pasture to pasture 
is significant, particularly in Idaho where the variable climate and pub­
lic ownership of lands create seasonal grazing and feeding patterns. 
Spring, summer, and fa ll pastmes may be widely separated and may 
al~o be distant from the headquarters' operation where the winter 
feeding is done. 

The Purpose and Objectives of the Study 
The most complete data available on the movement of Idaho feeder 

and slaughter cattle and calves by classes are in the records of the State 
Brand Inspector. This information has never been tabulated, analyzed, 
or published in a form useful to the stockmen of the state. Although 
the Brand Inspector's office cooperated, it was impossible to obtain 
adequate funds to go through tllC'se records in detail for this study. 

A limited amount of data has been published on the intrastate and 
interstate movement of Idaho cattle and calves. Specific information 
on the origins, de!ttinations, and routes of the cattle and calves by 
classes has not been published. Other information on cattle movement, 
available in tl1e records of auction markets, has not been compiled, 
analyzed, and published. 

Little economic anal)'sis is available on tariff rates for interstate 
shipment of cattle by rail and by truck. In fact, other than investigations 
made by the regulatory bodies or by the transportation firms them­
sclv<'s, little has been donr to make an economic appraisal of transpor­
tation rates, faci iWes, and srrvices. 

The published tariffs or transportation rates often differ fJ"Om actual 
charges made by the transportation agencies. This may be because 
of hack-hauls and othC'r considerations which arise within the frame­
work of the agricultural <'X<'mption act of tl1e federal government. 
These differentials also tend to cloud the picture livestock people have 
on the nature of transportation rate structures. 

The stud)' is restricted to feeder and slaughter beef cattle and calves 
originating in the state of lclaho. Only data for the movement of cattle 
during the 1958 calendar year were obtained. The tariff rates and seiv­
ices of 1958-59 were studied. 

The study, as described in detail in Appendix A was designed: 
to describe and analyze the movement of feeder and slaughter cattle 
produced in Idaho and shipped to various points inside and outside the 
state, and to describe the structure of rail and truck transportation rates 
for cattle and calves. 



In addition, this type of study necessarily involves a description and 
analyses of the facilities and services available to shippers of cattle and 
calves originating in the sta te. Regulations governing the activjties of 
the trans12ortation agencies involved in the livestock industry of Idaho 
are also discussed. 

MOVEMENT OF IDAHO CATTLE 

Changes in Geography of Production 
The number of cattle on feed in Idaho has increased from 721,000 

head in 1950 to 1,187,000 head in 1960.6 This is an overall increase of 
64.6 per cent. Table 1 presents the breakdown of this change by dis­
b·icts within the state. Area boundaries are outlined on the map in 
figure 1. 

The area with the largest increase was the southcenb·al district 
(93.3 per cent). Other increases by area are southwest, 88.5 per cent; 
east, 43.8 per cent; and northern, 34.6 per cent. About one-third of the 
sta te increase dming the 10-year period was found in each of the south­
west, southcenb·al, and east districts. Only seven per cent of the state 
increase was found in the northern districts. 

Part of the increase in beef cattle and calf numbers is attributable to 
expansion in the number of cattle and calves on feed. On April 1, 1950, 
55,000 head were on feed and by April 1, 1960, this had increased to 
115,000 head for a total increase of 109 per cent. T11is increase in feedlot 
cattle accounted for about 13 per cent of the increase in total beef cattle 
numbers between 1950 and 1960. In addition, part of this overall in­
crease may have been based on the location in the cattle cycle. The 
year 1950 was the first year of the previous cattle cycle which ran from 
1949 to 1958. The year 1960 was the second year in the most recent 
cattle cycle which began in 1958. Nevertl1eless, total cattle numbers 
increased significantly in Idaho between 1950 and 1960, and a sub­
stantial portion of this increase took place in the irrigated sections of 
the state along tl1e Snake River Valley in south Idaho. 

T a ble 1. Cban ges in the Geographic Production of Beef Cattle and Calves in 
Ida h o. J anuary 1, 1950 to J a nuary 1, 1960. 

Number of Cattle P er Cent Total Per Cent of 
District Excludin g T hose Kept I ncrease Increase in No. Total State 

for Milk Within District of Cat tle Increase 
1950 1960 

Northern 93,900 126,400 34.6 32,500 7 
Southwest 190,800 359,600 88.5 168,800 36 
Southcentz·al 148,500 287.100 93.3 138,600 30 
East 287,800 413,900 43.8 126,1{)0 27 
Totals 721,000 1,187,000 64.6 466,000 100 

Source: Statistical Reporting Service, Agricultural Estimates Division, United 
States D epa1·tment of Agriculture, Boise, Idaho, April 27, 1961. 

6 Statistical Repor ting Service, " Idaho All Cattle and Calves by Counties and 
Cows a n d H eifers 2 years and Up Kept for Milk by Counties," Agricultural 
Estima tes, U.S. Department of Agriculture, Boise, I da ho, Apr il 27, 1961. 
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Figure 1: P ercen tage increase in Number of Beef Cattle Within a nd Among the 
Four Cattle Producing Dis tricts in l daho-1950 to 1960. 

Beef Cattle Classification 

Movement of Idaho cattle depends, at least partially, upon the 
classification of the cattle involved. Three major classification~ in beef 
cattle and calves are stockers, feeders, and slaughter animals. Stocker 
designation is indicated for those anima ls that are moving from range 
to range or that are scheduled to retw·n to the range for breeding 
purposes. 

Feeder cattle are animals that are scheduled to go into feedlots 
for fuxther finishing. The slaughter animals may be divided into two 
general groups: grassfat and dry-lot fat cattle. Grassfats are those ani­
mals that have attained a reasonable degree of finish while on range or 
pasture without going into a dry-lot for finishing on grain, etc. Dry-lot 
fat cattle have generally been finished out on a ration with a high 
percentage of concenh·ates. Cattle fed on dry-lot have generally a bet­
ter finish than those cattle fed entirely on grass. 

As stated previously, the classification of beef cattle may partia1ly 
determine how far and in which direction the cattle will be moved. 
These factors of direction and distance may in turn influence the type 
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of transportation facilities used and the rates charged for moving the 
cattle or calves from origin to destination. 

Stocker cattle generally move from range to range, m· move from 
range to market to range. ln either case, the shipment is frequently 
local in nature. Often intrastate and even intracounty movements take 
place wh<?n stocker cattle arc shifted from one location to another. 

Feeder cattle may move intrastate or interstate. This is determined 
by the location of the feedlot where the cattle are to be delivered. Local 
and inh·astate movement of feeder cattle and calves involve shorter 
distances and lower costs than shipment oo an interstate basis. There 
is a noticeable tendency for a higher percentage of interstate cattle 
shipments to use railroad faciliti<'s than to intrastate shipments. Idaho 
slaughter cattle shipments tend to be more interstate in nature than is 
the case for stocker or feeder cattle shipment. This may be al least 
partly attributable to the limited amount of slaughtering and packing 
house facilities that are available within tl1e state. At present Idaho 
has only six federally inspected slaughter plants and a few state in­
spected slaughter houses. The number of cattle slaughtered commer­
cially in Idaho under federal inspection and other commercial slaugh­
ter (excluding farm slaughter) increased from 77,400 head in 1950 to 
202,700 head in 1960, an increase of 162 per cent. In the same period the 
number of calves slaughtered under the same conditions, decreased 
from 16,800 head in 1950 to 9,000 head in 1960, a decrease of 46 per 
cent. Farm slaughter decreased in the same period from 15,000 head of 
cattle in 1950 to 12,000 head in 1960, a decrease of 20 per ccnt.7 

Interstate shipments of slaughter livestock and the higher valne of 
the animals being sold relative to the stocker and feeder values influence 
the type of b·ansportation selected and the rates charged for the ship­
ment. 

Growth and Size of Cattle Feeding Industry in Idaho 

As mentioned previously cattle on feed in Idaho increased 64.6 per 
cent between January 1, 1950 and January 1, 1960. A large portion of 
this increa<;e occurred in commercial feedlots with the results that the 
number of feedlots had increa!>ed to 272 in 1960. These feedlots are 
registered with the Idaho Bureau of Animal Industry.8 

This growth is attributable to several factors. First, the demand for 
slau~htcr beef for western consumption is e:-.vancling. Second, Lhe supply 
of roughage and feed grains grown locally that can be fed economically 
to livestock is good. Third, the supply of locally produced feeder cattle 
is substantial. This extensive feeder cattle production in ldaho is due 
partially to the availability of relatively inexpensive public and private 

7 Agricultura l Statistics, United States Department of Agriculture, Volumes 1951 
and 1961. 

~> A feedlot may be registered with the Bureau if the opera tor intends t~ place 
female animals in channels for slaughter purposes. This avoids the necessity of 
inspection for Brucellosis control. 'fhe detailed requ irement for a. feedlot 
operation r egistra tion may be obtained from the Bureau in Boise. 
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range. Fourth, the climate in Idaho is favorable to livestock feeding. 
Moderate temperatures and precipitation coupled with good land 
drainage and adequate water supplies have all encouraged expansion 
of the feedlot operations in the southern part of the state. 

The growth and development of the cattle feed ing industry has in­
fluenced both the type of transportation provided by the transportation 
firms and lhe type used by shippers. The finished animals are shipped 
generally to different markets at different times of the year than is 
the case with feeder animals. In some cases, rate differentials may exist 
between the fat and feeder classes of cattle. 

Comparison of Market and Pasture Movement 
Many changes have taken place in the movement of Idaho beef 

cattle and calves during the past twenty years. Although specific em­
pirical data are not available, cattle industry men generally agreed 
that several significant changes have occurred since 1940. Many of 
these changes took place in the post World War II era. 

Traditionally, the major portion of feeder cattle and calves pro­
duced in Idaho were shipped to the mid-west corn belt to be finished 
out for slaughter purposes, but, in the post-war period the trend has 
been downward with a considerable increase in the numher being fed 
within the state of Idaho. 

The direction of Idaho slaughter cattle movements has also changed 
in the past twenty years. Even though slaughtering plants in Idaho 
have increased their volume from 96 million pounds in 1940 to 220 
million pounds of beef live-weight in 1960, the movement of slaughter 
cattle shipped out of state has increased in a much greater number. 

Traditionally, out-of-state shipments of cattle and calves for slaugh­
ter purposes have been fairly localized. Points such as Denver, Colo­
rado; Ogden, Utah; Portland, Oregon, and Seattle, Washington, receiv­
ed some animals for slaughtering. In recent years, these locations and 
other .intervening points outside of the state have received larger ship­
ments of ldaho cattle and ca lves. However, a sizeable portion of the 
increased out-of-state shipments of finished animals arc moving to 
more distant points including Stockton, San Francisco, and Los An­
geles, Calif. 

Imports of slaughter cattle into Idaho have been relatively low. 
Limited packing house and slaughtering facilities coupled with the sur­
plus beef cattle production in Idaho have not encouraged importations 
of finished cattle and calves. 

~lost of the cattle and calves imported into Idaho are feeder ani­
mals. Shipping points arc generally states adjacent to Idaho, namely: 
Montana, Wyoming, Utah, Oregon, Nevada, and ·washington, with 
some animals coming in from other states and Canada. It should be 
noted that some of tl1ese imported cattle are owned by ranchers or 
feeders located in Idaho and are brought into the state for finishing 
purposes. 
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Shipment of Cattle and Calves in 1958 
A total of 81,837 head of feeder and slaughter cattle and calves 

were shipped by producer and feedlot respondents from all 37 grids 
in 1958. (See Appendix A for explanation of grid system). 

Figure 2 presents the total number of cattle and calves shipped by 
method of b·ansportation and by truck ownership. Of the total livestock 
transported, 6 per cent were cattle and 2.8 per cent were calves moved 
in trucks owned by the producers and feeders. Commercial truck trans­
portation moved 68.4 per cent of the cattle and 15.5 per cent of the 
calves. Railroad transportation was used for 5.2 per cent of the cattle 
and 0.6 per cent of the calves while combination rail and truck trans­
portation handled 0.6 per cent of the cattle and 0.9 per cent of the 
calves reported by the respondents in the sample. (See Appendix A 
Table 1) 
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Figure 2: Total Number of Cattle and Calves transported by Type of Transporta­
tion as Listed by 247 Farmers in Idaho, 1958. 

From tl1e figures in appendLx Table 1, representing the actual num­
ber of animals included in the sample, an estimate of the total number 
of cattle and calves shipped from tl1e grids of origination in terms of 
classes of cattle is presented in figure 3. Of the cattle and calves ship­
ped, 53.1 per cent were feeder and slaughter steers. Twenty-four per 
cent of tl1e animals shipped were female. Only 8.1 per cent of the total 
cattle and calves transported were brood cows and the balance of the 
beef animals were mixed shipments (14.1 per cent) or bulls (0.8 per 
cent). See Appendix A Table 2. 
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or Cattle in Idaho, 1958. 

Type of Ranch Road 

Cost of transporting cattle and calves is associated with the distance 
and type of roads involved. Many of the farms and ranches in the 
state a1·e located some distance from hard-surfaced road. The road in 
the intervening space may be quite variable in its basic na ture and 
utility. Rougher roads have tendency to cause grea ter economic loss 
through bruising and shrinkage.U To determine the extent of roadways 
used which do not lJavc ha1·d sttrfaces, respondents were questioned on 
this point. Table 2 presents the relationshjp be tween type of ranch road 
and distance of loading area from a hard-surfaced road. Over fifty per 
cent of the farms reporting indicated that the road from loading point 
to hard-surfaced road was g raded and graveled. Average distance was 

Table 2. Rela tionship Between T ype of Ranch Road a nd Distance of Loading 
Area From Hard Surfaced Road as Listed by 248 Farmers in I da ho, 1958. 

T ype of 
Ranch Road 

Unimproved road ................................. . 
Graded not graveled ····-·············-······· 
Graded and graveled ......................... . 
Graded and oiled ................................. . 
Various combinations ··············-··········· 
Average of a ll farms ........................... . 

Num ber 
Of Farms 

11 
14 

154 
53 
16 

248 

Distance of Loading 
Area F rom Ha rd Road 

(Average) 
2.8 miles 
6.2 miles 
4.9 miles 

11.7 miles 
10.8 m iles 
5.8 miles 

9 For a discussion on losses due to bru.ising, see: Josep h E . Rlckenba~ker, 
"Handling Conditions a nd Practices Causin g Br uises in Cattle," Farmer Co­
operative Ser vice, United Sta.tes D epa r tm ent of Agri cult ure, Mar keting R esearch 
Report 346, August 1959. 
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4.9 miles. Longest average distance (11.7 miles) was reported by 53 
farmers who used graded and oiled roadways between loading point 
and hard surfaced highway. An overall average of 5.8 miles of all types 
of ranch road between loading point and l1ard surfaced highway was 
used by the respondents in tbis study. ln general, the type of ranch 
and local roads seem to be fairly good for the b'<Ulsportation of live­
stock. The data in Table 2 represent type of road between loading 
point and hru:d Sltrfaced highway by grid and by number of respondents 
in each grid. 

Type of Livestock Operation and Truck Ownership 

Relationship of type of livestock operation to method of shipment 
used by frumers is shown in Appendix A, Table 3. Of those who raised 
only cattle, about 42 per cent used their own trucks and 44 per cent 
used commercial trucks. Tht> remainder used their own trucks or a 
combination of own truck and commercial trucks. 

In total 74 per cent of the cattle <md 48 per cent of the calves were 
transported by commercial trucks from the three types of Hvestock 
operations. 

Cattle producers and feedlot operators were asked to indicate the 
type of shipper responsible for shipping the cattle and calves to various 
points within the state and to other states. Respondents incUcated that 
thirty per cent of the shippers were ranchers and 26 per cent were 
cattle feeders. The remainder consisted of a variety of shippers. When 
looking at the number of cattJe shipped the relative importance changes. 
Thus, ranchers accounted for only eleven per cent of the total number 
of cattle b·ansported while feedlot operators account for 41 per cent of 
the volume. On the other hand, ranchers accounted for 28 per cent of 
the total volume of calves transported, whereas, feedlot operators ac­
counted for onJy 15 per cent. (See Appendix A, Table 4). 

Since some shippers do not have full loads when transporting animals 
and since otbers do not have their own b·ansportation facilities, the 
shippers were asked if they would be willing to b·aosport their ne igh­
bors· cattle. Just over one-thiTd of the shippers indicated they would be 
wi!Bng to transport their neighbors' cattle and about one-third said 
they would not. The rest did not respond to this specific question. 
Results here would suggest that many shippers would use their own 
b·uck to help transport neighbors' cattle if ci1·cumstances permitted. 
However, circumstru1ces are not always favorable to such an arrange­
ment. Seldom does the neighbor want his cattle moved when the 
trucks are available. This and other complications (e.g. legality of such 
transports) may effectively prevent such cooperative action and force 
the neighbor to transport his cattle by other means. 

Type of Hauling Equipment and Services 

Commercial b·uckers and b·uck owners who ship their cattle use a 
wide variety of equipment. In this study over 50 per cent of the farmers 
owning twcks had only shortbed trucks. The next largest group of 
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farmer truckowners used a combination of equipment types. In the 
commercial truckers group, the largest segment (59 per cent) used a 
combination of equipment. Complete details on type of equipment and 
type of truck body is presented in Appendix A Table 5. 

In general, respondents in the study considered the equipment used 
to transport cattle and calves to be in good condition. Only sLx re­
spondents indicated that equipment condition was unsatisfactory and 
three of these six owner-shippers evidently were critical of their 
ovro equipment. Commercial truck equipment was considered to be in 
good condition by the respondents. 

Bange conditions, weather, condition of cattle, market prices, and 
need for money all influence when a Hvestock man is ready to ship his 
arumals. When one or more of tl1ese conditions dictate a need for move­
ment, availability of adequate transportation equipment to do the job 
is essential. Less than five per cent of the respondents in the study in­
dicated any difficulties in getting sufficient number of trucks or rail­
road cars at their shipping points on the date and at the time they 
wanted to ship. 

Death Losses 
Cattle and calves deatl1 losses reported in the study on truck-hauled 

animals were low. Only 15 respondents indicated any in-tnnsit death 
losses at all. Eight of these cases involved commercial trucks. Six of the 
15 were combination commercial and owner-shippers, and one was an 
owner-shipper. The number of cattle involved in these death losses is not 
known, and the Idaho record could be improved in this area.10 In all 
but five cases, settlement by tl1e hauler for death loss was satisfactory 
with ilie shipper. Settlement varied between shippers and by class 
of cattle. With fat cattle, the transportation agency bore 100 per cent 
of the loss, and, in at least some cases with feeder cattle, the loss was 
split 50-50 between the shipper and tl1e hauler. Complaints were made 
regarding the hauler's tendency to over-crowd the cattle, to not use 
adequate dividers, and to use rough driving maneuvers (fast start and 
stopping) in tTansporting cattle. Some question was also raised about the 
adequacy of checks on the load by the dTiver between origin and des­
tination. No criticism of railroad settlement for death losses was re­
ported in the study. 

Shrinkage of Cattle and Calves 
Transportation rates for feeder and fat cattle and calves are based 

not only in distance and weight of animals but also to some extent on 
value of the animals and conditions of the road. Determining hauling dis­
tances is generally easy, but methods of determining weight of payload 
are variable. Charges may be on a per head basis which is dependen. t 
upon weight per head, on a gross weight basis, or on a net weight 

10 For a discussion of death losses, see: Joseph E. Rickenb~ker, "Losses of Live­
stock in Transit in Midwestern and Wes tern States." Farmer Cooperative 
Service, USDA, Marketing Research Report 247, J un e 1958. 
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basis. Sometimes the weight may simply be estimated and agreed upon 
by shipper and hauler. Gross weight is the loading weight and may 
considerably exceed the net weight or unloading weight. 

Results of a question about weighing conditions to determine pay 
weight indicated that twenty per cent of the shipments were weighed 
at origin and 52 per cent were weighed at destination. Thirty-five per 
cent of the cattle and 16 per cent of the calves were weighed at origin, 
and 35 per cent of the cattle and 58 per cent of the calves were weighed 
at destination. The remainder of lhc shipments and types of animals 
were either hauled on estimated weights or on a per head or per trip 
basis. In some cases where destination weights were used, respondents 
indicated that an estimate of shrinkage would be made to determine 
pay weights. This shrinkage figure varied by distance, time, and type 
of animals involved and was not used consistently in calculation of 
hauling charge pay weights. 

Weighing conditions can appreciably affect the charges to shippers 
and their overall cost of marketing. Increased knowledge of the effect of 
variations in weight conditions might be helpful. 

Some examples might point out the economic effects of these differ­
ent methods of calculating pay weight. Assume that a shipper has thirty 
head of 800 pound feeder cattle to ship to market, and that he lives 
100 miles from the sales market. The following cases may be presented 
for comparison of the results of using different weighing conditions. 

Case 1 Weight at origin of transportation 
30 head at 800 pounds at the ranch = 24,000 pounds 
Rate charged = 40c/cwt. 11 

Transportation charge - $96.00 
Case 2 Weight at destination (no deduction for shrinkage) 

30 head at 770 pounds (3.75 per cent actual 
shrinkage) 12 = 23,100 lbs. 

Rate charged = 40c/cwt. 
Transportation charge - $92.40 

Case 3 Weight at destination (add on 3 per cent for shrinkage) 
30 head weight at 770 pounds 
Add on 3 per cent shrinkage = 794 pounds = 23,820 pounds 
Hate charged = 40c/ cwt. transportation charge = $95.28 

Case 4 Weight Estimated (5 per cent over or under actual) 
Five per cent under estimation 
30 head at 760 pounds = 22,800 pounds 
Transportation charge - $91.20 
With five per cent over estimation 
30 head - at 840 pounds = 25,200 pounds 
Transportation charge - $100.80 

Results of Case 4, a five per cent wrong guess of weight results in 
a five per cent change in transportation charge. 

11 Rate Is obtained from Idaho Public Utilities Commission, Freight Tariff No. 
3-A, Item 2140, p. '73. 

12 Shrinkage estimate used here Is based on Tippets, Stevens, Brotherton and 
Abel, "In-Transit Shrinkages of Cattle," Wyoming Agricultural Experiment 
Station, 1\limeograph Circular No. '78, Feb. 195'7. 

13 



Thus, it is seen that b·ansportation charges could vary from $91.20 
to $100.80, a difference of $9.60 for this load of cattle. 

Changes in Equipment and Methods of Transporting 
Cattle in the West 

The long trail drives which were necessary to move cattle from one 
location to another were replaced by the advent of railroad transporta­
tion in the latter part of the 19th centw-y. Raihoad n·ansportation was 
supplemented and to some degree supplanted by the introduction of 
the motor tmck and hard smfaced highways in the 1920's and 1930's. 
Although occasionally some cattlemen move their animals by n·aHing, 
virtual ly all cattle movements presently arc made by rail or b·uck 
transportation . 

[ntroduction of new equipment, faster delivery schecllllcs, better 
service, and lower costs have all taken place in both rail and truck 
transportation of cattle during the past 30 or 40 years. 

Intrastate 
Shipments of livestock moving between points \vithin Idaho have 

tended to utilize a lcu·ger portion of trucks owned by the li vestock 
shipper than is the case when between-state movements take place. 
Tevertl1eless, as shown in appendix Tab le 1, only 8.8 per cent of all 

movements of cattle were in shipper-owned trucks and almost 84 per 
cent of the cattle and calves were shipped in commercial n·uc:ks. This 
table includes both intrastate and interstate shipments. H owever, be­
cause of shorter distances and smaller lots of cattle and calves it is 
as!>mned ll1at more shipper-owned h·ucks are used in intrastate cattle 
shipments than in interstate slripments. 

Haihoacl n·ansportation probably does not account for a significant 
portion of inb·astate movement of cattle and calves. This is a tb·ibutable 
to the relatively short distances involved and to the limited flexibility 
of rail facilities in pick-up and delivery service at the .ranch or feedlot. 

Both b·uck and rail transportation facilities and service for intra­
slate and interstate livestock movements have been improved markedly 
in tbc past 30 years. Trucks are larger, more elaborate and more pow­
erful. increased size in both commercial and shipper-owned trucks en­
ables shipment of lru·ger lots of animals at lower per-unit costs. Better 
hocly and suspension systems increase the comfort of the animals and 
r<'duce shrinkage, brui.sin~, and crippJin~. Increased power in the b·uck 
engine also reduces jostling of the animals and increases their comfort. 
Faster schedu les ancl better service in pick-up and delivery at the time 
selected by the shipper have also been inaugurated in truck shipments. 

~l ajor changes in the railroad facilities include larger stockca.rs, 
clcmhlc decking, increased power, and improved loading and unloading 
yards. Larger cm·s and double decking 1·educe per unit costs for live­
stock shipped on railroads. Increased power reduces jostling and thus 
decreases slu-inkage, death, crippling, and bruising. In some cases cov­
ered stockyards are available at loading and unloading points which 
increase tl1e comfort of the animals. Express nms for livestock move-
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ment, better management of loading and tmloading, and in-transit 
privileges for grazing or feeding purposes have all been changes that 
enhance railroad movement of cattle and calves. 

Interstate 
Movement of cattle and calves benveen states has also been affected 

Figure 4: New, modern t rucks, such as this one, are seen more and more on 
the highways as tr uckers s trive for faster, smoother, more economical 
ways to serve the livestock industry. (Photo courtesy of Stockland 
Union Stockyards.) 

Figure 5 : A new type of livestock car with the upper deck above center. In 
addition to using this car for double decks of sheep or bogs, it can 
also be used by loading the lower deck with cattle and the upper d eck 
with hogs or sheep. (Ph oto courtesy of Union Pacific Railroad.) 
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by changes in the h-uck and rail u·ansportation facilities and services. 
All of the changes described in the previous section on inu·astate move­
ments have taken place in interstate shipment as well. Nevertheless, 
some additional factors are involved. 

Fewer shortbed trucks are used for interstate shipments. Generally 
semi-h·ailers or a·uck and trailer combinations are used for long dis­
tance shipment of livestock across state lines. Modern trucks as shown 
in figure 4 aTe ilJusu·ative of changes aimed at economy of movement. 

Interstate railroad shipment of livestock has benefited from the 
changes outlined in the above section on inh·astate shipments. Also cer­
tain additional service improvements have been made. For example, 
car-lot rates are now available for a shipment that involves an overflow 
car formally termed as a car and trailer. Change in the livestock cars 
used by the railroads may be seen in figure 5. 

FEDERAL AND STATE LAWS AND REGULATIONS 

Truck Transportation 
The basic law which governs interstate shipment of goods by truck 

is ''The Motor Carrier Act of 1935 as Amended." This is commonly 
l01own as a portion of the Interstate Commerce Act. This act pertains 
to service, equipment, and rates for interstate movement of goods. 
Basically this act provides that comparable, non-discriminatory service 
be given to all shippers and that a uniform system of rates be applied 
to aU shippers of similar products. The act is administered by the In­
terstate Commerce Commission (ICC) which issues permits to operat­
ors of motor vehicles used in interstate commerce. T1-uck transportation 
on interstate shipment of livestock is specifically exempted &om ICC 
reguJation by the agricultural exemption clause of the Interstate Com­
merce Act. This clause exempts motor can·iers handling agricultural 
commodities (including unmanufach.u·ed products thereof) from eco­
nomic regulation by the ICC. Economic regulation includes control 
over who may engage in a·ucking, the routes or areas to be served, and 
the rates to he chargecl.1:l Thus, livestock truckers engaged in interstate 
movement of cattle and calves have considerable &eedom of operation 
when compared with truckers in general. 

The Idaho Public Utilities Commission (lPUC) administers the laws 
under which commercial intrastate livestock trucks operate. The laws 
are enforced by the Motor Carrier Division of the Deparhnent of Law 
Enforcement. Regulation of rates, b·uck sizes and weights, and to some 
extent, services are conducted under the Idaho Code. 

Rate-making authority for commercial livestock motor carriers rests 
with the IPUC. However, the final rates are only established after 
extensive meetings and hearings have been held by the IPUC. At these 

IS For the details see: The Agricultura l Exemption I n In ter state T rucki ng-A 
Legisla tive and Judicial History, by Celia. Sperling, Marketing Resear ch 
Division, Agricultura l Mark etin g Service, USDA, Wash in gton 25, D. C., Mar­
keting R esearch Repor t No. 188, July, 1957. 
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meetings truckers, shippers, and other interested parties can present tes­
timony on the subject of truck rates. The final decision on the rates 
rests with the ldaho Public Utilities Commission. Any shipper who 
feels that the rates chaTged are not in line with the tariffs can appeal to 
the commission. The commission investigates and determines what 
necessary adjustments are to be made. 

The size and weight of local Idaho trucks are also governed by 
state law. Idaho Code requires that no truck bed shall exceed eight 
feet in width, thirty-five feet in overa ll length and fourteen feet in 
height.H This restriction in size is supplemented by Idaho law gov­
erning the maximum weights per axle. Trucks operating in Idaho shall 
not exceed 18,000 pounds per axle nor shall the total gmss weight im­
posed on the highway by any wheel exceed 9,000 pounds. Since these 
con h·ols are based on safety and upon "road and bridge punishment," 
the weight maximum varies from one season of the year to the next, 
and also varies in different areas of the state. During the spring thaws, 
weight limitations are more stringent and since roadbed conditions may 
vary throughout the ~tate this restriction on maximum weight may also 
vary. Posting of local and state roads is a common policy in Idaho 
during the spring months when roads are susceptible to excessive pun­
ishment by heavy loads. 

The Idaho Code also indicates that any operator of a commercial 
livestock truck musl provide basically the same service, as well as 
charges. to any person or firm which wishes to hire the commercial 
truckY; This attempts to avoid discrimination among various shippers 
hy twck operator. 

State taxes and fees in Idaho arc based on a ton-mile system. This 
means the size of the truck (in weight) coupled with the distance travel­
ed in the state and the type of fud used determine the amount of the 
use fees to be paid by commercial livestock trucks to the state of Idaho. 
All trucks are licensed on the basis of weight and a~c of truck. The 
local commercial trucks are listed with the Idaho Public Uti lities Com­
mission and are ttndcr its regulation ; whereas shipper owned trucks arC' 
registered with the Idaho Department of ~(otor Vehicles and are con­
trolled by the ~lotor Carrier Division of the Idaho Department of Law 
Enforcement. 

Insurance 
Commercial live~tock truckers generally carry cargo insurance in 

addition to coverage on public liability and property damage. Shippers 
may wish to take out special trip insurance for valuable registered live­
stock, but ordina1·ily the trucker will compensate the shipper for all 
death losses of commercial or grade cattle incurred in transit. In this 
study, all shippers who had animals that died enroute were satisfied 
with the compensation received from the trucker. 

II "Weight, Speed a n d Tire Regula.tions," Title 49, Cba.pter 9, I daho Code. 
l:i For a. statement of the state restrictions on all of the above items see: Idaho 

Public Utilities Commission, "Rules an d ReguJa.tions Governing Transportation 
of Persons a.nd/or Proper ty Over Public lllghwa.ys of the State of Idaho by 
1\lotor Propelled Vehicles," Boise, Idaho, effective Jan. 1, 1958. 
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Regulations Affecting Rail Transporta tion of Cattle 
Railroad transportation has played a significant role in the movement 

of western cattle during the past 80 years. Even though only 5.8 per 
cent of the cattle and 1.5 per cen t of the calves reported by the respond­
ents were shipped b)' rail, a much greater portion of the total livestock 
shipments is made by rail since many longer shipments utilize railroad 
transportation. As recently as 1955 about 20 per cent of all livestock 
deliveries at terminal markets were made by railroads. 10 

Rail transportation of cattle is conducted by businesses involved 
in interstate commerce and therefore, is under the jurisdiction of the 
Federal Interstate Commerce Commission (l CC). The lCC regulates 
rates, schedules, franchises, and to some extent, services of railroad 
companies which provide livestock transportation. 

Basic rates and adjustments on rates for railroad transportation of 
livestock are established by the ICC after public hearings have been 
held. At these hearings testimony is presented by shippers and trans­
portation agencies. After due deliberation, the ICC sets and posts these 
rates which cannot be changed without permission of the Commission. 
Current basic railroad transportation rates for moving feeder and 
slaughter cattle and calves from various origins and destinations are 
contained in appendix Table C. 

All livestock b·ansported by railroads is shipped under a uniform 
livestock conb·act that is provided hy the railroads in conformity with 
the rates and regulations established by the ICC. Any special consider­
ation given to the specific livestock shipments along with the related 
charges are generally listed on this uniform livestock contract. 

One of the most sb·ingent regulations of Hvestock transportation 
service by railroads is the federal "28-hour law." This federal law pro­
vides that livestock cannot remain in railcars over 28 hours but must 
be unloaded for feed, water, and rest unless the shipper or owner signs 
a release permitting an extension to 36 hours. Five hours off the car for 
each of these stops must be provided. One recent publication has this 
to say about the 28-hour law: 

"BuUdlng of the railroads brought new problems in connection with the 
human handling of a nimals in transit to distant markets as well as disease­
control problems. Livestock were frequently crowded and shipped long dis­
tances without unloading for water, feeding, or rest. Protests from livestock 
owners and the general public led to enactment in 1873 of the first 28 Dour 
Law or Humane Act. 

The present 28-hour Jaw was passed in 1906. It provides that livestock in 
interst-ate transportation by rail or water shall be unloaded in a. humane 
manner at stated Intervals into properly equipped pens for rest, water, and 
feeding, except under certain conditions when they may be fed and wa.tered 
In the car. 

At the present time, a pproximately 750 rest. stations are operated by carriers 
a long transportation lines. Of this number, 435 are regular stations for feed­
ing, watering, and resting livestock and 310 are for emergency use. These 
stations are periodically ch ecked by federal Uvestock inspectors to help assure 
that standards for the sanitary and humane handling of livestock at rest 

stops a re maJntained. IO" 

10 "Agricu ltural Research Service Facts About Federal Regulations Affecting the 
Interstate Movement of Livestock," USDA, Special Report, Oct. 1960. p. ?. 
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Although a sHght additional cost and delay in marketing is incurred 
because of the feed-and-rest stops it certainly appears that such stops 
are necessary to insure arrival of animals in good market condition. 

One of the significant privileges of shippers utilizing railroad trans­
portation of livestock is the provision made by many railroads for feed­
ing cattle in transit. Any shipper who wishes to delay his animals while 
in transit for one day to 12 months may do so at a minimal in-transit 
fee. This provision enables a shipper to ship his cattle to a feeding or 
grazing point for fattening out and then move them on to the final 
destination. A small fee is charged on a per-car basis. 

Another privilege of livestock shippers using rail service is a di­
version privilege. This provision enables the cattle owner to divert his 
stock fTom original destination to another market or destination with no 
diversion fee incurred. Of course effective rates will apply on the actual 
distances the cattle arc shipped. 

As mentioned earlier in this report, another privilege extended to 
cattle shippers is the application of carload rates on all animals hauled if 
an overflow car or trailer is necessary lo handle animals not accommo­
dated by a single car. 

Practically every railroad company now offers fast express livestock 
trains to attain greater marketing efficiency. This speed reduces in­
transit time and reduces shrinkage losses as well as attaining a reduction 
in the uncertainty prevailing on markel price fluch.ations from day to 
day. 

ECONOMIC ANALYSIS OF RATE STRUCTURE 

Intrastate Movement 
Charges and rate1. for shipment of cattle and calves within the state 

of Idaho are regulated by the Idaho Public Utility Commission. These 
rates are listed, along with exceptions and application, in Appendix 
C Tables 1 and 2. Note that charges must be based on whichever rate is 
lower, item 2140 or Hem 2120, with the exception of an individual haul­
er who always applies item 2140. 

To effectively analrze the two rate~. a common ground for com­
parison must he found. Tariff item 2120 is based on feet of loading 
space as one variable and '"loaded mileages" traveled as another vari­
able. Item 2140 is based on weight of load and "loaded mileages" trav­
eled. Therefore, to compare the two, it is necessary to determine the 
relationship of "feet of loading space" to load capacity in pounds. This 
relationship is shown in the following tables. Tables 3 and 4 indicate 
the relationship of length of truck or trailer space to the total load 
capacity.H 

17 These figures are printed by permisSion of W. P. Stephens of the Department 
of Agr icultura l Economics, New Mexico State University, Las Cruces, New 
Mexico. T his materia l was coUeeted In the New Mexico por tion of th e regiona l 
t ranspor tation project WM-37. 
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Table 3: Tonnage ha.uled by various t.ra Uer lengths a nd average weight of 
animals per load.! 

Trailer 
Length 
Feet 

Loading 
Space 

Sq. Ft. 

31 241 
32 249 
33 257 
34 265 
35 273 
36 281 
38 297 
40 313 
45 353 
47 369 
50 400 
51 408 
52 416 
60 473 
Lbs. per square ft. 

Total Weight of load if the average weight 
of animals per load (in pounds) Is: 

300 400 500 600 700 800 900 1000 1100 1200 
cwt . 
147 
152 
157 
162 
167 
171 
181 
191 
215 
225 
244 
249 
254 
289 

61.0 

cwt.. 
166 
171 
177 
182 
188 
193 
204 
215 
242 
253 
275 
280 
286 
325 
68.7 

cwt. cwt. 
177 185 
183 133 
189 200 
195 205 
201 212 
206 218 
219 230 
230 243 
260 273 
271 286 
294 310 
300 316 
306 322 
348 366 
73.5 77.5 

cwt. 
195 
201 
208 
214 
221 
222 
240 
253 
285 
298 
323 
330 
336 
382 
80.8 

cwt. cwt. 
203 209 
210 216 
216 223 
223 230 
229 236 
236 243 
250 257 
263 271 
297 306 
310 319 
336 346 
343 353 
350 360 
398 410 
84.0 86.6 

cwt. 
215 
21{) 
229 
236 
243 
250 
265 
279 
315 
329 
357 
364 
371 
422 

89.1 

cwt. 
215 
227 
234 
241 
249 
256 
270 
285 
321 
336 
364 
372 
379 
431 

91.1 

cwt. 
223 
231 
238 
246 
253 
260 
275 
290 
327 
342 
371 
378 
385 
438 
92.7 

1 Based on the number of head hauled in a forty foot truck determined from the 
a nswers received from truckers. 

Source: JJe]1a rtment of Agricultural Economics, New Mexico State University, 
Las Cruces, New Mexico. 

To use this table, refer to the trailer length, then foUow horizontally to the 
right to determine the load capacity for the various sizes of cattle. For example: 
a trailer 40 feet long wiU ha ndle about 19,100 pounds of 300 pound calves, or up 
to 29,000 pounds of 1200 pound animals. 

An average inside width of 7.8 feet Is used to calculate loading space. Pounds 
per square foot for each size of a n imal are listed in the bottom row of the table. 

Table 4 : Number of head hauled by length of tra iler and by size of a nima).l 

T ra iler 
Length- Feet 

31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
38 
40 
45 
47 
50 
51 
52 
60 

300 

49 
51 
52 
54 
56 
57 
60 
64 
72 
75 
81 
83 
85 
96 

Number of R ea{! per load if the average weight per 
ll e.~d in pounds ls: 

400 500 600 700 800 900 1000 1100 1200 

41 
43 
44 
46 
47 
48 
51 
54 
61 
63 
69 
70 
71 
81 

35 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
44 
46 
52 
54 
59 
60 
61 
'70 

31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
38 
40 
46 
48 
52 
53 
54 
61 

Number 
28 25 
29 26 
30 27 
31 28 
32 29 
32 30 
34 31 
36 33 
41 37 
43 39 
46 42 
47 43 
48 44 
55 50 

23 
24 
25 
25 
26 
27 
29 
30 
34 
35 
38 
39 
40 
45 

21 
22 
23 
24 
24 
25 
26 
28 
31 
33 
36 
36 
3'7 
42 

20 
21 
21 
22 
23 
23 
25 
26 
29 
31 
33 
34 
34 
39 

19 
19 
20 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
2'7 
28 
31 
31 
32 
38 

1 Based on tonnage hauled as determined in Table 3. 

How to use the table: For example, a trailer 40 feet long can haul 64 head 
of 300 pound calves or 24 head of 1200 pound animals. These figures, are of 
course, under optimum conditions. 
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Figure 6: Total Charge for Transporting Cattle 400 1\liles by Dllferent Sh;e of 
Truck and Varying Total Load using Tariff Item 2120 and I tem 2140. 

A comparison of the two tariffs, items 2120 and 2140, can now be 
made by using the information in Tables 3 and 4. The total truck load 
is not a function of trailer or truck length alone but also, a function of 
the average weight of the animals. To show the difference in the two 
tariffs in a two dimensional graph the size factor of animals must be 
kept constant. This is done in fig. 6. The corresponding weights of loads 
to size of truck in linear feet arc computed for an average size animal 
of 800 pounds. With that average size animal, a 20-foot truck can hold 
131 hundred-pounds (cwt) and a 60-foot tn1iler can hold 398 cwt. 

Assuming all possible loads of cattle transported in trucks between 
20 to 60 feet of loading space arc h·ansported 400 miles, and the tariffs 
items 2120 and 2140 are applied, then the two curves in figure 6 will 
result. For relatively small trucks the tariff 2120 is the lowest in total 
charge. Item 2140 is the lower rate for long trips when trucks larger 
than 30-foot lengths and/or 19,700 pounds load weight are used. 

Similar analysis could be made for different weights of cattle and 
calves. Consideration could be given to double decking, possum bellies 
and other deviations from the situation illustrated in figure 6. 

Interstate Movement 
The Interstate Commerce Commission (ICC) has the basic jurisdic­

tion over transportation rates in interstate transport. However, some 
commodities coming from the agricultural sector of the economy are 
exempt from rate control of the ICC. Movement of cattle comes un­
der this exemption clause, and hence the rates charged by the trucke~s 
engaged in interstate transport of cattle are neither subject to the 

21 



regulations of the TCC nor the ldaho Public Utility Commission. How­
ever, this is only true when a state line is crossed and does not apply 
to transport cf cattle within the state of Idaho, in which case the latter 
agency takes control. 

To find the method truckers used in computing the rates for trans­
port of cattle for out-of-state movement, a sample of thirty livestock 
haulers was interviewed. This resulted in a majority of the haulers re­
porting that they generally applied the same rate charges for cattle trans­
port within the state as well as interstate movements. 

Tf this contention was true, the actual costs of transportation re­
corded by the cattle ranchers and cattle feederl> should show the same 
relationships between rates and miles traveled and size of b·uck 
as were found in item 2120 or item 2140 using mu ltiple regres­
sion analysis. (See appendix B for detailed explanation of computation 
of cost of transportation formulae). 

The three transportation formulae (1.1): (1.2) and (1.3) from appen­
dix B can now be compared to sec if the truckers in interstate move­
ment of cattle in reaJi ty do follow the tariffs set by the ldaho Public 
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Figure 7: Tota l Charge for T ransporting Ca.Uie GOO miles by different Size of 
T ruck a nd varying 'l' olal Load using three different cstima.tlon equa­
tions. 

Utility Commission. The three equations are compared in figure 7. The 
figure shows the total charges of transporting cattle 600 miles by dif­
ferent size trucks with corresponding si7.e of load proportional to the 
size of trucks. 

If "item 2120 equation·· is applied for computing the total cost of 
transportation, the cost will be far above the cost arrived at by using 
"item 2140 C(jttation" or the producers' equation. The producers' equa-
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tion and "item 2140 equation'' when used for computing total cost of 
transportation are so close iJ1 figuTe 7 that they give nearly the same 
total cost of b·ansportation. Hemember that mileage is kept constant at 
600 miles in this example to show the relationship in a two-dimensional 
graph. However, when all three variables, (rates, size of truck, mileage) 
vary, the total cost estimates of the two equations are stilJ very close. 
This is, of comse, only true within the range of the data. 

Table 5: Comparison of Actual Rates Paid by the Producers and Rate Charges 
using Item 2140, for equa l Mileage and Size of Truck. 

T ransporta tion Size of Truck 
Mileage 32 feet 40 feet 50 feet 60 feet 

Formulae cwt. %1 cwt. & cwt. % cwt. % 
Diff. Diff. Diff. Diff. 

200 Pl'Oducer 62 59 55 52 
Item 2140 58 ~6 54 -8 48 -13 43 ~17 

300 Producer 74 71 68 64 
Item 2140 72 ~3 68 -4 62 -9 57 -11 

400 Producer 87 84 81 77 
Item 2140 87 0 82 ~2 76 -6 71 -8 

500 Producer 100 97 94 90 
Item 2140 101 96 -1 91 -3 85 -6 

600 Producer 112 109 106 102 
I tem 2140 115 3 110 105 -1 99 -3 

700 Producer 125 122 119 115 
Item 2140 129 3 124 2 119 0 113 -2 

800 P1·oducer 138 135 131 128 
I tem 2140 143 4 139 3 133 1 128 0 

900 PI·odUCCl" 151 148 144 140 
I tem 2140 158 4 153 3 148 3 142 1 

1000 Producer 163 160 157 153 
Item 2140 172 6 167 4 162 3 156 2 

llOO PI·oducer 175 173 169 166 
Item 2140 186 6 182 5 176 4 170 2 

1200 Producer 188 186 182 178 
I tem 2140 200 6 196 5 190 4 184 3 

1 The diffel·ences betwee11 the two rate formulae are computed with the Producer 
rate formula as the base. 

Table 5 indicates the deviation between the total charges when 
size of truck and mileage vary using the two above-mentioned equa­
tions. The deviation expressed in pm· cent of the producers' equation 
is greatest when large b·ucks haul short distances, or when small trucks 
haul long d istances. 

From this can be concluded that the truckers in Idal1o, engaged in 
interstate b·ansport oi cattle, do follow the ta1·iff set by the Idaho Public 
Utility Commission, and the tariff is item 2140 and not item 2120. 
Either one of the two equations (1.2) or (1.3) Appendix B gives a reli­
able estimate of the cost of transportation in interstate movement of 
cattle hom the state of ldaho. 

Comparison of Truck and Ra il Rates 
Direct compal'ison of b·uck rates and rail rates does not give a clear 

pictme of the economic efficiency involved in the two forms of live-
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stock hauling. Other significant factors must be analyzed before one 
can decide the better method of transportation. Excluding rates, truck­
hauling has some definite advantages over rail-hauling. For example: 
(1) trucks can pick up the cattle at the ranch; (2) b·ucks a1·e relatively 
easy to obtain at any time; (3) truckers can provide more personal serv­
ice. 

Railroads have their advantages on the .long hau l. (1) they have 
good loading facilities; (2) good feeding facilities for rest stops; (3) up 
to 12 months stopover-in-transit for grazing or feeding purposes; and 
(4) the privilege of diverting the shipment from original destination to 
another market. 

Another factor of importance which makes a comparison of truck 
and rail rates very difficult is the weight lost by livestock during time 
in transit. An exact estimate of transit shrinkage is nearly impossible to 
obtain, but a study at the University of Wyoming:!u found that shrink­
age was a function of time in transit. 

Taking into account the above reservations of comparing equities 
of transportation rates for rail and tmck hauling, the following tables 6 
and 7 give a basis for comparison. Tables 6 and 7 show the actual rail 
rates from points of origin in Idaho to points of destination outside 
the state of Idaho. The corresponding truck rates were computed from 
equation (1.3) appendix B. This equation was estimated from data ob­
tained from cattle producers and were actual transportation charges 
paid by these producers. The justification for using this equation for 
estimating the truck rates in tables 6 and 7 is that this equation gives 
nearly the same result as if tariff 2140 was used. This fact verifies 

Table 6: Compa rison of Livestock Transpor tation Ra tes for Truck a nd Ra U (In 
Cen ts Per Hundred Pounds). 

Slaughter Cattle 

Ra tes from cities Lewiston St . Maries Bur ley Idaho Fa lls Caldwell 
In Idaho to cities Truck Rail T ruck Ra il Truck Rail Truck Ra il Truck Rail 
In other s ta tes cwt cwt.. cwt cwt. cwt cwt. cwt cwt. cwt cwl. 

Spokane, Wash . . ..... 106 112 99 107 86 81 
Seattle, Wash. . ...... 84 88 83 80 122 123 138 133 98 89 
Portland, Ore. 78 79 91 93 113 115 129 125 88 79 
Snn Francisco, Cal. .. 150 142 166 147 127 124 143 135 122 122 
Los Angeles, Cal. . .... 186 177 198 183 138 147 159 144 151 140 
Elko, Nev . . ·····-········ 60 68 77 79 85 75 
Ogden, Utah ............. 112 133 125 116 56 70 58 63 81 92 
S. Lake City, Utah . . .. 60 70 63 63 84 92 
Denver, Colo. 183 172 171 161 
Omaha, Neb ............ 223 204 210 186 
Rawlings, Wyo. -··· 147 151 160 138 
Billings, Mont. . ......... 116 115 
Chicago, Dl. ... ............. 246 228 257 214 

Source: Appendix table-Intersta te Shipments of Cattle and Ca lves by Railroad. 
Truck rates are estimated from equation (1.3) page 31. 

:w Tippets, Stevens, Brotherton a nd Abel, op. cit., page 13. 
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Table 7: Comparison of Livestock Transpor tation Rates For T ruck and Rail (In 
Cents Per Hundred Pounds) 

Feeder Cattle 

Ra tes from cities In Lewiston St. Maries Burley Idaho Falls Ca ldwell 
Idaho to cities Truck Rail T ruck Rail T r uck Ra iJ Truck Ra il Truck Ra il 
in other states cwt cwt. cwt. cwl. cwt cwt. cwt cwt. cwt cwt. 

Spokane, Wash. . .... 106 96 99 90 86 81 
Seattle, Wash. . ..... 84 74 83 68 122 100 138 112 98 89 
Portland, Oregon 78 68 91 79 113 98 129 107 88 79 
San Francisco, CaJ. .. 150 122 166 125 127 104 143 114 122 122 
Los Angeles, Cal. ...... 186 149 198 157 138 125 199 123 151 143 
E lko, Nev ..................... 60 58 77 68 85 75 
Ogden. Utah .............. 112 112 128 99 56 71 58 65 81 92 
S. Lake City, Utah .. .... ... 60 71 63 65 84 92 
Denver, CoJo ............. 182 146 171 136 
Omaha, Neb . .......... 223 174 210 159 
Rawlings, Wyo. 147 128 160 117 
Billings, Mont. . ......... 116 98 ... 
Chicago, lll . ................ 246 194 257 182 

Source: Appendix table-Interstate Shipmen ts of Cattle a nd Calves by Railroad. 
Truck ra tes a re estima ted from equation (1.3) page 31. 

truck haulers' answers that they were using; tariff 2140 in calculating 
out-of-state transportation rates. 

Obviously, there are some variations between rail and truck rates 
as indicated in tables 6 and 7. It should be noted that the railroads 
have different rates for feeder and slaughter cattle. 

The resul t of the comparison is that, in general, hauling rates arc 
lower for b·uck hau ling in intrastate movement and up to 1,000 miles 
in interstate movement. For distances longer tban 1,000 miles hauling by 
rail is, in general, more favorable. 

APPENDIX A 

Methods and Procedures of Investigation 

To obtain the necessary information on livestock movements in 1958, 
and on facilities and services available for transportation, a sample 
survey was made of ranchers, feedlot operators, and truckers. 

The state was divided into a grid system. Each grid was 50 miles 
square. Grids were numbered consecutively from 1 to 37, as shown in 
figure 1. This grid system enabled analyzing cattle movement on a 
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more unjform pattern for the 11 western states than would be possible 
on a county or other geographic system. 

A stratified random sample of 750 was drawn from a list of 2400 
members of the Idaho Cattlemen's Association with proportional ob­
servations from each grid. A questionnaire was mailed to the selected 
producers throughout the state. Thirty-five per cent of the producers 
returned completed questionnaires. 

To secure enough data from feedlot opera tors, a complete survey 
was made of all feedlots re~istered with the State Bureau of Animal 
Industry in Boise. Questionnaires were sent to all the 272 registered 
feedlots, and thirty-eight per cent were returned.1 

Thirty commercia] livestock haulers with business domicile in the 
state of Idaho were visited and interviewed. 

Tariff rates (Ex-Parte 212) for railroad transportation were obtained 
through direct correspondence with the three railroads operating in 
Idaho. These rates were verified with the Traffic Bureau of the Inter­
state Commerce Commission, \Vashington, D. C. 

Appendlx Figure 1: Boundaries of the 50 miles square grid system. 

J A feedlot may be registered with the Bureau if the operat~r intends to pl.a.ce 
female animals in l'hannels for sla ughter purposes. This avoids the necessity of 
Inspection for Brucellosis control. The detailed requirements for a. feedlot 
registration may be obtained from the Bureau in 'Boise. 
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Appendix A 
Table 1 

Rei a tion of Truc.k Ownership 
t{) the 

Number of Cattle and Ca lves Transported 
As Listed by 247 Farmers in It{aho, 1958 

Own Truck Commercial Truck Ra.il-Road Combina tion 
Grid Cattle CaJves Cattle Calves Cattle Calves Cattle Calves Total 

2 784 631 1,415 
3 173 24 7,145 448 120 126 164 8,200 
4 600 4,780 425 5,805 
5 156 195 140 162 123 27 14 817 
6 257 27 2,259 894 175 40 89 391> 4,131 
7 320 140 160 620 
8 197 90 7,445 2,185 9,917 
9 60 176 212 16 12 476 

10 185 6,750 1,450 108 8,385 
11 357 406 600 1.053 2,524 
12 34 100 60 194 
13 689 20 8,583 1,429 30 100 10,851 
15 83 225 90 398 
16 50 357 675 14 131 1,227 
17 400 100 320 120 940 
18 153 230 10,382 36 10,801 
20 36 75 230 60 401 
21 558 275 833 
22 23 180 203 
24 9Q 275 2,.222 1,267 1,936 10 5,800 
25 25 120 788 590 1,650 300 3,473 
28 535 210 745 
31 443 259 1,150 65 1,917 
32 517 385 100 93 75 35 1,205 
35 136 37 173 
36 160 51 30 15 256 
37 80 50 130 
Total .. 4,881 2,294 55,972 12,690 4,284 498 506 712 81,837 
Per cent 
of total 
in 
sample .... 6.0 2.8 68.4 15.5 5.2 0.6 0.6 0.9 100 
Total 
Idaho• 
Shipment 
in 1958 38.QOO 17,700 433,400 98,200 32,900 3,800 3,800 5,700 633,500 

• Total shipment figw·es are estimated by the formula Ye = Ny, where Ye is 
the estimate of total cattle and calves shipped in Idaho in 1958, N is the number 
of cattle producers from which the sample is drawn and y is the average nwn-
ber of cattle and calves shipped by each respondent in the sample. 

Note on Appendix A table 1. 
The Statistical R eporting Service, Boise, estima ted tha t tota l marketing of 

ca ttle and calves in 1958 from I daho were 418,000 cattle and 119,000 calves or a 
total of 537,000 head. The estimate in ta ble 1 wa.s 508,100 cattle and 125,400 
calves or a tota l of 633,500 hea d. The difference between the two estimates may 
be attributable to catt.Je and calves shipped but not sold a t market during the 
year. F urthermore, the a.ssumption under which the estimates are made may 
not be va lid beca use the respondents to the mail questionnaires may have intro­
duced error~; in t he sample by belonging to a group of farm ers who a re not 
representa tive of the population. 

It should be noted that there were no shipments reported for grids 1, 14, 19, 
23, 26, 27, 29, 30, 33, and 34. This is proba bly due to the distribution of ranchers 
and feedlots in the state, a nd to the la ck of complete representation in the 
sample drawn. There are few u· any ranch headquarters located in the omitted 
grids except for grids 1 and 22. 
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Appendix A CLASSES OF CATTLE TRA.~SPORTED 
Table 2 FROI\1 EACH GRID-1958 

ESTil\lATED TOTAL FOR IDAHO 

Steers Heifers Calves Cows Bulls Percent-
Grid No. S laughter Feeder Yearlings Heifers S teers 1\tixed Brood Slaughter and Others Total age 
2 ......... . 635 6 ,557 3,615 ...... 9,716 612 403 341 21,879 3.5 
3 .......... 63,778 4,808 11,969 2,323 1,850 596 480 1,246 217 87,267 13.7 
4 .......... 15.097 4,498 13,835 2,957 294 2,694 1,951 1,556 387 43,269 7.7 
5 000000 • 000 4,513 635 387 526 642 2,926 294 743 314 10,980 1.7 
6 OOOOo o oo o o 5,420 11,159 21,035 6,765 6,945 14,989 11,474 3.252 828 81,867 12.8 
7 0000000000 ....... 4,885 891 ...... 2,230 ----·- 433 ------ 8,439 1.3 
8 oooo o oo o oo 2.508 8,392 7,936 1,061 5,657 937 .. 139 ······ 26,630 4.2 
9 • • • • • OO•oo 542 402 155 248 1,897 2,199 1,076 403 232 7,154 1.1 

10 .......... 4 ,824 2,694 5,264 929 3.933 18,557 18,635 505 937 56,278 8.8 
11 00 • •000000 1,633 5,079 2.462 3.584 7,595 7,254 31 1,788 735 30,161 4.8 
12 oooooooooo 263 186 ...... ...... 62 15 526 0.1 
13 0000000000 45.144 929 8.594 1,479 3,848 6.116 743 1,858 124 68,835 10.9 

1.0 15 0000000000 279 619 418 643 813 ···-· 186 93 77 3,128 0.5 
co 16 ..... ..... 46 3,352 464 619 3,391 5,853 186 1,138 62 15,111 2.4 

17 ... ....... 875 999 ..... . ..... 1,850 • · ... ....... . ..... 3,724 0.6 
18 OO ooOo OO o o 1,277 2,865 1,564 356 310 ...... 0 •• 1,138 46 7,556 1.2 
20 0000000000 ...... 1,618 ........ ... 1,618 2,617 ...... 1,076 31 6,960 1.1 
21 0000000000 ...... 3,817 . ....... 2,446 1,231 1,076 201 108 8,879 1.4 
24 000000000 0 ...... 52,304 5,512 4,568 5,326 9,966 12,666 2,052 232 92,626 14.5 
25 OOoooOOOOO 108 5,326 2,988 2,292 2,772 ...... 766 2,292 77 16,621 2.1 
28 OO ooOOOOoo ...... 15 . ........ 619 1,541 ....... . . 1.014 139 3,328 0.5 
31 OOO o OOO ooo 1,943 7,517 1,200 1,262 859 673 46 890 108 14,498 2.3 
32 .......... 720 2.106 1.308 1,146 2.245 2,679 1.045 1,603 124 12,976 2.0 
35 .......... 155 124 170 62 201 -- ..... 294 15 1,021 0.2 
36 0000000000 ----- 1,479 635 ... 464 62 387 62 3.089 0.5 
37 oooo••••oo 186 155 .... . .. 372 46 15 774 0.1 
Totals 149,946 131,180 91,742 35,503 54.966 89,072 51,329 24.612 5,226 633,576 10M 
Percentage 23.7 20.7 14.5 5.6 8.7 14.1 8.1 3.9 0.8 100.0 

Note on Appendix A Table 2. 

Six grids (3, 4, 6, 10, 13, 24) account for about 69 per cent. of the total cattle shipped in 1958. 



Appendix A Table 3 
Type of Livestock Operation Rela.ted to Method of Shipment 

As Listed by 301 Farmers in Idaho, 1958 
Type of Livestock Own Truck Commercial Truck Combination• 

Number Number Number 
Operation Farms Cattle Calves Farms Cattle Calves Farms Cattle Calves 

Cattle only ......... . 30 1,683 257 32 7,742 891 10 2,115 2,121 
Cattle and sheep 
Crop and Cattle 

4 29 2 12 18,515 2,348 4 323 415 
52 2,230 1,442 54 12,518 1,756 38 6,928 2,553 

Other ····· ·············~ 5 75 19 1 700 3 111 350 
Various 
Combinations .... 11 610 519 14 2,570 
No Classification 5 254 55 7 384 
Total .................... 107 4,881 2,294 120 42,4.29 
• Combina tion of own truck and commercial truck. 

Appendix A Table 4 

320 
485 

5,800 

R elationship of Type of Shipper to Number 
Of Cattle a nd Calves Transported 

As Listed by 2'73 Farmers in I da ho--1958 

7 
12 
74 

4,158 
207 

13,842 

1,291 
328 

7,058 

Number of Per Cent Per Cent Per Cen t 
ofTota\ Type of Shippers Farmers of Total Cattle of Total 

Cattle Feeders ................ 78 26 25.147 41 
Order Buyers .................. 40 13 2,055 3 
Meat Packers .................. 13 4 5,822 10 
Ranchers .......................... 89 30 6,665 11 
Others ................................ 13 4 1,490 2 
Various Combinat ions .. 40 14 14,255 23 
No Response .................... 28 9 5,718 10 
Total .................................. 301 100 61.152 100 

Appendix A Table 5: 

Calves 
2,254 
1.624 

571 
4,191 

746 
2,972 
2,794 

15,152 

15 
11 
4 

28 
5 

19 
18 

100 

Type of Truck Equipment in Relation to Number of Cattle Hauled By 
Type of Truck, as Listed by 301 Farmers in Idaho, 1958 

Type of 
Equipment 

SmaJI Trailer 
Semi Tra iler Truck ... . 
Pickup Truck ............. . 
Shortbed Truck ......... . 
Shortbed Truck-
Full Trailer ................ . 
Other ............................. . 
Combina tion ............... . 
No Response ............... . 
Total ............................. . 

Type of Truck Body 
Open Stock Rack 
No Cover ....................... . 
Van Type Body ......... . 
Open Stock Rack, 
With Cover ................. . 
Double Deck for 
Calves ·······-·····-··········· 
Double Deck for 
Cattle ........................... . 
Others ........................... . 
Combination ............... . 
No Response ............... . 
Total ....... ...................... . 

Number 
of 

Farms 
2 
2 
2 

56 

3 
33 
10 

108 

88 
1 

1 

1 
9 

100 

Own Truck Commercial Truck 
Cattle Per Cent Number Cattle P er Cent 

and of of and of 
Calves Total Farms Calves Total 

75 1.0 1 190 0.3 
100 1.4 40 13,981 20.2 

23 0.3 3 430 0.6 
3,101 43.2 19 1.686 2.4 

4 11,245 16.4 
122 1.7 1 50 0.1 

3,455 47.9 113 38,732 56.0 
319 4.5 12 2,815 4.0 

7,175 100.0 193 69,129 100.0 

4,759 68.8 49 4,984 7.2 
7 9,010 13.0 

22 8,901 12.8 

1 160 0.3 

75 1.1 
2,080 30.1 34 23,474 33.8 

88 22,861 32.9 
6,914 100.0 201 69,390 100.0 
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APPENDIX B 

Equations for Estimating Truck Transportation Costs 

Using the information in Table 3, page 20, a cost of b·ansporation 
formula can be computed using the loading space variable, measured 
in either feet or pounds, and the variable miles traveled. These two 
variables are independently associated with the rate charge. By using 
the figures from Table 3, and holding the size of animals constant at 
800 pounds per animal, the re lationship between loading space and 
total weight of load will be as follows for selected figtu·es: 

Trailer Length Weight of Load 
in Feet in cwt. 

31 203 
34 223 
40 263 
50 336 
60 398 

Applying this relationship to tariff item 2120 for transport of cattle 
more than 100 miles, with Joading space ranging from 20 to 60 feet, the 
cost of transportation can be computed from an equation us the fol­
lowing: 

Yc = a + h. "• + b!! X:! 
where Yc = rate per hundred pounds (cwt.) 

a = constant 
b., b~ = regression coefficients 

x. = length of traile r in feet 
x~ = miles (total loaded mileages) 

Computing this formula from information obtained from cattle pro­
ducers and feeders concerning the size of h·uek (loading space) and the 
length of b·ansport (loaded mileage) and using tariff 2120 for computing 
the charges, tJ1e following equation was obtained: 

Ye = 6.86 - 0.25x. + 0.3lx:! (1.1) 
where Yc = cc>nts per hundred pounds 

x1 = length of lra ilc.•r in feet 
x2 = miles (total loaded mileage) 

The multiple correlation coefficient is 0.998 and the two variables, load­
ing space and mileage, account for 99.7% of the variation in rates. The 
range of the variables is 20 to 60 feet of loading space, and mileage over 
100 miles. Note that the negative sign in front of the constant of x 1 

indicates a lower rate per cwt. for an increase in the size of truck, or 
in other words, an inverse relationship exists between rates and Joading 
space. 

If the rates of tariff item 2140 were applied to the transportation 
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data obtained from cattle producers and feeders in the same manner 
as under item 2120, the following equation results: 

Yc = 47.85 - 0.54.xt + 0.14x2 (1.2) 
where Yc cents per hundred pounds 

x1 = length of h·ailer in feet 
x2 = miles (total loaded mileage) 

The multiple correlation coefficient is 0.98 and the two variables, 
length of h·uck and mileage, account for 96 per cent of the variation 
in rates. 

The range of length of truck or trailer is 32 to 60 feet; range of 
mileage is from 100 to 900 miles. 

It should be remembered that these two tariffs items 2120 and 2140, 
are rates regulated by the Idaho Public Utility Commission for trans­
port of cattle and calves within the state of Idaho. 

To examine the natme of the rate structw-e of the actual transporta­
tion data co1lected b·om the cattle producel'S the same procedure of 
computation was used as in the calculation of the equations (1.1) and 
(1.2). 

The result is shown in the following equation: 

Yc = 48.11 - 0.36xt + 0.13x2 (1.3) 
where Yc = cents per hundred pounds (cwt.) 

x1 = length of trailer in feet 
x2 = miles (total loaded mileage) 

The multiple correlation coefficient is 0.86, and the variables x1 and 
x2 account for 75 per cent of the variation in rates. The multiple cor­
relation coefficient is highly significant at the 0.01 level of significance. 

The range of the variable x1 is 32 to 60 feet, and the variable x2 is 
from 100 to 900 miles. 

In order to be able to distinguish between the three estimating 
equations in the text they are identified by the foJJowing: 

Item 2120 Equation (1.1) 
Item 2140 Equation (1.2) 
Producer's Equation (1.3) 
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Appendix C 
Table 1: 

APPENDIX C 

Supplementary Data 

(Reprint from I.P .U.C. Regulations) 

Tnrl rt for Trucks 
T 2nd revised page No. 73 

Cancels 1st revised page No. 73 

Section 3-l\lileage Commodity Ra tes 

I . P. U. C. No. 8 

Item Z14Q-Lives tock, VIZ.: Cattle, horses, mules, sheep. goats and hogs, but 
does not Include stock for racing, breeding or ex­
hibition purposes. 

(A) Except as provided In (B ) below, rates named In this Item will a.pply A 
for all carriers when a lower charge will be provided than would be 
assessed under application of rates named In Item 2120. 

<B> Rates named In this Item will apply on all shipments of livestock 
handled by E. A. Tolman Livestock Transportation Company. 

Except as may be othe1·wlse provided, the provisions of Notes 1, 2 and 3 and 
Item 2120 will apply to all shipments moving under rates named in this 
Item. 

!\lUes Minimum weigh t Ln lbs. Miles Min im um wt. Ln lbs. 
Not 10,000 20,000 25,000 1 Not 10,000 20,000 25,000 I 

Over Over (Cents per 100 pounds) Over Over (Cen ts per 100 pounds) 
0 5 6 5 4 210 220 71 63 61 
5 10 8 7 6 220 230 74 65 0 

10 15 10 9 7 230 240 77 68 66 
15 20 12 11 9 240 250 80 7l 68 
20 25 14 13 11 250 260 83 73 70 
25 30 16 15 13 260 270 86 75 72 
30 35 18 17 15 270 280 89 78 74 
35 40 20 19 17 280 290 92 80 76 
40 50 22 21 19 290 300 95 83 78 
50 60 24 23 21 0 
60 70 26 25 23 300 310 98 86 80 
70 80 29 28 25 310 320 101 88 82 
30 90 32 31 28 320 330 104 90 84 
90 100 36 34 30 330 340 106 92 86 

100 110 40 37 33 340 350 109 94 88 
110 120 44 40 37 350 360 110 96 90 
120 130 48 42 40 360 370 113 98 92 
130 140 51 44 42 370 380 117 101 94 
140 150 54 46 4.4:1: 380 390 118 103 97 
150 160 56 48 46 390 400 124 105 100 
160 170 58 50 48 400 410 125 107 102 
170 180 60 52 50 410 420 127 109 105 
180 190 63 55 53 420 430 130 112 107 
190 200 66 58 56 430 440 135 116 111 
200 210 68 60 58 440 450 139 120 115 

For distances beyond 450 miles the rate will be 60 cents per loaded mile for a 
solo truck and 70 cents per loaded mile for a truck and full tra!Jer. 

I -Two or more shipments, originating at one point and place of origin, may be 
combined and rated under the following provisions: 
(A)-Shipments so combined must be destined to points directly Intermediate 

to point of final destination fo1· such combination of shipments must 
total 25,000 lbs. 

<B)-Rates will be assessed on each Individual shipment of the combination 
as set forth In this column for distance transported subject to a mini­
mum weight of 5,000 lbs., applicable to each Individual shipment of the 
combination. 
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l>.-Restrlction formerly named under the <•> reference canceled. 
:j:-To correct clerical error. 
T-Except as indicated by :j: all information on this page reissued from 1st 

revised page No. 73. 
Effective May 20, 1960. 

(Refer to page 14 for explanation of abbreviations and reference markS 
not explained on this page.) 

Issued: April 27, 1960 Effective: May 28, 1962 
Issued by Louis W. Schiele. Agent P. 0. Box 162 Boise, Idaho 
Correction No. 151 

Appendix C 
Table 2: (Reprin ted from LP.U.C. Regulations) 
2nd Revised Page No. 72 I. P. U. C. No.8 
Cancels First Revised Page No. 72 (Louis W. Schiele, Agent Series) 
t I daho Motor Tariff Bw·eau, Inc., Agent Freight Tariff No. 3-A 

Section 3-Mileage Commodity Rates 
Item 2120-Livest.ock VIZ: Cattle, horses, mules, sheep, goats and hogs but not 

Including stock for racing, breeding or exhibition purposes. 
Except as provided in (1) below, unless lower charges can be 
computed by the application of rates named in Item 2140, rates 
named in this Item will apply subject to the provisions of notes 
1, 2, 3, and 4 below. 

(1)-Rates named in this Item will not apply for account of E. A. 
Tolman Livestock Transportation Co. for rates of this carrier. 
See Item 2140. 

•Feet of Loading When haul is from When haul is over 
Space Furnished 0 to 50 miles incl. 50 but not over 100 

miles. 

Except as noted In 
2 rates are in 
cents per miles 
for aU "loaded 
mileage" traveled 
over 5 miles. 

Over 

0 
15 'h 
18 
20 
22 
24 
26 
28 
30 
32 
34 
36 
38 
40 
44 
48 
52 
56 

The charge for the 
first five miles or 

Not portion thereof 
Over will be: 

15'1.: $ 5.00 
18 5.50 
20 6.00 
22 6.50 
24 7.00 
26 7.50 
28 8.00 
30 8.50 
32 9.00 
34 9.50 
36 10.00 
38 10.50 
40 11.00 
44 12.00 
48 13.00 
52 14.00 
56 15.00 
60 16.00 

The charge for the 
first five miles or 
portion thereof 
will be: 

$ 2.50 
2.75 
3.00 
3.25 
3.50 
3.75 
4.00 
4.25 
4.50 
4.75 
5.00 
5.25 
5.50 
6.00 
6.50 
7.00 
7.50 
8.00 

2 - On distances 
over 100 miles, 
charge the rate 
per mile for the 
total "loaded 
mileages" traveled 

40 
40 
42 
44 
46 
50 
54 
58 
62 
66 
70 
74 
78 
84 
92 

100 
108 
116 

Note 1- Double Decking: When double decking is requested, there will be an 
additional charge as follows: 

$ 5.QO per solo truck or trailer of 18 feet or less. 
7.50 per semi-trailer, truck or trailer over 18 ft. but not over 28 ft. 

10.00 per semi-trailer over 28 ft. 
Note 2-Stop in transit: Stops in transit to load or unload will be made at 

points betwee.n point of origin. And destination at a charge of $3.00 per 
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stop. The mileage charged for wlll be that traveled from origin to 
destination. 

Note 3-0ff highway travel: When travel Is all or partially via rough or diffi­
cult to travel roads, an additional charge of not less than 10 per cent 
of the rates named above wlll be assessed for such mileage traveled. 
Also. the rate provisions of this l'Ule apply when the services of 
additional trucks <over and above the number normally required to 
complete the shipment in one day) is requested by the shipper or 
consignee. 

Note 4-Tbe term " loaded mileage traveled" shall be considered as the distance 
as provided in item 300 between the point or place of origin on the one 
hand and the point or place of destination on the other and sh all not be 
considered as the combined mileage of two or more trucks where a 
single shipment is transported at carrier's convenience upon more than 
one piece of equipment. or in more than one load. 

•-In the case of d ouble or triple decked equipment, the Inside length of 
the truck body will be considered the loading space furnished . 

(Refer to Page 14 for explanation of abbreviations and symbols not ex­
plained on this page.> 

Issued: September 6. 1961 Effective: October 11, 1961 
Issued by: Louts w. Schiele, President. P . 0 . Box 162 Boise, Idaho 
Correction No. 300 

Append ix C 
T a ble 3: Intersta te Shipmen ts of Cattle a nd calves by Railroad 

Sla ugh ter Cattle also calves in doubledeck cars 
ThJs is not a tariff. Rates have been taken !rom tariffs on file with 

I nterstate Commerce Commission and subject to change without notice. 
Ex Pa1te 212- Minimum rates (Carloads) 

en 
Freight rates -g 
!rom cities !>;' 

In Idaho to ~ 
cities in other states ~ 

DOLLARS PER HUNDREDWEIGHT 
New Meadows 1.02 1.07 .97 1.51 1.78 1.04 1.04 1.04 
McCall 1.07 1.09 1.04 1.51 1.77 1.04 1.02 1.02 
Caldwell .... .96 1.04 .96 1.42 1.64 .90 .90 .90 
Stoddard ........ .97 1.15 .97 1.42 1.65 .90 .91 .88 
Mountain Home 1.04 1.09 1.04 1.35 1.61 .79 .78 .78 
G ooding ..... 1.08 1.15 1.07 1.33 1.60 .75 .72 .72 
Twin Falls 1.15 1.24 1.16 1.23 1.50 .58 .72 .72 
Burley 1.12 1.23 1.15 1.24 1.47 .68 .70 .70 
Minidoka 1.12 1.23 1.15 1.25 1.47 .70 .68 .68 
Ketchum ... 1.16 1.24 1.15 1.38 1.58 .79 .78 .78 
Mackay ......... .. 1.12 1.34 1.25 1.42 1.50 .90 .71 .71 
Pocatello .. 1.12 1.30 1.23 1.33 1.39 .75 .58 .54 
Idaho Falls 1.07 1.33 1.25 1.35 1.44 .79 .63 .63 
Dubois ···-··· 1.02 1.25 1.25 1.39 1.49 .88 .71 .71 
St. Anthony .. 1.08 1.34 1.25 1.39 1.49 .80 .70 .70 
Victor ··--·-··· ... 1.12 1.38 1.33 1.44 1.51 .91 .75 .75 

• • 
Montpelier 1.21 1.38 1.30 1.39 1.44 .88 131.63 131.53 

• • 
Preston 1.15 1.34 1.25 1.34 1.38 .78 83.80 83.80 

• • 
Downey 1.15 1.34 1.25 1.34 1.38 .78 90.17 90.17 

• • 
Malad ............... 1.24 1.39 1.34 1.33 1.35 .75 77.55 77.65 
St. Maries .. .39 .80 .93 1.47 1.83 1.23 1.21 1.16 1.61 1.86 
A very ------------· ... .52 .93 .96 1.50 1.86 1.25 1.15 1.12 1.58 1.83 
Sandpoint - .38 .88 .91 1.49 1.83 1.44 1.44 1.42 1.64 1.91 
Lewiston .......... .54 .88 .79 1.42 1.77 1.34 1.34 1.33 1.72 2.04 

34 

the 

2.14 
2.11 
2.17 
2.28 



Minimum Weights 
Fat Cattle 24,000 Jbs. 36 ft. cars 
Fat Calves DD 23,000 lbs. 36 ft. cars 

•Rates are in dollars and cents per 36 ft. cars. 

Appendlx C 
Table 4: Interstate Shipments of Cattle and Calves by Railroad 

Feeder Cattle a lso Feeder Calves Doubledeck 

This is not a tarlf!. Rates have been taken from tariffs on !lie with 
Inter.>tate Commerce Commission and subject to change without notice. 

the 

Ex Parte 212-Minimum rates (Carloads) 
(/) UJ '"ll :,~ 5'~ Zt>1 OUJ 0 0 0 0 Freight rates '8 !: 0 (!)- -S» aq (!) a ::r ., 

~r::s aq"' <;ol" ..-~ 
Q. p ..... 

from cities ;ol" ::::: £!; ro9 '<n- $1) (") (!) (!) < 
in Idaho to $1) ;o Ill (") 

if Q. t' r::s ~ ::r "' r::s r::s En' II' $1) II> aq 

cities in other states (!) Q. 8 ;ol" 0 
(!) 

DOLLARS PER HUNDREDWEIGHT 
New Meadows . .81 .90 .83 1.28 1.50 .89 1.08 1.08 
McCall .... ····· .91 .92 .89 1.28 1.49 .89 1.04 1.04 
Caldwell ............ .81 .89 .79 1.22 1.43 .75 .92 .92 
Stoddard .82 .98 .82 1.22 1.40 .75 .77 .74 
Mountain Home .88 .92 .89 1.14 1.37 .68 .79 .79 
Gooding .92 .98 .90 1.12 1.28 .65 .74 .74 
Twin Falls .98 1.04 .99 1.03 1.28 .49 .74 .74 
Burley ..... .96 1.03 .98 1.04 1.25 .58 .71 .71 
Minldoka. .. .96 1.03 .98 1.07 1.25 .60 .71 .71 
Ketchum .. .99 1.04 .98 1.16 1.34 .68 .79 .79 
Mackay ... .96 1.13 1.07 1.22 1.28 .75 .73 .73 
Pocatello .96 1.11 1.03 1.12 1.19 .65 .60 .55 
Idaho Falls .90 1.12 1.07 1.14 1.23 .68 .65 .65 
Dubois ................ .88 1.07 1.07 1.19 1.34 .74 .73 .73 
St. Anthony .91 1.13 1.03 1.19 1.34 .70 .71 .71 
Victor ....... .96 1.16 1.12 1.23 1.28 .77 .77 .77 

• • 
Montpelier 1.02 1.16 1.11 1.19 1.23 .74 131.53 131.53 

• • 
Preston .98 1.13 1.07 1.13 1.16 .67 83.80 83.80 

• • 
Downey .98 1.13 1.07 1.13 1.16 .67 90.17 90.17 

• 
Malad ... . 1.04 1.19 1.13 1.12 1.14 .65 77.55 77.55 
St. Maries .33 .68 .79 1.25 1.5'1 1.03 1.02 .99 1.36 1.59 1.82 
Avery .44 .79 .81 1.28 1.59 1.07 .98 .96 1.34 1.56 1.79 
Sandpoint .33 .'14 .7'1 1.27 1.57 1.23 1.22 1.22 1.39 1.63 1.85 
Lewiston .46 .74 .68 1.22 1.49 1.13 1.13 1.12 1.46 1.74 1.94 

Minimum Weights 
Feeder Cattle 22,000 ibs. 36 ft. cars 
Feeder Calves DD 23,000 lbs. 36 ft. cars 

*Rates are In dollars an d cents per 36 ft. car. 
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Appendilt C 
Ta ble 5: Interstate Shipmen ts ot Cattle a nd Calves by Railroad 

Calves Single Deck 

This ls not a tarl!f. Rates have been taken from tariffs on file with the 
Interstate Commerce Commission and subject to change without notices. 

Ex Pa r te 212- M inimum rates (Carloads) 
(/) re "0 ~g> >s Z t>3 QUI 0 0 0 0 Freight rates '0 0 

~ "' "'- -II> OQ "' 3 ::T 0 II> ... < ;.; ~<;: f1·om cities rg ...... ;: c =' 11>9 0. c II> ;:; 
t: !!. "' < 

in I daho to () 0. t" c "' g- II> 
c "' c rn· ~ II> ... oq 

cities in other states "' 0. () II> 0 pr; 
0 

"' DOLLARS PER HUNDREDWEIGHT 
New Meadows .. 1.16 1.23 1.12 1.78 2.04 1.21 1.21 1.21 
McCall ........... .___. 1.23 1.25 1.21 1.78 2.02 1.21 1.15 1.15 
CaldweU .. 1.11 1.21 1.11 1.64 1.87 1.04 1.04 1.04 
Stoddard .......... 1.12 1.23 1.12 1.64 1.90 1.04 U 7 .98 
Mountain Home 1.21 1.26 1.21 1.68 1.84 .96 .91 .91 
Gooding 1.24 1.33 1.23 1.49 1.74 .88 .80 .80 
Twin Falls 1.33 1.44 1.35 1.39 1.74 .68 .80 .80 
Burley 1.30 1.39 1.33 1.44 1.70 .76 .78 .78 
Minidoka 1.30 1.39 1.33 1.46 1.70 .78 .75 .75 
Ketchum 1.33 1.44 1.33 1.61 1.79 .96 .91 .91 
Mackay .............. 1.30 1.51 1.46 1.64 1.74 1.04 .79 .79 
Pocatello 1.30 1.47 1.39 1.49 1.62 .88 .68 
Idah o Falls 1.23 1.49 1.46 1.58 1.65 .96 .72 .72 
Dubols .... 1.15 1.46 1.46 1.62 1.72 .98 .79 .79 
St. Anthony 1.24 1.51 1.46 1.62 1.72 .97 .78 .78 
Victor ........ 1.30 1.61 1.49 1.65 1.78 1.07 .88 .88 

• • 
Mon tpeUer 1.38 1.61 1.47 1.62 1.65 .98 106.10 106.10 

• • 
Preston ... ........... 1.33 1.51 1.46 1.51 1.61 .91 80.63 80.63 
Downey 1.33 1.51 1.46 1.51 1.61 .91 82.73 82.73 
Mala d 1.44 1.62 1.51 1.49 1.58 .88 76.36 76.36 
St. Maries•• ...... .39 .80 .93 1.47 1.83 1.23 1.21 1.16 1.61 1.86 2.14 
Avery•• ...... .... .52 .93 .96 1.50 1.86 1.25 1.15 1.12 1.58 1.83 2.11 
Sandpoint•• .38 .88 .91 1.49 1.83 1.44 1.44 1.42 1.64 1.91 2.17 
Lewiston•• .54 .88 .79 1.42 1.77 1.34 1.34 1.33 1.72 2.04 2.28 

Mlnimum Weight Ca lves SD 16,000 lbs .. 36 ft. car s 
• Rates in doUars a nd cents per 36 rt. car . 

••Rates for double deck. 
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